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PART 1: BACKGROUND
Introduction and purpose of this repor t
1.

The Long Wittenham Neighbourhood Development Plan (LWNDP) was made on 12 October
2017 following a successful referendum on 7 September 2017. The “yes” vote was 92% of
those who voted or 59.9% of the whole electorate.

2.

The key policy in the LWNDP is LW1 which seeks to create a new community hub that would
provide a new location for the local school, a pre-school, village hall and community facilities
including a shop, parking and sports facilities on a new site.

3.

The need for this primarily results from the failings of the existing community infrastructure,
specifically the village hall and school. The overall proposal, set out in the supporting text of the
made LWNDP, is that the existing school and village hall sites would be sold for redevelopment
and the funds would go towards a new development on an undeveloped site. The viability of
the scheme would be further supported by the provision of approximately 40 new houses as
part of the overall hub development. Overall, it would be highly desirable for the project to be
cost neutral in terms of public expenditure and would provide the most sustainable option for the
current and future community.

4.

The evidence in support of LW1 considered several sites and the original intention of the NDP
steering group was to include a site allocation in the plan. The Local Planning Authority, South
Oxfordshire District Council (SODC) was not satisfied that the methodology used by the steering
group was sufficiently robust for a site allocation and the steering group was advised that as an
alternative, a planning application or community right to build order (CRTBO) might be suitable.
Despite the original intention to allocate a community hub site, the final version of the NDP used
a criteria-led approach in LW1 with the stated intention that a CRTBO would be pursued to
deliver the hub.

5.

One of the sites originally considered for the potential hub allocation was land off Fieldside
Track (referred to as “Site 1” in the NDP’s supporting evidence). A planning application was
submitted (Ref P16/S1124/O, dated 30 March 2016) for 36 houses on this site, which was
adjacent to the parish council’s preferred hub site (Site 2a).

6.

The LPA did not determine the Fieldside Track application within time, and the applicant went to
appeal on the grounds of non-determination.

7.

A planning inquiry was held in November 2017(APP/Q3115/W/17/3169755). The parish
council was given leave to participate in the inquiry and evidence was presented to the inspector
regarding the weight to be given to LW1 and the CRTBO. The parish council’s evidence
indicated that to allow the appeal would jeopardise the delivery of the CRTBO and thus
undermine the delivery of the NDP’s primary objective: the community hub. The CRTBO process
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had not yet been completed by that time, and no evidence was supplied to the inspector
regarding how it would be delivered.
8.

The appeal was considered in the context of a housing land supply of less than 5 years. All
parties at the inquiry agreed that the NDP did not allocate sites and was not eligible for the
protections under the written ministerial statement of 12 December 2016. The appeal was
allowed and the parish council’s case that the proposal would jeopardise the delivery of the
CRTBO was not given weight by the inspector. In addition, though the parish council sought funds
towards the realisation of the hub through S106, the inspector did not agree that sufficient
evidence had been provided to give assurances that the proper tests had been met.

9.

In the meantime, a private developer, Thomas Homes, had entered into a Memorandum of
Understanding with the parish council and the landowner to deliver the hub using private finance,
part of which was supported by housing on land that had been offered to the parish council at a
very favourable price. Overall, the hub proposal appeared to be deliverable and this was
discussed at the planning inquiry.

10.

A significant proportion of the parish council’s evidence at the inquiry related to the difficulties
the steering group had faced in undertaking a site allocation for a hub and housing
development. The NDP had not met the objective of ensuring that new development in Long
Wittenham contributed to the village’s overall sustainability by contributing to the hub project.

11.

LW1 had failed to achieve the parish council’s and local community’s aspirations in that the
appeal proposal would add additional houses to the village that would be required in addition
to those needed to enable the hub proposal to proceed (i.e. there would be new houses but no
new infrastructure to meet their needs). Overall, the parish council doubted that the CRTBO
approach would be supported by the local community following the appeal, and in any event,
the resources available to the PC were limited for such a large project.

12.

The parish council was confident that aspects of the hub proposal could be delivered by its
private sector partner but wished to have the certainty that a site allocation could limit other
housing coming forward. In addition, it wished to secure the future of the school and wished to
have the security afforded by the Ministerial Statement (December 2016).

13.

The parish council therefore resolved (18 January 2018 - minutes) to immediately review the
NDP while the evidence was still up to date, and to revert to the original approach of allocating
a site or sites to deliver the community hub.

14.

Andrea Pellegram Ltd. supported the parish council in the planning inquiry and because of her
familiarity with the circumstances surrounding the preparation of the LWNDP and its testing at a
planning inquiry, has been commissioned to undertake a site assessment and review of the NDP.

15.

This report reviews the circumstances surrounding the original attempt to allocate sites in the
LWNDP and proposed as revised methodology based on the Locality “Site Assessment for
Neighbourhood Plans: a toolkit for neighbourhood planners”.

16.

The report is set out as follows:
Part 1: Background to the hub proposal and the current policy LW1
Part 2: Methodology for the site assessment
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Part 3: Site assessments for community hub and housing development
Part 4: Site allocations under emerging local plan policy H8

The Community Hub proposal
17.

The community hub proposal has been in public consideration since it was first discussed in the
Wittenham Vision in 2010. Since that time, there have been many discussions, as part of the NDP
but also by the parish council and the community at large, about how the community hub project
could be realised.

18.

The Parish Council is the democratically elected body that is acting as overall sponsor for the
community hub project and which undertakes negotiations on its behalf.

19.

Agreement has been secured either in Memoranda of Understanding, verbal agreements and
parish council activities. Appendix 1 is a letter from the County Council setting out its position
regarding the school site and the proposed new school. An option agreement has been signed
between the landowner and the developer. There is a separate agreement, not yet signed,
between the developer and the parish council.

20.

The outline proposal for the community hub project is as follows and relates to three sites at
present:
•

•
•

Didcot Road: this is the main hub proposal site. It compares favourably against all other
known sites. This land is privately owned. In the made LWNDP, this is referred to as “Site
2a”. However, the current site is larger than the original site 2a and has been renamed so
that the different boundaries can be differentiated.
The school site: this site would be subject to a “land swap” as enabling development. This
land is jointly owned by Oxfordshire County Council (OCC) and the Oxford Diocese.
The Village Hall site: this land would be redeveloped as 1-2 houses by the Parish Council
and the funds used towards the costs of a new village hall within the hub scheme on the
Didcot Road site. This land is owned by the parish council.

21.

The proposal seeks to balance the need for economic return with the need to improve the
village’s overall sustainability by allowing sufficient housing to be built to cross-subsidise the
community infrastructure. Transport issues will be addressed as congestion caused by school
drop off and collection is moved from the High Street to improved parking and access at the hub
site. A quantum of around 40-45 open market housing and affordable housing, is proposed to
be built as a commercial activity to cross-subsidise the development of the school, car parking,
playing fields, etc. at no cost to the public purse.

22.

The plan to relocate the school and village hall pre-dates the development of the 2017
made LWNDP. It was first suggested in the village plan, Wittenham Vision. The proposal
was slow to be agreed because it was difficult to find a way to provide the development
without funding from any Local Authority partners. It would have been impossible to build
the community buildings on land purchased at market rates without building well in
excess of 100 houses. The village as a whole resisted new housing on this scale and for this
reason, progress on the scheme slowed.
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23.

During the process of developing the made LWNDP, a local land owner offered to sell
land to the project at CIL rates (i.e. the rate per hectare as determined by South
Oxfordshire District Council for this type of project). This made the project viable with a
reduced number of new market rate and affordable houses needed to cross-subsise the nonhousing activities from 100 to the 2017 estimate of 35-40. This was acceptable to the village
and this proposal was put forward in the 2017 LWNDP Policy LW1.

24.

The Parish Council, working with the landowner, identified a development partner to
take the project forward. These three bodies have worked closely together to plan the
project, also taking advice from the planning authority. However, the project is
complicated due to the number of parties involved (Parish Council, landowner, developer,
OCC and Oxford Diocese as the owners of the school site).

25.

Legal agreements have now been drawn up between the parties. The development
partner has an option to purchase the land once planning permission has been received.
The agreement only allows housing development in conjunction with the hub development.
If the proposed school closes in the future there will be a covenant that prevents
OCC/Oxford Diocese selling the land for housing.

26.

The final piece of the jigsaw was achieved at the end of August 2018 when the
Diocese and OCC agreed to move the school to the proposed new site, pay for
relevant legal fees, furnish the new school and release the current school land to the
developer for housing.

27.

During the course of the discussions the project evolved in a number of ways:
a. OCC as the landowner and education authority requested that the school should
have a playing field appropriate for a one form entry school, though the school
building will be half form entry. This provision will “future proof” any school
expansion should this be required. However, this resulted in the need to include a
larger land parcel than originally envisaged.
b. The developer agreed that the Parish Council should keep the current Village
Hall site, so that it could provide an income that would offset any future costs from
the new Village Hall.

28.

The developer’s original estimate for the number of houses to cross fund the school and
village hall was 35-40. Detailed viability calculations have only been undertaken since
August 2018 when the developer was reassured by the Parish Council that the project
could proceed. These calculations plus the additional costs to the developer listed above
have resulted in the project now requiring around 45 houses to cross fund the new
community facilities.

29.

The project plan in outline will involve which is the basis for the policies and approach in the
Reviewed Long Wittenhan NDP (RLWNDP):
a. Planning application in line with LWNDP LW1;
b. Purchase of Didcot Road (RLWNDP LW1) by the development partner on receipt
of planning permission;
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c. The development partner will use its own funds to built 45 houses, school and village
hall and associated playing fields and amentiy areas in stages as sketched out above
and set out in LW1;
d. On completion of the hub development, ownership of the newly constructed school
building and land will be give to OCC/Oxford Diocese and in return, the
development partner will take ownership of the current school buildings and land
site referred to in LWNDP LW2;
e. On completion of the hub project in RLWNDP LW1, the ownership of the portion of the
new development containing the new Village Hall, its parking and the green space will
be transferred to the Parish Council;
f.

Finally, the northern part of the current school site will be developed for 5 houses
as set out in RLWNDP LW2. At this time, ownership of the southern portion of the former
school site including the War Memorial, will be given to the Parish Council to
develop as a village green. This part of the poject is set out under RLWNDP Policy
LW2.

g. RLWNDP LW2 allows the Parish Council to redevelope the redundant Village Hall site
for housing. The future plans for this site have not been considered at the time of
preparing evidence for the RLWNDP.
30.

The viability assessment will not be included in the evidence in support of the NDP at
the request of the developer who considers it to be commercially sensitive. The viability
assessment can however be made available to the planning authority and NDP examiner
upon request.

31.

Since the overall purpose of the hub is to make the village more sustainable, so that villagers will
have more convenient access to necessary services on foot or near their homes, it has always
been discussed within the village that the hub and the housing would be located on the same site.
This has been assumed in all public consultation since the 2010 vision and it can be considered
that the principle that there is a community preference for the hub and the housing to be colocated has been established.
Planning Obligations and CIL

32.

Many of these agreements will be managed as unilateral undertakings and as part of the
scheme’s business plan and will therefore fall outside of planning control. However, it is
conceivable that aspects of this multi-site and multi-phase development would be controlled by
developer contributions and planning obligations.

33.

The response to the Regulation 14 draft of the NDP, the County Council notes that the County
expects CIL will be reviewed and until such time as this exercise has been completed, there is a
question on how a developer could be required to pay towards a school through any Section
106 agreement. However, the NDP is being prepared under the existing CIL framework and
cannot anticipate future changes to it. The Parish Council is committed to delivering the school
with its chosen development partner and will engage proactively with the County and District
Councils regarding necessary developer contributions.

Background to the abandoned site allocation exercise (2016)
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34.

The neighbourhood plan steering group, a sub-committee of the Parish Council with two Parish
Council members, is composed of volunteers who progressed the work originally set out in the
Wittenham Vision.

35.

On 19 May 2011, following development of a village plan, “Wittenham Vision”, volunteers
launched their first attempt to provide a village hub in Long Wittenham. The work started in
2010. Their aim was:
…to create a sustainable community hub in Long Wittenham that incorporates a village hall,
primary school and other facilities that will benefit our village today and in the future.1

36.

The NDP steering group took professional advice from several sources such as:
•

Locality and AECOM

•

Savills Estates and Property Consultants

•

SODC Planning Policy and Development Management Officers and Oxfordshire County
Council

•

Community First Oxfordshire (formerly known as Oxfordshire Rural Community Council)

•

David Potter from DPAS Consulting

•

Andrea Pellegram from Andrea Pellegram Ltd.

37.

The aims of the Neighbourhood Plan have been consistent and largely reflect the original 2010
“Wittenham Vision”2. Central to that has been the desire to create the community hub.

38.

The key policy in the NDP is LW1 is that the existing school and village hall sites would be sold
for redevelopment and the funds would go towards a new development on an undeveloped site.
The financial underpinnings of the scheme would be further supported by the provision of
approximately 40 new houses as part of the overall hub development. This has now been
revised to 45 houses in order to enable the entire scheme to be viable.

39.

The steering group worked with the landowners in the village plus other stakeholders such as the
local school, community at large and represented the interests of the Parish Council.

40.

At a very early stage the steering group gained approval in principle to their proposals from
Oxfordshire County Council and the Diocese who are joint owners of the current school site.

41.

The steering group volunteers felt that they had found a balance between SODC planning
policy, the needs of the local primary school, the needs of the village and had agreed to accept

1

The village website link is found here: http://www.longwittenham.com/neighbourhood-plan/village-hallproposals/
The Long Wittenham website illustrates the progression from the Vision to the NDP:
http://www.longwittenham.com/neighbourhood-plan/
2
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additional housing in their village. They also found a landowner who was willing to sell them
land at significantly below-market value to enable them to proceed with their vision.
42.

Savills was commissioned by the Parish Council to consider the viability of the hub model. The
Savills report concluded that local development companies would be very interested in working
with the identified landowners and the Parish Council to progress the overall scheme which
appeared to be commercially viable.

43.

Savills recommended to the Parish Council that they should enter into an agreement with a
private sector partner to progress a planning application (or planning applications) in December
2014.

44.

In early 2015, the steering group undertook a survey of the entire Long Wittenham community
with the help of Community First Oxfordshire (ORRC) which showed that for site 1 (the appeal
site) there was 72% support for a community hub, and 74% at the adjacent site (site 2a) if site 1
was not available3 . The majority of the respondents agreed that enabling housing of 30-40
units would be acceptable to cross-subsidise the community hub5.

45.

An options assessment of the available sites for the hub was undertaken in April 2016. A presubmission draft was finalised on 6 July 2016 and submitted to SODC for comment. This
contained a site assessment. These documents will be discussed in further detail below.

46.

The July 2016 pre-submission draft NDP allocated the site adjacent to the appeal (site 2a) as
the location of the hub and made provision for an indefinite number of homes as enabling
development, according to the advice received from Savills. The relevant draft policy is
reproduced below. The draft NDP adopted site 2a after extensive negotiations with the
landowners of sites 1 and 2a had failed to produce a solution incorporating Site 1 which is not
big enough to accommodate the hub alone. Figure 1 shows the original policy which was
abandoned.

3

Neighbourhood Plan Survey Report, ORCC, July 2015, Part 5 Ibid,
page 11.
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Figure 1: Original LW1 policy (abandoned)

1.
47.

3.
The accompanying site assessment considered several site options for the hub. The draft NDP
map is reproduced below in Figure 2 for reference. Note that Site 2a is located within the
current hub proposed allocation, Didcot Road.
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Figure 2: original sites under consideration in July 2016 version of
LW NDP.

48.

The supporting text for draft NDP policy LW1 states:
The only justification for bringing forward a site at this time is to improve the overall quality of life
in the village through enhanced community infrastructure. Development for its own sake is not
sustainable and could undermine the Local Plan strategy of focusing development in Didcot and the
larger villages4.

49.

4

The site assessment used several criteria to consider the range of available sites in the village
using a methodology provided to them by Community First Oxfordshire. The NDP group

paragraph 3.2, July 2016 draft NDP.
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advertised for sites across the Parish to be brought forward. At that time, it was believed that
this methodology was sufficiently robust to identify a community hub site.
50.

A Regulation 14 consultation draft was submitted to the planning authority in July 2014
containing the site allocation described above. This was accompanied by site assessments and
relied on the My Community site assessment toolkit.

51.

When the planning authority raised concerns about the approach used in their letter dated 1
September 2016, they queried the intention to allocate site 2a:
the community hub, appears to be the main factor used to assess the sites, rather than considerations
of suitability (capacity, availability, viability and impact). There is the potential for the NDP to
identify other sites that are suitable for housing (or small-scale employment), even though they may
not deliver the community hub. For example, Site 1 scores well in your site assessment apart from
being too small to deliver the community aspirations (other considerations such as road safety and
conservation area impacts could be dealt with through a planning application, and SODC
conservation officers would be unlikely to rule out development on this site because of potential
impact on the conservation area). We suggest you provide a justification of the site selection
criteria used and limit the factors to the plan objectives and not the specific policies.
Additionally, the sites assessed were only those ‘known to the steering group’ (SA page 30). We
strongly suggest that added justification for this approach is stated in the plan, or appendix, to
avoid the potential for challenge to the site selection process.

52.

The NDP steering group found aspects of this advice confusing because the purpose of the
allocation was for a community hub and not housing per se. However, other aspects of the
response are valid considerations and will be taken into account in the methodology presented in
this report.

53.

The steering group then made the decision to abandon the site allocation approach in favour of
a CRTBO for the hub site. AECOM were commissioned to prepare a Supplementary Site
Assessment in furtherance of the CRTBO. This document considered the same sites as the site
assessment. That report concluded that “the group has been advised by SODC that none of the
sites identified would be in compliance with national or local planning policy”. This was not
strictly correct – they were advised that their methodology was flawed and the compliance with
policy had not been proven.

54.

AECOM suggested that should the NDP allocate a site or sites, it would need to demonstrate that
the allocation(s) were: suitable, available and achievable5

55.

The AECOM report considered the sites on a “policy off” basis since, on principle, none of the
sites were required by the Local Plan to be allocated (see policy discussion below). The AECOM
assessment considered practical and high-level issues only and did not consider individual
planning policies. The Steering Group assumed that the final selection would be tested in the
CRBTO process.

5

AECOM, December 2016, Supplementary Site Assessment, section 3.1.
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56.

6

AECOM concluded that “only site 2a could currently deliver the community hub due to its size
and the landowners’ willingness to develop the site for the proposed use.”6

Ibid.,3.4.9.
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PART 2: METHODOLOGY
Objective of the site allocation process
57.

This part of the report sets out the methodology that will be used to update and refresh the
previous site allocation work.

58.

The evidence for the previous site allocation was dated 2016 and is therefore still current. Since
that time, SODC has produced a SHELAA which has returned two potential sites for consideration
(see below).

59.

The emerging local plan policy H8 Housing in Smaller Villages expects that small villages with
an NDP will expand housing stock by 5% over the course of the plan to 2033. In Long
Wittenham, this figure is around 5-7 dwellings. The appeal allowed an additional 36 dwellings.
Therefore, the RLWNDP is not required to identify any further open market housing sites to meet
the requirements of this policy.

60.

However, to realise the hub proposals, the made LWNDP sets out that an additional 35-40
houses will be provided as part of the hub scheme. This has now been revised upwards to 40-45
houses This will include an affordable housing element in line with local plan policies. In addition,
the made LWNDP indicates that the redevelopment of the school site will yield approximately 5
dwellings7 and the redevelopment of the village hall another 1-2 dwellings. Therefore, the
LWNDP can be interpreted to anticipate that planning applications affecting the hub and the
necessary reconfiguring of the village will yield up to 52 new dwellings in total from the three
sites.

61.

The RLWNDP policies must provide a secure context for these multi-site considerations to proceed
in order to safeguard all necessary land and ensure that the overall reconfiguration of village
services constitutes sustainable development. This means that the village hall and school sites will
be required to make a contribution to the delivery of the hub on its site and that the overall
financial balance is supported by the provision of market rate housoing alongside affordable
housing.

62.

It is not possible in the site assessment or in the NDP to assess the overall viability of the hub
proposals due to their complexity. However, it will be possible to ensure that the principle of the
proposals is acceptable in planning terms. The viability of any scheme will ultimately be tested
at the business development and planning application stage where much of the component
viability considerations will be commercially sensitive. Should the redrafted NPPF be adopted
before this reviewed NDP is made, it may be necessary to amend this approach.

63.

The site assessment will provide evidence for a refreshed suite of NDP policies in furtherance of
the community hub aspirations. It is intended to achieve the following:
•
•

Redrafting and refinement of the criteria-based approach in LW1;
Site allocation for a community hub scheme with open market and affordable housing;

7

This is a large site, but portions are earmarked for a village green and war memorial, so the housing element has
been limited to 5 new homes.
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•
•

Site safeguarding allocations for other sites that are required to enable the hub scheme to
proceed;
Allocation of land for sites that have been granted planning permission since 2011 in line
with emerging local plan policy H8.

Local Plan policy context for site allocations
64.

A full review of the planning context for the entire reviewed LWNDP is found in the Evidence
Paper: Planning Policy Context. The discussion in this document relates to the need to allocate
housing land in Long Wittenham.

65.

The Emerging Local Plan STRAT1 has not made any strategic housing allocation in Long
Wittenham which is a “smaller village”. The Emerging Local Plan settlement background paper
“Preferred Options” (June 2016) identifies Long Wittenham as a “smaller village” because it
scored poorly on sustainability criteria and the availability of facilities and services.

66.

Emerging Local Plan Policy H1 acknowledges that NDP’s can allocate housing land. It states that
in areas where there is no strategic allocation, housing development will only be permitted
where it is infilling within the existing built up areas of smaller villages.

67.

Emerging Local Plan policy H8 again sets out the role of NDPs in allocating housing land. In
smaller villages, where there is no NDP, a 5-10% increase in dwelling numbers over what was
recorded in the 2011 census will be achieved through the development of suitable sites and
through infill development. The quantum for Long Wittenham is estimated to be 15 houses over
the current LWNDP plan period as set out in the NDP which has not allocated sites.

68.

However, policy H8 states that where an NDP allocates land for housing, this should be at
around 5% increase.

69.

The supporting text for H8 states that smaller villages will look to larger villages for higher level
services and facilities. The NDP considers Long Wittenham to be unsustainable in terms of its
services and facilities. The purpose of the Community Hub is to create better and more robust
community infrastructure so that new housing can be accommodated.

70.

The recent planning appeal allowed 36 dwellings which exceeds the requirement for a 5%
increase where the NDP allocates housing land. There is therefore no specific requirement for
Long Wittenham to allocate further sites according to the emerging Local Plan.
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Development management policies for the community hub
allocation
71.

Development management policies in the emerging local plan and LWNDP provide a policy
context for the suitability of individual sites. Development management policies to be considered
in the site assessment are:

Housing mix and
affordable
housing

•

Core Strategy policy CSH3, CSH4

•

Emerging local plan policy H9

•

SHMA 2014

•

LWNDP LW3

Community
infrastructure

•
•
•

Core Strategy CSR3, CSI1
Emerging local plan policy INF1
LWNDP LW1, LW2

Heritage and
Design

•
•
•
•

Core Strategy policies CSEN1, CSEN3
Emerging Local Plan ENV1, ENV6, ENV7, ENV8, DES2,
H16
South Oxfordshire Design Guide
LWNDP LW1, LW4

Transport

•
•
•
•

Core Strategy policies CSQ3, CSM2
Emerging local plan policy TRANS2, TRANS5
Local Plan policy T1
LWNDP policy LW5

Ecology and
biodiversity

•
•
•

Core Strategy CSB1
Emerging local plan policy ENV2/ENV3
LWNDP LW6

Public Open
Space

•
•

Core Strategy CSQ4
Local Plan policies R1, R2

Minerals and
Waste

•

Core Strategy policy M8
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SHELAA
72.

The South Oxfordshire District Council Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability
Assessment (SHELAA)was published in October 2017. It is the most up to date source of
information on site availability in Long Wittenham. The SHELAA sites are identified on Sheets 28
and 33 of the HELAA (Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment), October 2017.

73.

The SHELAA identified the following sites in Long Wittenham parish:

74.

SHELAA Site Name

Suitable

Available

Achievable

Housing

72

Land
adjoining
High Street

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

925

Land east of
Didcot Road

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

1014

Willington
Down Farm

No

No

No

No

1052

Land north
of Pearith
Farm

No

Yes

No

No

The only sites that the SHELAA identified that would be suitable for the community hub with
enabling housing would be sites 72 and site 925. These are shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Sites deemed potentially suitable for housing
development in the SHELAA

Site assessment objectives
75.

LWNDP policy LW1 Community Hub will provide significant new and refreshed public
infrastructure for the village, making it a more sustainable settlement.

76.

However, public bodies such as the education authority and the parish council lack the funds to
realise the community vision. This project should ideally be self-funding. New market housing
could provide funds to cross-subsidise the scheme and it would be helpful if land value was
significantly reduced to enable the overall project to be financially viable.

77.

The hub scheme has several components that should be delivered:
•

A new community hub will be built that will contain: a new primary school; pre-school;
village hall; sports and community spaces; café; playing field; pick up points for
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children/parents with suitable parking arrangements. It is estimated that the minimum plot
size for these land uses is approximatly 1-1.5 hectare.

78.

•

New housing co-located with the hub in the order of 40-45 houses on a site estimated to be
approximately 1 hectare.

•

There is a community preference that the new housing and the hub be located on the same
site or adjacent, though if this is not possible, the two activities may be developed on
separate sites.

•

The existing primary school land will be “swapped” in ownership for land on the hub site. The
school site will be redeveloped as a housing site for approximately 5 dwellings with a
village green and enhanced war memorial.

•

The village hall, owned by the parish council, will be redeveloped as 2 dwellings.

The objective of this site assessment is to ensure that sufficient suitable land is available to
deliver all the components of the community hub scheme.

Assessment criteria
79.

The My Community toolkit recommends that a NDP site assessment should determine whether a
site is deliverable in terms of its suitability, availability and achievability8. The My Community
advice can be refined to meet the needs of the LWNDP community hub allocation as follows:
Suitable
•

Is there sufficient land for:
a. 1 ha for housing?
b. 1.5 ha for the community hub?
c. 2.5 ha for both activities to be co-located on the same site?

•

Are there any national or local designations that would preclude development of the site for
the hub or for enabling housing?

•

Is the site generally suitable in terms of the local development considerations and the
LWNDP in the following policy aspects?
o No loss of important open space, views, or impacts on privacy;

My Community, 2015, Site Assessment for Neighbourhood Plans: a toolkit for neighbourhood planners,
pages 11-14.
8
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o Within 0.5 km of the village centre to facilitate walking and cycling (using junction of
High Street and Didcot Road as the centre);
o Suitable school car parking and circulation with safe highway access;
o No parking on main roads required in the final development;
o No negative impacts on local views as described in LWNDP LW4 (RLWNDP LW8);
o No negative impact upon the historic environment (excluding archaeology), listed
buildings and conservation area;
o No negative impacts on ecologically sensitive areas as described in LWDNP LW6
(RLWNDP LW11).
•

Is the site capable of being in general conformity with the development plan as a whole?

Available
•

Is the landowner willing to make the site available for the parish council to secure a village
hub in the short term (before 2020)?

Achievable
•

Is the overall scheme able to realise the aspirations of policy LW1?

Safeguarding enabling land
80.

The school site and the village hall site are required to realise the overall hub scheme as set out
above.

81.

There are a number of options that the RLWNDP policy could use to secure the future role of
these sites in the overall hub scheme:
a. Make no special provisions and rely upon the intentions of the landowners to deliver the
sites in the overall hub scheme;
b. Allocate the sites for the purpose of housing so that they make a contribution to local
housing supply and provide subsidy for the overall scheme;
c. Safeguard the sites so that they are available for redevelopment as housing sites but,
should the hub scheme fail and they are not required, the landowners retain some
flexibility as to how they are used in future should they become redundant or no longer
required.

Option a) No special policy protection
82.

If the school and village hall sites were not covered under RLWNDP policy, their role in the
overall hub project would be uncertain. The delivery of the hub requires that all sites come into
play as described above. Should no policy provisions be made in the NDP, it is possible that one
or both of the sites would “fall out” and that they would not be avaiable or able to provide the
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necessary support for the overall scheme. This is not deemed to be a suitable approach and it
will not be adopted.
Option b) Allocate the sites for housing
83.

The hub proposal envisages that the village hall and school sites will be developed for housing in
order to provide overall subsidy for the scheme.

84.

If the sites were allocated for housing and the hub scheme did not proceed, then the land at
either site might become available at a future date depending on the needs of the school or the
Parish Council.

85.

The NDP has set out the case that Long Wittenham has made excess provision for housing over
the plan period through past planning permissions and site allocations. Therefore, it might be
possible that the best use of the school or village hall sites in the future might not be for housing
but an alternative use.

86.

In the event that the hub scheme fails, there is no reason why the village hall and school sites can
ONLY be redeveloped for housing. It might be that in future, other land uses will be required on
these sites. For instance if the school were to close for any reason, it might be that a new
recreational facility would be needed on the site since there is no community hub. Likewise, it
might be that the village hall may become redundant for that particular use but it might be
attractive to a shop keeper or café owner and the case could be made that a central village
location would be suitable for these activities.

87.

If the sites were allocated as housing sites, the landowners would not have the flexiblity to
change the use of the land to anything other than housing. This lack of flexibility, where no need
for additonal housing has been proven, is not the optimal policy approach.

Option c) Safeguard the sites for housing
88.

Land has been safeguarded elsewhere in Long Wittenham in the Parish Plan. The new Thames
road corssing between Culham and Didcot Garden Town has been safeguarded (as explained in
the Evidence Paper: Countryside) in the emerging local plan. The purpose of this safeguarding
is to prevent change of use or development on the necessary land until such time as is may be
required. If it is not required, i.e. the proposed crossing does not proceed for any reason, then
the use of the land will again be under the control of the landowner.

89.

The most viable and effective use of the village hall and school sites at the time that the hub
proposal is being prepared is for housing. Therefore, for this review of the NDP, it is proposed
that those sites will become redundant when the new facilities at the hub are built and that those
sites will be put to best use which is housing.

90.

Since housing in excess of strategic requirements is being allocated on the Fieldside site, it is not
necessary during this review of the LWNDP to allocate further housing. Therefore, it is not
necessary to specify the development of the village hall or school sites for housing unless this
makes a contribution to the hub scheme. If the village hall and school sites are not required to
make such a contribution, then it is possible that a non-housoing land use would be a more
effective use of the land. This would need to be proven in individual planning appliations.
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91.

The safeguarding approach is superior to the site allocation approach for the reasons set out
above: safeguarding will be more flexible in the event that the community hub scheme fails than
an allocation for housing which is not proven to be necessary.

92.

The village hall and schools sites will be safeguarded in the LWNDP for the purpose of
delivering the community hub. A separate allocation will be made in the reviewed LWNDP for
these sites that will set out that should they become available for housing, they will be
developed as follows:
•

Village Hall: 1-2 dwellings.

•

School: 5 dwellings with village green and enhanced war memorial.
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PART 3: SITE ASSESSMENTS FOR COMMUNITY HUB AND HOUSING
DEVELOPMENT
93.

The initial NDP considered 9 sites. The SHELAA considered 3 sites adjacent to the village, two of
which were originally considered in the NDP, and one that has not. Overall, there are now 9
sites that require assessment.

94.

The table below reviews the available sites for the community hub and housing development
using the criteria set out above. The sites are shown on Figure 4.

95.

The sites have been assessed using a simple traffic light system:
•

Green – meets the basic requirements;

•

Amber – does not fully meet the requirements but the use of developer contribution, planning
conditions or other considerations could provide sufficient mitigation to overcome concerns
OR the site was not considered for the criterion;

•

Red – does not and cannot comply with basic requirements.
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Map number
1

2

Fieldside

Didcot Road

3
Land off
unmade road
to east of
village

1

2a/2b

3

Name of site

Site ref in original
NDP
SHLEAA ref

925

4

5

6

West Field /
Saxons Heath

West Field /
Thames Path

Bodkins
Playing Field

3a

4

5

1052

1052

7

8

9

Primary School

Village Hall

Land off High
Street / east of
village

6

7
72

SHLEAA conclusion on
acceptability of
housing
1 HA available for
housing development
1.5 HA available for
community hub
2.5 HA for both
housing and hub on
same site
Are there any
national or local
designations that
would preclude
development of the
site for the hub or for
enabling housing?
No loss of important
open space, views, or
impacts on privacy
Within 0.5 km of the
town centre to
facilitate walking and
cycling (using junction
of High Street and
Didcot Road as the
centre)
Suitable for a car park
for the school with
potential safe
highway access
No parking on main
roads
No negative impacts
on local views as
described in LWNDP
LW4
No negative impact
upon historic
environment
(excluding
archaeology), listed
buildings and
conservation area
No negative impacts
on ecological sensitive
areas as described in
LWDNP LW4
Is the landowner
willing to make the
site available for the
parish council to
secure a village hub in
the short term
(before 2020)?
Total number of
"green"
Total number of "red"

7

11

6

7

5

7

7

7

7

3

0

5

7

7

4

3

3

3
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Figure 4: Sites assessed for community hub site allocation
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96.

In summary, the following can be concluded for each site:
Fieldside (1): this site has received planning permission for 36 houses and is no longer available.
Didcot Road (2): This site is the optimal site with the most “green” benefits and fewest “red”
constraints. The site is large enough to accommodate the hub and housing on the same site and
the land is currently available at a favourable land value. The north east corner may impact
upon the view corridor from the village to Wittenham Clumps and this will require careful design
to avoid harm. Historic England has raised concerns that there may be potential for significant
effects on archaological remains from the development. These two negative impacts have been
scored as amber because they can be manged with appropriately worded planning conditions.
Land off unmade road to east of village (3): This site was not put forward for consideration for
the SHELAA. It does not have direct access to the main highway network and is currently only
accessible via an unmade road. It is not large enough to accommodate both the housing and the
hub on the same site. It is an identified habitat for Roman snails.
West Field / Saxons Heath (4): This site was deemed as unsuitable for housing in the SHELAA
and is not ideal for the hub proposal since it is at the edge of the village.
West Field / Thames Path (5): This site was deemed as unsuitable for housing in the SHELAA
and is not ideal for the hub proposal since it is at the edge of the village.
Bodkins Playing Field (6): This site is outside the built-up area of the village and very most
distant from the centre. It is also used as a playing field and should remain in that use. It is
therefore not a favourable site for either housing or the hub.
Primary School (7): This site is currently deemed unsuitable as a school site since the “centre” of
the village has moved eastward, hence the proposal to move it to a new hub site. The site is too
small to accommodate 40-45 houses.
Village Hall (8): This site is very constrained and is not suitable for either the housing or hub
elements of the proposal.
Land off High Street / east of village (9): This site has been proposed for 29 houses in a recent
planning applicaton but the owner has clarified that it is not available for the community hub. It
is not large enough to accommodate both the hub and the housing on the same site due to
flooding constraints. The planning application was withdrawn, there were concerns raied by the
community and it is therefore questionable whether the site is sufficient for the purposes of a
community hub with 40-45 houses.

Page 24 of 34

Reviewed Long Wittenham Neighbourhood Development Plan

Preferred community hub site
97.

Didcot Road is superior in terms of its “suitability” according the criteria set out above. It has
more favourable characteristics and fewer unfavourable characteristics than any of the other
sites and overall, is the most likely to meet community aspirations.

98.

Evidence Paper: Planning Policy Context has assessed the Didcot Road site against
Development Plan policies. That assessment concluded that it is capable of meeting the
requirements of the development plan and that there are no insuperable planning reasons why
the allocation and proposal should not proceed.

99.

Two responses were received in the Regulation 14 consultation that are relevent to the allocation.

100. The County Council pointed out that Footpath and 287/5 crosses the proposal site and connects
the site to the centre of the village.
101. English Heritage objected to the site allocation because there would appear to be the potential
for significant effects on archaeological remains from the hub development, though they are not
aware of any archaeologcial assessment having been undertaken.
102. Conditions were placed upon the adjacent allocated site referred to in this report as Fieldside
by the Inspector in his decision APP/Q3115/W/17/3169755. That proposal site would have
had similar archaeological constraints. The Inspctor placed the following condition upon
Fieldside:
No development shall commence until a written programme of archaeological investigation,
which should include on-site work and off-site work such as the analysis, publishing and
archiving of the results, has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning
Authority; and the approved programme of archaeological work has been carried out in
accordance with the approved details.
103. It is considered that since there is no existing archaeologcial assessment, the Inspector’s approach
is sufficiently robust to overcome the objection raised by English Heritage.
104. Didcot Road is therefore suitable to be allocated for the community hub development in the
reviewed LWNDP.
105. Should the community hub scheme fail, the allocated site will not be required by definition. The
allocation is for a hub and housing and the case has been made that the housing is allocated as
necessary to deliver the hub. Therefore, should the hub scheme fail, there is no need for housing
on the site. As will be explained later in this document, sufficient housing land will be allocated
to meet Long Wittenham’s housing requirement. The delivery of housing on the hub site would be
in excess of the identified requirement of 5% over the 2011 baseline.
106. The preparation of the community hub scheme was underway since 2010, or 8 years at the time
that the Regulation 14 consultation on the RLWNDP was undertaken. As has been explained
already in this document, no other landowners have offered their land for sale for the purposes
of the community hub. NPPG para. 33 requires local plans to be reviewed every 5 years.
Therefore, it can be concluded that should the hub scheme fail, it would take longer to redesign
the scheme than it would to review the NDP.
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107. Therefore, should the hub scheme fail, the allocated Didcot Road site would not be developed
and the preparation of a revised Community Hub scheme would be dealt with in the review of
the LWNDP.
108. The Parish Council’s preferred development partner has prepared an indicative masterplan. This
has not been submitted as part of a planning application and therefore has no planning status.
However, it is included here to illustrate the current thinking on site layout.

Suitability of safeguarded sites
109. Evidence Paper: Planning Policy Context has assessed the village hall and school sites to
determine whether it is acceptable in broad planning policy terms for them to be redeveloped
for housing and other land uses as suggested in the LWNDP.
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110. That assessment concluded that both sites are capable of meeting the requirements of the
development plan and that there are no insuperable planning reasons why the allocations and
proposals should not proceed.
111. A similar appraoch to site assessment has been undertaken with regard to the safeguarded sites,
set out below.
Map number

Name of site

Site ref in original NDP

3
Land off
unmade
road to
east of
village

4

5

6

7

8

West
Field /
Saxons
Heath

West
Field /
Thames
Path

Bodkins
Playing
Field

Primary
School

Village
Hall

3

3a

4

5

6

7

9
Land off
High
Street /
east of
village

SHLEAA ref
1052

1052

72

5

4

3

4

6

6

5

1

4

5

3

0

0

0

SHLEAA conclusion on acceptability of
housing
Are there any national or local designations
that would preclude development of the
site for the hub or for enabling housing?
No loss of important open space, views, or
impacts on privacy
Within 0.5 km of the town centre to
facilitate walking and cycling (using junction
of High Street and Didcot Road as the
centre)
No parking on main roads
No negative impacts on local views as
described in LWNDP LW4
No negative impact upon historic
environment (excluding archaeology), listed
buildings and conservation area
No negative impacts on ecological sensitive
areas as described in LWDNP LW4
Total number of "green"
Total number of "red"

112. The review of the safeguarded sites for housing in relation to other sites available for housing
(which exclude the community hub site and the Fieldside site which is subject to allocation in
another part of this document) indicates that of all the other sites under consideration, the school
and village hall sites score most favourably, both having the most “greens” and no “reds”.
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113. The village hall and school sites are therefore suitable to be allocated for safeguarding as
enabling development in the reviewed LWNDP.

Deliverability assessment
114. Considering the three sites together (hub/housing/village hall/school), they have been
demonstrated to be suitable, available, achievable and appropriate for housing development as
identified in the SHELAA. It is therefore appropriate to allocate them in the reviewed LWNDP.
The sites are shown in Figure 5.

Site
Name

Proposal

Suitable

Available

Achievable

Housing
(SHELAA)

Didcot
Road

Community hub
and enabling
housing

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Village
Hall

Change of use
to 2 dwellings

Yes

Yes

Yes

School

Change of use
to 5 dwellings
and village
green

Yes

Yes

Yes
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Figure 5: Community hub, school and village hall sites
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PART 4: SITE ALLOCATIONS UNDER EMERGING LOCAL PLAN
POLICY H8
115. As explained above, emerging Local Plan policy H8 sets out the expectation that where NDPs
allocate land it should be at around 5% of housing stock in 2011. Emerging local plan policies
re more onerous than the Core Strategy approach which does not allocate housing in Long
Wittenham and it will be used here as the higher test. The LWNDP will therefore “allocate” sites
that have received planning permission between 2011 and Spring 2018 to meet the
expectations of the emerging policy.

Planning permission for housing since 2011
116. An additional 40 dwellings have received planning permission since 2011, set out below.

Link to
application
documents
http://www.southoxon.gov.uk
/ccm/support/Main.jsp?MOD
ULE=ApplicationDetails&REF
=P11/W1086

Site name and description of
development
Willington Down Farm Ladygrove Didcot (in the
parish of Long Wittenham) OX11 9BT

Net
gain
2

Conversion of existing redundant barn into 2 no.
dwellings.
http://www.southoxon.gov.uk
/ccm/support/Main.jsp?MOD
ULE=ApplicationDetails&REF
=P13/S0434/FUL

Garage adj to Downsview House & Little Stark High
Street Long Wittenham OX14 4QB

1

Change of Use from existing garage, office and
shower room to one bedroom dwelling.
http://www.southoxon.gov.uk
/ccm/support/Main.jsp?MOD
ULE=ApplicationDetails&REF
=P16/S0928/FUL

The Granary High Street Long Wittenham OX14
4QH

1

Proposed division of existing dwelling to form
additional dwelling on site.
http://www.southoxon.gov.uk
/ccm/support/Main.jsp?MOD
ULE=ApplicationDetails&REF
=P16/S1124/O

Land off Fieldside Track Long Wittenham OX14 4PZ

36

Outline residential development with all matters
reserved except access for up to 36 dwellings

Total new dwellings permitted since 2011

40
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117. Willington Down Farm, Downsview House and The Granary can all be considered windfall infill
development. They are small sites with low housing yield and it would not be appropriate to
allocate them as housing sites.
118. Land off Fieldside Track is a substantial housing development on a large plot. It is suitable for
allocation. It was granted at appeal in 2018 (APP/Q3115/W/17/3169755 ) and is therefore
acceptable.
Map number
1

3
Land off
unmade road
to east of
village
3

Name of site
Site ref in original NDP

Fieldside
1

SHLEAA ref

4

5

6

West Field /
Saxons Heath
3a

West Field /
Thames Path
4

Bodkins
Playing Field
5

1052

1052

9
Land off High
Street / east of
village

72

SHLEAA conclusion on acceptability of housing
Are there any national or local designations
No loss of important open space, views, or
impacts on privacy
Within 0.5 km of the town centre to facilitate
No parking on main roads
No negative impacts on local views as
No negative impact upon historic environment
No negative impacts on ecological sensitive
Total number of "green"
Total number of "red"

6

5

4

3

4

5

0

1

4

5

3

0

119. The assessment for the community hub illustrates that when factors regarding the deliverability of
the hub are disregarded, the site is most suitable for housing from the alternatives available in
the parish. The planning appeal demonstrated that the site is suitable, available and achievable
as a housing site and it scored the most “green” indicators relative to other available sites. It is
shown in Figure 6.
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Figure 6: Land at Fieldside Track
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APPENDIX 1: LETTER FROM OXFORDSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL,
9 MARCH 2018

Page 33 of 34

October 2018

Page 34 of 34

