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7th August 2015 
 
 
Cathie Scotting  
South Oxfordshire District Council 
135 Eastern Avenue  
Milton Park 
Oxfordshire  
OX14 4SB 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir / Madam 
 
Re: 150724 EIA Screen Opinion Land at New Road Didcot. 
 
We note that you are in receipt of a request dated 24th July 2015 from Savills in 
relation to the above. 
 
Mind the Green Gap is the body representing residents of East Hagbourne, Millbrook 
and Northbourne who are against development of this (and any associated) site. We 
were formed following an open meeting held at East Hagbourne Village Hall on 23rd 
July 2015 that was attended by 150 people.   
 
We are working in total collaboration with and with the support of East Hagbourne 
Parish Council. (East Hagbourne Parish Council is also submitting a specific response 
to you on this matter.)  
 
The detail of this letter will suggest clearly and unequivocally that the Land at New 
Road Didcot – which more accurately should be described as New Road, East 
Hagbourne - should indeed be considered an EIA development.  
 
As the letter from Savills rightly points out, there are some a priori circumstances that 
lead to proposals being determined as an EIA development. This development clearly 
meets them. 
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WHERE THE DEVELOPMENT IS HIGHLY CONTROVERSIAL. 
 
Even at this early stage, the proposed development has been met by a wholly 
negative reaction from the communities of East Hagbourne, Millbrook and 
Northbourne. The applicant held an exhibition of the proposals  – lasting half a day - at 
the Recreation Ground at East Hagbourne. Councillors complained about the short 
notice they were given about the event and many were unable to attend. We know 
that many residents, particularly from Millbrook and Northbourne, were completely 
unaware of the exhibition and the proposals. A number of residents and Councillors 
contacted the agent acting for the applicant requesting a further exhibition to take 
place at Fleet Meadow Community Centre, immediately adjacent to the site. This 
request was refused, as was a request to extend the deadline for feedback to their 
proposals, which closed on 30th July 2015.  
 
The mindthegreengap campaign is now up and running. The website is at 
www.mindthegreengap.org, the Facebook group is at 
https://www.facebook.com/mindthegreengap and the twitter feed is at 
https://twitter.com/mindthegreengap. 
Having failed to get the applicant to hold an exhibition at Fleet Meadow, the action 
group will be holding another open meeting there shortly at the request of local 
residents. 
 
Jane Murphy, our local Councillor, will testify to the strength of feeling that this 
development has aroused. As will Ed Vaizey, our local MP. 
 
It is to be noted that the applicant’s screening request letter was submitted fully a 
week before the deadline for community feedback to their proposals closed. This is 
extremely disappointing. It is a clear indication of the value the applicant places on 
community feedback. This will serve only to make their proposal even more 
controversial in the eyes of residents. We also note that their screening request is 
entirely silent on the matter of community sentiment towards the proposals. Despite 
the fact it has explicitly canvassed this on their feedback form. It is our supposition 
that the applicant has a sense of the negative response to the proposals and is 
therefore ‘jumping the gun’ with this request before they are obliged to admit that the 
plans are indeed controversial. 
 
There is a further aspect to this development that adds a clear level of controversy. 
This site has been the subject of a number of formal and informal applications over 
the years. All of them have been rejected. To our knowledge the environmental 
concern has been at a major part of each and every rejection. 
 
One application, in 1980, went to appeal and the Inspector’s concluding remarks 
carries strong resonance and relevance today.  
 ‘I am of the opinion the District Council are confronted with a most difficult problem in 
their efforts to meet, within the plan period, the housing requirements … Development 
to this line [the footpath to the south of Fleet Meadow] and no further, could, I feel 
integrate satisfactorily with the local scene without detracting to any appreciable 
extent from the view from Hagbourne Road or from the character of East Hagbourne 
whose separate identity would be preserved. Any development to the south of the 
public footpath would introduce an urban element wholly unacceptable in this 
narrow and vulnerable wedge of open land.” The applicant’s land is directly south 
of the footpath. 
 
In the preparatory work that lead to the finalisation of the 2012 Core Strategy 
document, a number of areas around Didcot were assessed for their suitability for 

http://www.mindthegreengap.org
https://www.facebook.com/mindthegreengap
https://twitter.com/mindthegreengap
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housing development. The area that includes the applicant’s land was called Option 
D. Six options were ranked by residents of the Didcot area and Option D was 6th with 
only 1.94% of respondents believing this area to be the best option. This land is 
therefore not included in the current Core Strategy or identified on the Adopted 
Policies map. Notwithstanding the issues relating to the consequences of the five-year 
housing land supply, the proposal to build a 170 homes on the site found to be the 
least favoured in Didcot is, by definition, controversial.  
 
We understand a proposal was put forward in 2012 and was rejected by SODC. We 
are currently seeking more information about this. 
 
Finally, in 2014 the border between Didcot town and East Hagbourne village was 
redefined. The proposal made by Didcot Town Council was that the boundary should 
be on the same line as referred to in the 1980 judgement. Didcot Council proposed 
that “that the whole of that built up area [i.e. Millbrook] should be part of Didcot 
so that there is then a clear natural and man-made boundary defining the 
separate identities of the town and village, which we can then all respect.”  This 
was accepted by SODC and subsequently adopted. This applicant’s proposal runs 
completely counter to this policy. 
 
The applicant’s proposal runs entirely against planning policies and practices that 
have been consistent, and consistently re-affirmed for decades. They are, by 
definition, highly controversial.  
 
 
THIS DEVELOPMENT IS HIGHLY LIKELY TO LEAD TO FURTHER POTENTIALLY 
SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS.  
 
We contend, counter to Savills, that this development is, in and of itself, certain to 
create significant environmental effect.  
 
However, equally certain is the fact that this development is already bringing forward 
further major development proposals on the 30 acres site immediately to the South of 
the applicant’s land. This is known as Shortland’s Farm and is controlled by a 
developer called Nurton. In its 2014 land submission, Nurton indicated that road 
access would be “achievable with collaboration with owner / developer of land to 
the north” (i.e. the applicants site).  The applicant’s indicative site plan presented 
(available to view at www.easthagbourne.com) clearly shows how that access would 
be provided. Indeed we have a copy of a plan that actually indicates the precise 
access point. 
 
Further to this, an agent acting on behalf of Nurton has approached a number of 
residents on New Road. In a letter dated 6th July 2015 the agent (JCG Land & 
Property) stated, “I refer to my letter of 29th May and am I just writing to confirm 
that my client is making encouraging progress with regard to the formulation of 
its master plan in respect of the proposed redevelopment.”  Again in the land 
submission the developer indicated that they development would be ready to come 
forward in 2015. This is clearly, and unfortunately, the case. 
 
As the applicant points out any development over 150 houses (the applicant is 
proposing 170) requires consideration of the effects of the development. However the 
reality is that the development that will come forward as a result will be several times 
this size (600 – 700) and will therefore result in further, significant environmental effect. 
 
 

http://www.easthagbourne.com
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THE MITIGATION PROPOSED TO AVOID A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT MUST HAVE A 
HIGH CONFIDENCE OF ACHIEVING THE STATED OBJECTIVE 
 
The schemes outlined above should clearly be viewed as one single, large scheme. 
Such a large-scale development would magnify considerably the environmental 
impact of the applicant’s scheme. As a consequence, the applicant’s proposed 
measures of mitigation, which we consider to be at best debateable as they stand, 
become totally inadequate.  
 
Above and beyond these fundamental reasons why an EIA development is an 
appropriate outcome to the applicant’s request, there are serious matters arising from 
the body of the applicant’s submission, which give cause for considerable concern.  
 
Transport 
We have been in touch with Oxfordshire County Council and it is clear that the 
applicant is materially overstating his case. In the letter Savills claim that the scope of 
their Transport Assessment “has been agreed in advance with the County Council to 
ensure a robust assessment.” This is news to OCC who commented to us that they 
have simply and so far responded to a request for pre-application advice. They 
continue “also to note this is was an informal enquiry and solely the opinion of an 
officer and is not binding upon the council or prejudicial to any planning 
application that may be submitted.” 
 
Here is just a sample of the transport issues not envisaged in OCC’s informal 
response, any one of which goes to prove that the applicant’s TA will not be robust.  
- Traffic implications through East Hagbourne Village.  
- The traffic implications outside Hagbourne (primary) school during drop off and pick 
up times. 
- The traffic implications at Coscote and then through West Hagbourne 
- Seasonal impact. The road through East Hagbourne from New Road to Coscote is 
not gritted.  
(This will be the primary route (rat run) from the developer’s site to “Science vale” and 
A34 junction at Chilton.) 
- The developer’s single access road is on a bend with severely limited visibility when 
approaching south from Didcot. 
- The developer’s single access road is placed directly opposite another road “Little 
Langland’s creating a cross roads. 
- The right hand turn into East Hagbourne is blind. 
- The guidance notes refer to public bus services but do not mention the numerous 
school buses that run up and down that road. Putting bus stops on the road and not 
into lay-by’s will be an issue. The road has on street parking already, which is 
prevalent overnight. 
- There is nothing specifically calling out the need for pedestrians to be able to cross 
New Road in safety. 
 
The mitigation of many of these issues within a village and conservation area context 
present major environmental challenges to say the least.  
 
Finally, if the transport assessment does not take into account the enlarged 
development facilitated by this proposal, then it will not be relevant.  
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Archaeology and Heritage 
We note that the applicant has chosen to ignore the pre application advice provided 
by SODC and in making its request here relies entirely on the “desk research” which 
SODC has previously advised to be inadequate and incomplete. The consequence of 
this is that applicant is seriously under-estimating the potential environmental impact 
of its scheme and therefore the proposed mitigation is, by definition, insufficient. 
 
LVIA Landscape Visual Impact Assessment 
We suggest that the applicant’s assessment is fundamentally flawed. It is simply not 
true to suggest, “The greatest impact on views would be from the existing public 
footpath, which runs along the northern boundary of the site and extends east and 
south into the adjacent fields.” 
 
The current view from New Road is, put simply, a glorious amenity perhaps the finest 
in Didcot as it provides clear and unbroken views across open fields all the way to the 
AONB in the distance. One of the most significant factors in the Shiplake appeal was, 
of course, the loss of visual amenity to people passing the proposed site either on foot 
or as passengers on public or private transport. This amenity will be denied the public 
should the development be approved.  
 
Please see attached appendix for photography showing views from public areas into 
the site of the proposed development.  
 
SODC’s pre application advice was necessarily tentative. It suggested that with 
sensitive landscaping the issue of amenity “might” be mitigated. This suggests, quite 
rightly, that this statement could be contested and would need deeper discussion and 
debate before arriving at a definitive conclusion.  Savills however state, “the LVIA 
concludes that the long term visual effects of the development would be either positive 
or negligible.” Frankly, we find this statement laughable and deeply offensive to 
anyone who has actually ever been to the site.  
 
The LVIA of course fails to envisage development taking place on the enlarged site, 
which makes it even more ill considered, incomplete and unjustifiable.  
 
For these many, fundamental and incontrovertible reasons we trust that the Officers 
reviewing the screening opinion will determine that the applicant’s proposal is an EIA 
development. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Andy Barmer 
Chair: Mindthegreengap.org 
 
Cc Cnlr. Jane Murphy 
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Appendix  
 
 

 
 
Fig 1. View from Main Road south east corner 
 

 
Fig 2. View from Main Road north east corner 
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Fig 3. View from Main Road east side 
 

 
Fig 4. View from public footpath 


