
 CULHAM PARISH COUNCIL 
Minutes of the Parish Council meeting duly convened and held on Monday 15th May 

2017 at Culham Parochial C of E School 
 

Present: Cllrs G. Gibbs (Chair), J. Thomas, A. Steele, A. Jones and S Casey-Rerhaye. 
 

In attendance: L. Dalby (Clerk) and 8 members of the public. 
 
 

1. Public Participation 
The Public were invited to make comments on item 4 of the agenda. 

 
2. Apologies for absence 
There were none. 
 
3. Declarations of personal and prejudicial interest 
There were none. 

 
4. Confirm Culham Parish Council response to SODC Local Plan 
The response to the Local Plan was discussed and amended. The final response was agreed 
and is appendixed to these minutes. 
 
There being no further business the meeting was declared closed at 8.30pm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix – Culham Parish Council response to SODC Local Plan 
 
Comments on South Oxfordshire District Council Local Plan: Second Preferred 
Options 
 
Comments from Culham Parish Council 
 
The consultation and the approach SODC took in relation to the residents in Culham has 
been very poor. We had no prior warning that a new town in Culham was on the agenda. 
Many residents, whose houses would be in the middle of this new town, had no individual 
notice that a consultation on such an important issue for them was starting. No information 
events were held in Culham. The only paper copy of the plan provided by SODC for 
people in Culham to view and read was at Culham Science Centre – a place where visitors 
need a pass to enter. A village meeting had to be organised at very short notice by the 
Parish Council. We think this is extremely poor consultation and does not allow us to 
respond in a thoughtful, constructive manner with all the facts. Considering the significant 
change in this stage and the last stage of the Local Plan, we requested an extension to the 
consultation period – but this was refused. 
 
Green Belt Natural and Historic Environment Chapter 8 
 
As a Parish Council we are extremely concerned to see an allocation of Green Belt land 
called Land Adjacent to Culham Science Centre for  a new town for Oxfordshire. Given the 
number of other brownfield sites within the South Oxfordshire district and neighbouring 
council areas, we believe this is not an exceptional circumstance.  
 
There are other good brownfield sites in the area such as Didcot, Chalgrove and the 
currently rejected site called Harrington. It is apparent that some of this housing allocation 
is being forced due to the lack of an updated Local Plan in Oxford City. Land being taken 
out of the Green Belt in Culham should not be the outcome of this lack of housing 
allocation.   
 
Green Belt is designed specifically to protect the individual and unique character of rural 
areas to SAVE them from being absorbed into urban areas. The Local Plan describes 
Culham as suburban - it is not.  Culham is a country village with clear and separate 
boundaries and green fields between it and neighbouring Clifton Hampden and Abingdon, 
It is a community in its own right and as such a housing proposal would ruin its setting and 
the entire Thames valley between Culham and Clifton Hampden.  
 
Green Belt is also designed to prevent ribbon development. This new town proposal is an 
example of exactly that type of ribbon development the Green Belt is supposed to prevent 
– there would be houses and buildings of all types all the way from Burcot at the junction 
of the A415/ A4074 to Abingdon.  
 
Furthermore, SODC have rejected development south of Grenoble Road on the grounds 
that it is in the Green Belt and has pylons running across it and sewage works on the site.  
The proposed site on Culham is similarly in Green Belt land and has pylons running across 
it. Any housing built upon the Culham site would require extra infrastructure such as a new 
bridge across the Thames. This cannot be economically and practically better than 
moving/improving sewage works and improving connections to Oxford city.  The proposal 
at Culham is therefore incoherent in terms of the very objections used for other sites.  
 



Infrastructure Chapter 7 
 
The development of 750 homes without any change to the transport infrastructure is 
clearly not viable.  
 
There will be a major impact on both Sutton and Clifton Hampden bridges and the east 
west route of the A415. During peak times these roads are already at capacity, with long 
waiting times at Clifton Hampden traffic lights and over the bridges at Abingdon, often with 
traffic backing right to the lights at the Waggon and Horses. This is a minor, single 
carriageway A-road. Furthermore, there have been a number of fatalities on this road in 
recent years. Increasing the traffic will mean increasing the risk to residents and road-
users.  
 
It is Clifton Hampden’s opinion that they already need a by-pass. The implications for 
safety and traffic volume on this by-pass and the road it leads to the Golden Balls 
roundabout, and beyond to the junction with the M40, are also important considerations at 
the current traffic levels.  
 
There is also the issue of long queues at the Sutton Bridge at peak times, and the fact that 
this bridge has been closed due to flooding on a number of occasions in the last few 
years, and the knock-on effect of this on traffic delays all around the area is horrendous.  
 
If the rate of house build is, as stated at the public meeting on the 3rd May 2017 by council 
leader John Cotton, that of 200 houses per year, then how can these houses be built 
without first introducing major improvements to the road and transport systems?  
 
The local plan proposes that Culham railway station will be improved and become a focal 
point for the new community. While we think that some improvements in this type of public 
transport is to be welcomed, there is no indication in the Plan that the risks of this have 
been taken into account – specifically that if it becomes ‘Culham Parkway’ it will attract a 
lot more car traffic from the surrounding area as an alternative to Didcot for journeys to 
London and to the West of the country, putting further pressure on the roads. It also risks 
that this new town would become a dormitory town for people commuting to London and a 
further risk is that considering the time it has taken for the electrification of this line and the 
delays involved, any changes to cope with so many more people living here could happen 
long after the last houses have been built and therefore not serve the town in the way this 
local plan envisages. 
  
If the proposed development of 3500 homes goes ahead this would be similar to a town 
the size of Wallingford or Thame. This clearly would require facilities such as doctor’s 
surgeries, schools etc. In terms of schools, currently Clifton Hampden and Culham 
Parochial school are federated and any new school at such close proximity to these 
existing would jeopardise their viability and change the unique nature of the school in 
these small villages.  Culham school is a Parochial school with strong links to the church 
and community, and the entire village successfully fought to keep it open a few years ago, 
a measure of how important it is to the village. 
 
 A wider impact would be on the hospitals of the area, the community hospital in Abingdon 
and the John Radcliffe. There is little evidence of the ability of these NHS facilities being 
able to expand/gain further funding to cope with an increase in population and demand of 
this new town in particular but also of the whole of the area of the local plan, as well of the 
cumulative demand from the expansion in housing for the whole of Oxfordshire. 



 
A further infrastructure concern is that of the water supply. There are already issues of 
water pressure dropping for some households at times of peak demand. What proposals 
are there for an increased water supply to serve these new houses?  
 
Housing - Delivering New Homes Chapter 5 
 
Culham Parish Council is not against housing or business development within the parish. 
There have been a number of applications for new buildings in Culham Science Centre 
that we have supported.  
 
When we carried out our Community Led Plan we adopted a housing policy. This has 
been to restrict development to small sites, brownfield sites within the village curtilage and 
infill in the village. The proposed 3500 homes does not follow our local policy. However, 
there is a suggestion that up to 500 homes could be built on the area known as Culham 
No 1 site which, although in the Green Belt, is considered a brownfield site. We would 
consider this proposal carefully. There are some advantages to it, including the viability of 
various services, but there are also disadvantages, e.g. threats to the village schools as 
mentioned above and demand on local infrastructure. We think that  improvements to road 
and transport infrastructure should be made in conjunction with these houses being built. 
 
Employment Chapter 6 
 
It is not clear how Culham Science Centre site is a long term employment site which would 
support the amount of housing being proposed. If the number of jobs at the site will 
increase by 1/3 in the coming years to 3000, then the proposal for 3500 houses is far too 
high. Even building 500-750 houses just on the brownfield site of Culham No1 site would 
not be directly related to this expansion of jobs, as it would be very unlikely that even 50% 
of the new houses would be for new employees at the centre. 
 
Ultimately, therefore this would make any proposed housing reliant on occupants travelling 
to other places and this would not therefore be an employment driven development; it 
would increase commuting around the area, and car journeys would increase massively. 
Car journeys are often complex and multi-purpose – e.g. driving to work, dropping off at 
school, doing some shopping all in the same journey and so it is not possible to propose 
most new journeys created by the new town would use the train station. Pressure on the 
surrounding roads would therefore increase to an intolerable extent. 
 
There are also a number of simplifications in relation to the development and expansion of 
Culham Science Centre that do not take into account the unpredictable effects of Brexit.  
Expansion of employment at this site is seen as a key driver for this new town. This is not 
as clear cut as the draft Local Plan implies. There are already changes occurring as a 
result of the EU referendum at Culham Science Centre. The UK has left Euratom; funding 
for future research projects are in greater jeopardy; JET is almost certainly near the end of 
its life with or without Brexit; one high-tech company has already moved to Milton Park as 
a result of other issues that cannot be guaranteed to go away.  
 
Safeguarded Land (Abingdon Southern by -pass) 
 
There is clearly no funding proposed for this road and the cost of a bridge would be 
substantial, as confirmed by SODC leader at village meeting 3rd May 2017. He stated that 
it was only included as it links to the Vale of White Horse draft consultation Local Plan. 



Given that this safeguarded land blights houses in the conservation area in the west of 
Culham. Culham Parish Council asks that it is removed from the plan. 
 
Overall proposed housing in the Local Plan 
 
There is a large number of new housing proposed in this plan. Issues we think need to be 
considered in relation to the total number proposed as well as the other sites are as 
follows: 
 

1. Is the economic case backed up with evidence? John Cotton stated that there is a 
push to develop Oxfordshire as it is already a net contributor to the treasury.  We 
think that such development and economic expansion may not be best planned for 
Oxfordshire but on other areas of the country that are in need of employment and 
development as they are declining areas. At the moment there is almost zero 
unemployment in the area of south Oxfordshire –new homes may be necessary to 
encourage people to work in areas to which it is difficult to recruit in Oxfordshire at 
the moment (nurses, care-workers, e.g.) but that is not the justification of these 
houses, the justification is upon an idea of the ‘Science Vale’ and the expansion at 
Culham Science centre.  

2. John Cotton stated that there is a Government group looking at the methodology of 
the calculation for the housing needs assessment. This new calculation may well 
find fewer houses are needed. The current assessment looks unreliable in terms of 
possible double-counting. We think that this Local Plan needs to be put on hold until 
this methodology issue has been resolved. 

3.  The site known as ‘Harrington’ has been dismissed because it will be a ‘dormitory’ 
town as it is far from other centres. We think that a large development in that site 
should be re-considered and as such needs to become a ‘destination’ in its own 
right – i.e. have employment, leisure, public transport as part of its overall vision. 
Also see earlier point about a Culham new town becoming a dormitory town as a 
result of the expansion of the railway station. 

4. Berinsfield is a village in need of much investment. There is a proposal in this draft 
plan to increase its size by 2000 houses. Given its accessibility to Oxford and public 
transport links, it may be feasible and acceptable especially by residents in 
Berinsfield, to expand it more than this and thereby attract more investment.  
Is the new town in Culham proposed as a way to force the construction of the new 
bridge across the Thames – the only (or the easiest) way of funding open to the 
District council? If this is the case, the benefit of the new bridge will be lost in the 
creation of so much more traffic as a result of this increase in housing. 

 
 


