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1. Introduction

The Oxford Local Plan 2040 will set out how we want the city to look and feel. It will guide new
development to the right locations while protecting and improving the environment and people’s
quality of life. It will help deliver the new homes, businesses, jobs, shops and infrastructure needed
to support the growth of Oxford over the next 20 years and it will be used in determining planning
applications and to guide investment decisions across the city.

Oxford City Council is required (Regulation 22?) to produce a Statement of Consultation to
accompany the submission of the Oxford Local Plan 2040 to the Secretary of State. This Statement
will assist the Inspector at Examination in determining whether the Plan complies with the statutory
requirements for involvement and government guidance. The report demonstrates how planning
officers:

1. Have taken account of the public feedback to the preferred options as received during the
Regulation 18 consultation.

2. How the proposed submission draft was shaped in response.

3. Summarises the responses received to the consultation on the proposed submission draft
Local Plan 2040 in relation to Regulation 20.

The report covers the following:
(i) An overview of the Proposed Submission Draft Consultation, including which bodies and

persons were invited to make representations, how they were consulted, and how many
comments were received.

(ii) A summary of the main issues raised and officer responses in relation to the proposed
submission draft.
(iii) An overview of the Preferred Options (Regulation 18) consultation, including which

bodies and persons were invited to make representations and how they were consulted.
(iv) A summary of the responses to the preferred options part 1 and part 2 (housing need).
(v) A summary of the proposed submission draft was shaped in response to the public
feedback.

2. Local Plan Timeline

2.1.Engagement Throughout the Local Plan Process

Involvement of local communities and other stakeholders from the beginning of the preparation of
the Local Plan has been a key priority for the council. The main stages of consultation on the Oxford
Local Plan 2040 were as follows:

Proposed Submission (Regulation 20) Consultation (10" November 2023 — 5th January 2024)
Preferred Options (Regulation 18) Consultation Part 2 (13" February — 27™" March 2023)
Preferred Options (Regulation 18) Consultation Part 1 (3™ October - 14" November 2022)
Issues Consultation (June-September 2021)

PN PE

2.2.Proposed Submission (Regulation 20) Consultation

! Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (as amended)



This section sets out how the City Council has complied with Regulation 20 (Proposed Submission
Consultation) on public participation of a development plan document. It also summarises the
representations received in response to the consultation, setting out how many representations were
made and what the issues raised were. As this Consultation Statement highlights, by the time of the
Proposed Submission Consultation extensive consultation and engagement had taken place on the
emerging draft Local Plan as summarised in the list above.

2.3.Proposed Submission Consultation Period

The consultation period on the Proposed Submission Document and Sustainability Appraisal (SA)
Report commenced on 10" November 2023 for a period of 8 weeks until 5" January 2024. This
consultation period exceeds the requirements of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
Regulations 2012 and the City Council’s usual consultation period identified in the Oxford City
Council Statement of Community Involvement. Notice of consultation was communicated by email
and letter on 10" November 2023 to those on the City Council’s database and advertised on the
council’s website. More information on the methods used is provided in this report further below.

2.4.Who was notified?

The previous stages of Local Plan consultation focused on the broad issues, utilising a wide range of
adaptable and interactive opportunities for engagement to increase the numbers of people involved
and to maximise the benefits of the consultation. The proposed submission stage is a formal
consultation stage which is required to focus on soundness and legal compliance with aspects of the
Plan. Responding to the consultation inevitably requires a greater commitment of time and effort in
order to frame responses in terms of the soundness and legal tests. Therefore, as well as statutory
consultees, those registered on the City Council’s database as having an interest in planning were key
to consult. Direct notifications were sent to all those on the City Council’s database, which includes
those involved in previous rounds of Local Plan consultation, statutory consultation bodies and duty
to cooperate bodies, and residents’ associations and interest groups. Electronic notifications and
letters were sent to individuals, groups or organisations that had not provided an email address.
Please see Appendix 1 for a list of the statutory consultees and Appendix 2 for the additional local
groups and organisations

2.5.Methods Use to Notify of the Publication Period

The publication period was publicised using a wide range of methods. Primary of these was direct
notification or correspondence as identified above. Notice of the consultation was disseminated by
other means, including:

e By notice in “Your Oxford”, in the edition published on 22/3/2024 (7,636 recipients),
15/03/2024 (7, 611 recipients), 10/11/2023 (7, 246 recipients), 17/11/2023 to 21/12/2023
(consultations sector).

e By press release and extensive local press coverage including through articles and an
interview with the planning Cabinet Member published on 10 November 2023 (for an
example please see Appendix 3).

e Consultation Press Release Reminder (5/12/2023).

e Facebook: from 10/11/2023 - 48 posts, of which 31 were video led that produced the
following results:

0 239,124 impressions
O an average of 4,876 people reached per post



1,922 engagements

135 shares

1,011 likes

776 comments

1,204 60-second video views
0 20,272 total click-throughs

e Twitter: from 10/11/2023 - 14 tweets that produced the following results:
0 14 tweets

16,198 impressions

605 engagements

31 retweets

36 replies

38 likes
0 108 click-throughs

e LinkedIn: from 10/11/2023 - 35 posts that produced the following results:
O 35 posts

25 video-led

54,602 impressions

11,648 views

1,943 click-throughs

973 likes

28 comments
O 62 reposts

e Instagram: from 10/11/2023 (analytics not available).

O O O OO O O o oo

O 0O OO0 OO

2.6.Responses Received

The City Council received 1518 comments from 203 respondents. The responses received are
summarised in Appendix 4. This provides and extensive summary of the comments received, as well
as an officer response to the comments. Minor modifications to the Plan have been proposed in
response to some of the comments. Where comments raised concerns, that the City Council has
agreed could be resolved with an acceptable modification to the Plan, these modifications would be
classed as a main modification that would therefore require consideration in the Sustainability
Appraisal process and further consultation. These will need to be recommended by the Inspector as
necessary to make the Plan sound.

3. Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Consultation Statement

This section of the consultation statement identifies how Oxford City Council has complied with
Regulation 132 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes 2004 with regard to the
consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal report and process for the Oxford Local Plan 2040. The
section addresses the consultation that took place on the SA Scoping Report, the SA Report for the
Preferred Options document (Regulation 19 consultation) and the SA Report for the Proposed
Submission document (Regulation 20 consultation).

3.1.Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

2 The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes 2004



Once the need for a Sustainability Appraisal has been established, the first step that is often
undertaken is a ‘Scoping Report’. The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes
Regulations 2004 (‘SA regs’) do not require that a scoping report is prepared, but where one is
produced it must be consulted upon with the relevant ‘consultation bodies’ according to the SA regs.
The SA Scoping Report for the Oxford Local Plan 2040 was published alongside the Oxford Local Plan
2040 Issues Consultation in June 2021. The background papers produced for the First Steps
consultation also formed the basis of the SA Scoping Report. Amongst those invited to comment
were the following:

e Environment Agency

e Natural England

e Historic England

e National Highways

e  Oxfordshire County Council

e Cherwell District Council

e South Oxfordshire District Council
e Vale of White Horse District Council
o West Oxfordshire District Council

3.2.Sustainability Appraisal of the Preferred Options Document

A Sustainability Appraisal that assessed the Preferred Options for the Oxford Local Plan 2036 was
published alongside the Preferred Options documents for the preferred options consultation. Whilst
most of the comments received at the Preferred Options stage were in relation to the options
themselves, rather than the SA, so comments related to issues that the SA seeks to address so they
were also reviewed through the SA process. The comments about sustainability issues were reviewed
and a judgement made on whether the issues suggested were significant enough to warrant
alterations to the SA framework of the earlier stages of the appraisal. The Local Plan Sustainability
Appraisal summarised comments received from consultation bodies on the SA Scoping Report and
comments on the SA from the Preferred Options Consultation respectively. These appendices also set
out the actions taken in respect of these comments.

3.3.Sustainability Appraisal of the Proposed Submission Document

The SA Report was published alongside the proposed submission document as part of the
consultation material for 8 weeks between 10th November 2023 and 5th January 2024. There were
23 respondents that raised 24 comments on the Sustainability Appraisal Report. Many of the
comments related to the overall spatial strategy, in so far as the approach that the SA Report had
appraised. Some comments were on more specific detail within the SA report. The comments can be
briefly summarised here as follows:

e The Sustainability Appraisal is soundly based.

e The Sustainability Appraisal is flawed and not sustainable. The Sustainability Appraisal relies
on decarbonisation of the grid and adoption of electric vehicles without any evidence
regarding the viability of sharing renewable and low carbon energy between sectors. The
Local Plan should therefore address these and other issues, such as retrofitting, not
contributing to climate change, issues of embodied carbon and lack of delivery on the
potential for supporting more renewable energy generation.

e Arevised SA should show how a (revised) Local Plan would meet Oxford's zero carbon goals
and how this would be monitored. It should show the impact of any exported housing



through so-called 'unmet need' on zero carbon and nature restoration for the districts. There
is no carbon accounting done here. This must change.

e The Sustainability Appraisal is not sound because it should ensure all development deliver
biodiversity gain, only build on brownfield land, not developing unbuilt land, increasing the
biodiversity of unbuilt land and delivering sustainability. Lack of biodiversity and
environmental targets. Lack of targets to assess and measure water use, sewage, flooding
capacity and sustainable development goals.

e The Sustainability Appraisal is not sound because it has not complied with the duty to
cooperate. Not positively prepared because it has not been informed by agreement from all
other authorities. It relies on an outmoded and outdated growth model instead of steady-
state planning. The Council should reconsider its trajectory with its neighbours and identify a
more sustainable long-term approach. More land cannot be released for housing than
necessary when it is also required for other vital issues such as climate mitigation, food
production and the health and wellbeing of people and nature.

e Are-write of the plan and SA is required to ensure that Oxford creates only those homes that
would provide for natural growth in the population. Forced economic growth is not the will
of the people of Oxfordshire. Oxford should plan only for those homes that can be
accommodated within the city as it is not sustainable to regard the surrounding Green Belt
as an area for commuting from dormitory towns.

e The Sustainability Appraisal is not sound because it does not consider the reasonable
alternative of using the standard method due to environmental constraints and traffic. Not
effective because it does not assess the impact of a high housing requirement and economic
requirements. Not consistent and not legally compliant because it fails to properly assess
whether development outside of the city will be sustainable. To minimise carbon emissions
(eg from cement and soil disturbance) and to protect land-use for nature and agriculture,
housing units should be created as much as possible from the existing built-environment
whilst simultaneously retrofitting these buildings for energy efficiency and renewables.

e The SA is flawed. Delete SPS13 and the Sustainability Appraisal may be sound.

e The Sustainability Appraisal is unsound as it has not identified that some green field sites, if
within the Lye Valley catchment areas are vitally important for comprehensive water
infiltration to recharge the limestone aquifer. Development should be directed away from
green aquifer recharge areas to preserve the Lye Valley biodiversity to comply with Policy G6.

e he Council has failed its duty to cooperate, which also applies to the Sustainability Appraisal.
Clearly the Duty to Cooperate test has been failed by Oxford for many reasons as outlined in
a number of our representations.

The planning policy team has reviewed the SA assessment and conclusions in light of the comments
made. On balance the objections would not have fundamentally altered the assessment made in the
SA or in the way the SA has informed any of the policies of the local plan. Where relevant,
modifications have been made to the proposed Local Plan 2040 to address objections raised.

4. Preferred Options Part 1 Consultation Process

4.1. Who was consulted?

The City Council conducted an extensive 6-week consultation exercise between October and
November 2022 to publicise the project and engage the Oxford community in the Preferred Options
Stage of the plan making process.



The Preferred Options consultation aimed to involve residents, workers, employers, students and
visitors to Oxford as well as stakeholders and service providers. An extension of time was provided
for responses until January 2023 to mitigate an issue with the postal delivery of some of the
questionnaires.

The Preferred Options consultation aimed to involve the whole city by delivering a questionnaire
door-to-door across the city (approximately 46 000 properties). Letters were sent to various
organisations and individuals, which included the statutory stakeholders and a wide range of interest
groups, developers and agents.

Direct contact with the following individuals or organisations was made either by email or letter:

e Door-to-door delivery across the city (approximately 46 000 households)

e Statutory consultees (42 statutory).

e Those on the City Council’s online consultation database with an interest in Planning and
Regeneration

e Additional local groups and organisations who were likely to be interested (250).

e Respondents from the First Steps Consultation who wished to be kept informed of further
stages in the Local Plan process (250)

4.2. Consultation Materials

At this stage in the Local Plan project the material that was published was focussed on presenting
the preferred policy options, and providing the evidence base that had led to the development of
the policy options and to the preferences for those options. The consultation focussed on asking
consultees whether they agreed with the Council’s preferences for the policy options. In order to
make this information accessible and to engage with a wide range of parties/people and levels of
interest a range of materials were produced with different audiences in mind:

For people with 5-10 minutes to get involved:

o Leaflet (equivalent 2 sides of A3) with basic information, a simple ‘Strongly Agree — Strongly
Disagree’ questionnaire and some space for additional written comments with a freepost
reply.

e Online questionnaire based on the 3 themes of the consultation.

e Social media posts including links to 3 short surveys on specific themes to supplement
consultation responses. Comments could also be left in relation to the posts.

For stakeholders and those with more interest/time:

e Local Plan Preferred Options Document.

Draft Sustainability Appraisal.

Background Papers.

Green Belt Study.

Structured online questionnaire (on the Council’s Consultation Portal) to comment on
Preferred Options Document (in addition to option of submitting written feedback on the
council website, by email or by post).

The materials described above were available:



e On the Council’s website

e In 7 local libraries and the central library

e Onrequest

e |n addition to being delivered to every household in the city, the leaflet was made available
in 7 local libraries and the central library and 30 community or leisure centre locations across
the city.

4.3. Consultation Methods

4.3.1.Promotion and Publicity of the Preferred Options Part 1 Consultation Period
The Preferred Options Consultation was publicised through the following channels:

e Publication of an updated Local Development Scheme (LDS) in June 2022; Attendance at
local groups and forums: Oxford Strategic Partnership, Talk of the Town and the Inclusive
Transport and Movement Group.

e Notifying those on the City Council’s online consultation database (all those interested in
planning or other relevant topics- 400+).

o Notifying statutory consultees and Duty to Cooperate bodies.

e Notifying residents groups and amenity groups.

e Notifying all primary and secondary schools within the Oxford City administrative boundary
(and surrounding areas including Botley, Kennington and Kidlington).

e Publishing information on our webpage (including introductory videos).

e The City Council’s social media channels (Facebook and Twitter including paid adverts on
Facebook).

e Apress release.

e Posters distributed to all community noticeboards in the city.

e A bus advertisement campaign inside Oxford Bus Company buses during the first four weeks
of the consultation.

e Briefing to Local members.

4.3.2.Preferred Options Part 1 Consultation Events and Meetings
The Preferred Options Consultation was publicised through the following channels:

e Publication of an updated Local Development Scheme (LDS) in June 2022; Attendance at
local groups and forums: Oxford Strategic Partnership, Talk of the Town and the Inclusive
Transport and Movement Group.

e Notifying those on the City Council’s online consultation database (all those interested in
planning or other relevant topics- 400+).

e Notifying statutory consultees and Duty to Cooperate bodies.

e Notifying residents groups and amenity groups.

e Notifying all primary and secondary schools within the Oxford City administrative boundary
(and surrounding areas including Botley, Kennington and Kidlington).

e Publishing information on our webpage (including introductory videos).

e The City Council’s social media channels (Facebook and Twitter including paid adverts on
Facebook).

e A press release.

e Posters distributed to all community noticeboards in the city.



e A bus advertisement campaign inside Oxford Bus Company buses during the first four weeks
of the consultation.
e Briefing to ward members.

Drop-in events were held at the following times and venues. These were widely advertised through
the posters displayed on all community notice boards, as well as on our website, on electronic
adverts inside Oxford Bus Company buses and mentioned at meetings held before and during the

consultation.

Table 1 — Details of Drop-in Events for the Preferred Options Consultation

Tuesday, 4* October Barton Neighbourhood Tuesday, 25" October Oxford City Football Club,
2022 Centre, 2-4pm Marsh Lane
5.30pm - 7.30pm
Friday, 7*" October Westgate 12-2pm Friday, 28" October Gloucester Green Market —

not a stall but a stand with
leaflets

Saturday, 8" October

Oxford v Wycombe,
Kassam Stadium,
1-3pm

Saturday, 29* October

Cutteslowe Parkrun 8.30 -
10.30am

Monday, 10" October

St Mary and St Nicholas
Church, Littlemore coffee
and singing morning
1lam—12pm

Tuesday, 1* November

Lidl, Watlington Road,
12-2pm

Wednesday, 12 October

Blackbird Leys Community
Centre
2-4pm

Wednesday, 2™
November

Sainsbury’s Heyford Hill,
1lam-1pm

12-2pm

Tuesday, 18* October Rose Hill Community Thursday, 3© November [EMBS
Centre 2-4pm Community College,
12-12.45pm
Thursday, 20* October Tesco Superstore, Friday, 4" November Templars Square shopping
Blackbird Leys, Centre, 11am - 1pm
1lam-1pm
Sunday, 23 October South Oxford Farmers Tuesday, 8" November Oxfordshire County
Market, New Hinksey Library, Westgate (Main
10am —12pm. Foyer)
12-2pm
Monday, 24 October Ferry Leisure Centre, Thursday, 10 November |Rose Hill Junior Youth

2022

Club, Rose Hill Community
Centre, 5.30-7pm

4.4.Responses to Preferred Options Part 1 Questionnaire

4.4.1.Responses to Consultation Questionnaire

The postal leaflets and online questionnaire are both based on the same set of questions, and so
both sets of responses have been collated and analysed together. A total of 1427 combined
responses were received over the consultation period.
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4.4.2.Graphs of Responses

The graphs in the following sections show the numbers of respondents in strong agreement,

agreement, disagreement, strong disagreement or neutral stances with the statements under each

heading.

Should we continue to protect community, cultural and social facilities and set out criteria for new

ones?

Strongly Agree

Agree 417

MNeutral 123

Disagres 26

Strongly Diszgree 50

Mot Answered 62

7359

T T T T T T
1000 200 3500 400 500 600 TOO

=]

~,

Should we set out guidance for our District and Local Centres?

Strongly Agree 361

Meutral 358

Disagree 53

strongly Diszgree &2

Mot Answered 86

Agree SO7

g
g
g
5
2
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Should we continue to promote the use of a design checklist, to improve the design, layout and
architecture of new developments?

i ™
Strongly Agree 532
Agree 403
Meutral 212
Disagree 45
Strongly Disagree 62
Mot Answered 78

1 1 1 1 1 1 1

o 100 200 300 400 500 B0
o

Should we continue to prioritise travel by active and sustainable modes (walking and cycling) and
discourage private car travel, by seeking to reduce public parking and parking in new
developments (residential and non-residential)?



Vs
Stronghy Agree 458
Agres 173
Meutral 156
Disagree 192
Strongly Diszgree 386
Mot Answered SE
T T T T T 1
o 100 200 300 400 S00
p.

Should we continue to protect a network of green spaces, including ecological sites, because of their
value for health and wellbeing, biodiversity etc.?

i ™y
Strongly Agree 1077
Agree 219
Meutral 48
Disagree | 14

Strongly Diszgree 29

Mot Answered 40

1000 1200

400 &00 800
h.

Should we require greening of sites by requiring developments to include green features such as
additional planting or green roofs?



Strongly Agree BE7
Agree 329
Meutral 112
Disagres z7
Strongly Diszgree 50

Mot Answered 42

600 BOO 1000

g
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Should we require new developments to include features to support wildlife such as bird and bat

boxes?
'l T
Strongly Agree 747
Agree 337
Meutral 134
Disagree 57
Strongly Diszgree CE
Mot Answered 36
T T T T T T T T 1
o 0 200 300 400 500 o600 YOO BOD
e

Should we support the use of retrofitting (the addition of new features to an existing building) to
reduce carbon emissions?



Strongly Agree 817
Agres 324
Meutral 156
Disagree 35
Strongly Diszgree 52

Mot Answered 43

200 400 600 BOO 1000

[ QS

Should we require planning applications to show how developments will be resilient to climate

change?
' Ty
Strongly Agree 799
Agres 330
Meutral 151
Disagree A4
strongly Diszgree &1
Mot Answered 4z
T T T T T 1
o 200 400 600 BOOD 1000
o

Should we focus new development away from areas of flood risk but allow redevelopment of sites at
risk from flooding where it will improve the current situation?



Strongly Agree 601
Agree 417
Meutral 135
Disagree 75
Strongly Diszgree 78
Mot Answered g1
T T T T T T T 1
o 100 200 300 400 G600 T00

Should we continue to encourage intensification and regeneration of employment sites that are
already important to supporting the local and national economy?

i ™
Strongly Agree 519
Agree 517
Meutral 279
Disagree 48
strongly Diszgree 47
Mot Answered &7
T T T T T T 1
o 100 200 300 400 S00 GO0

.

Should we require major development projects to provide training and employment opportunities for
local people?

16



-
Strongly Agree co92
Agree 435
Meutral 20
Disagree 50
Strongly Diszgree 48
Mot Answered 51
T T T T T T T 1
o 100 200 300 400 G600 T00
e

Should we introduce a policy requirement for affordable workspaces (e.g. offering lower rent options)
to be delivered as a percentage of all large commercial developments (affordable workspaces)?

s ™
Strongly Agree SE2
Agree 445
Meutral 240
Disagres 59
Strongly Diszgree 71
Mot Answered 50
T T T T T T 1
o 100 200 300 400 SO0 G600
A

Should we allow an element of housing to be introduced on existing employment sites?

17



g ™
Strongly Agree 340
Agree 541
Meutral 361
Disagree 82
Strongly Diszgree 50
Mot Answered 53
T T T T T T 1
o 100 200 300 400 500 G600
e

Should we continue to meet as much of our housing need as possible by prioritising housing over

employment where the space is available?

s ™
Strongly Agree 240
Agres 361
Meutral 487
Disagree 214
strongly Diszgree 73
Mot Answered 52

T T T T T T 1

o 100 200 300 400 S00 B0
p. "y

Should we continue to prioritise the delivery of affordable housing that people can rent (e.g. social
rent) over affordable housing that people can buy (e.g. Shared ownership or First Homes)?

18



Strongly Agree 434
Agree 340
MNeutral 344
Disagree 172

Strongly Diszgree 96

Mot Answered 41

100 200 300 400 500

[ QS

Should we continue to prioritise affordable housing as the main community benefit from new
developments, so that developers are required to provide as much as possible?

s ™
Strongly Agree 629
Agree 336
Meutral 135
Disagres 91
Strongly Diszgree &7
Mot Answered 45

T T T T T T T 1

o 100 200 300 400 600 F00
A

Should we continue to deliver a mix of dwelling sizes (number of bedrooms) and types (housing for
specialist needs, accessible homes) for different people’s needs?



Agres 538
Meutral 139
Disagree 29
Strongly Diszgree 32

Mot Answered 47

700

g
g
g
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Should we prioritise smaller houses or flats, in order to provide more homes overall?

i ™
Strongly Agree 302
Agree 335
Meutral 374
Disagree 215
strongly Diszgree =13
Mot Answered 43

T T T T T 1

o 100 200 300 400 500
h

Should we continue to require Health Impact Assessments for all major new developments, to show
how they are supporting healthy communities and tackling health inequalities?



Strongly Agree 707
Agree 392
Meutral 176
Disagree 45
Strongly Diszgree 54
Mot Answered 45
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4.4.3.Infrastructure Gaps

Responders were asked to describe what they considered to be infrastructure gaps that would hinder
development in their local area. Relevant comments have been summarised and grouped according
to the various themes that have emerged from the answers. Where several comments have been
received on the same issue or with very similar wording, they have been aggregated for the sake of
brevity and ease of reading. Where applicable, we have shown the number of comments received
under each topic to indicate the level of interest.

Table 2 — General Comments on Infrastructure

Summarised Comments Tally
Improved bus system/transport system more reliable/frequent/extend services 109
Make cycling safer / focus on cycling with cycle lanes / better segregation 81
Not everyone can cycle, elderly and disabled and carers must be considered 59
No more LTNs, bus filters etc.- 60
Public transport should be cheaper/free 27
ITraffic needs addressing 27

21



Dentist/doctors/pharmacy provision is low 29
IThe 15 minute concept can't work for all areas-where not enough GPs, dentists, leisure facilities, 24
schools and supermarkets, cinemas and post offices

Public transport needs to improve the 15 minute concept can work 21
Need more electric car charging points for cars- 20
LNTs are making traffic worse/moving traffic and pollution to ring road 18
People need their cars for work, everyday tasks, especially for outside of city 15
Increase parking (e.g. for hospitals and; vulnerable people) 15
Need more creative / direct bus routes to key locations 16
Need more covered bike storage 12
People will be trapped if they can’t travel more than 15 mins 11
Mend lanes, pavements and roads (consider drainage) 18
Out of touch / listen more (City and County Council) 8

Need more affordable homes 8

Protect trees, woodland and green spaces important for mental health and well being 8

Need a tram system 7

Uoin bus companies together 7

Protect pedestrians and cyclists 7

LTNs should be more nuanced 6

Support car shares 6

Cycling is not practical e.g. with children / carrying heavy objects 6

Protect existing green spaces 6

Protect the green belt 6

Improve community centres 6

Need more opportunities and facilities for young people 6

Littlemore is overlooked in terms of infrastructure and resources. 6

Leading questions 5

Reduce parking 5

Water/ water pressure and sewage systems are inadequate - leading to localised flooding 5

15 minute concept too ambitious /not thought out / unrealistic 8

Would be impossible to travel into Oxford from outside without a car 4

Support LTNs / reduction in car use 4

Make park and ride free 4

\Westgate traffic causes issues for public transport 4

Safe integration of scooters 4

need more street lighting 4

High speed internet 4

No development on the floodplain 4

Not all shops and facilities are 15 min walk for everyone 4

Better schools in Littlemore are needed 4

Better schools needed across the city 4

Poor transport infrastructure in Iffley Village and Old Marston 4
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Please remove Bertie Park (site A) from the preferred options" 4

Table 3 — Site/Location specific comments

. Number of
Summarised Comments
responses
Dentist/doctors/pharmacy provision is low (Littlemore, West Oxford) 24

Old Marston has poor public transport links

Littlemore is overlooked in terms of infrastructure and resources.

\Water/ water pressure and sewage systems are inadequate - leading to localised flooding

Old Marston needs a GP/dentists

Better schools needed across the city

Poor transport infrastructure in Iffley Village and Old Marston
Please remove Bertie Park (site A) from the preferred options

Poor transport infrastructure in Iffley Village and Old Marston

Cycle infrastructure linking Eynsham / Farmoor/ Botley is needed

Green Road roundabout is a nightmare

GP surgery in Wolvercote
Need an LTN in EIms Drive in Old Marston

Joined bus route from Summertown to Oxford rail station

Need a pedestrian crossing on Green Road - very dangerous and needs to sorted

Need a new local GP in Oxford.

Viaducts would help with roundabout traffic

Jericho and waterside have no public transport

Iffley Meadow should be maintained

Mill Lane lack of shops

Pipe Bridge shows no sign of repair

=l Ll L el e R N B N A N A S 2B e I RN

No LTNs at Headington are causing traffic issues and not helping cycling

Developments in Old Marston won't make it a 15 minute neighbourhood, roads in Old Marston

are too narrow. !
Dangerous to cycle along the Cowley Road - Botley and Iffley Road are good 1
Barton needs better public transport or it could become car only. 1
Area near Bertie Park has limited amenities and bad smell. 1
Headington requires better access to the north via bus. 1

4.4.4.Additional Comments

The questionnaires had a section allowing inputs for comments on topics chosen by the responders.
These have been summarised and grouped according to the various themes that have emerged from
the answers. Where several comments have been received on the same issue or with very similar
wording, they have been aggregated for the sake of brevity and ease of reading. Where applicable,
we have shown the number of comments received under each topic to indicate the level of interest.
To aid broader comparison with the other consultation responses, these have been presented as
categories under the 6 overarching themes under which the preferred options have been developed.

Table 4 — Healthy, Inclusive City
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Housing/Housing Need
Summarised Comments r;:r:::;:ti

Prioritise housing on brownfield sites 15
Prioritise affordable housing. 12
Support high rise/ density buildings 7
Need more one bed properties for couples and singles. HMO's need regulation. 7
No more student housing 7
Decrease the number of landlords/second homeowners for private rental residences. 8
Lower rent for all. 6
Build less / there are too many homes 5
More housing needed 5
IThe term affordable is not truly affordable 4
Affordable housing for key workers 4
Put affordable housing on vacant central sites (replacing empty shops) 4
Need for more social housing / support 4

Private rents need to be capped 4
Officer Responses
Agreed it is important that affordable housing is affordable to those in greatest housing need, and policies can
Qim to ensure this, and also that a range of types are available, e.g. for key workers also. The planning system
is unable to cap private rents. HMOs are regulated. Attempts will be made to maximise delivery of housing,
especially affordable housing. Student accommodation is restricted to certain locations currently and we will
review the level of need for it and how it can best be accommodated.

Table 5 — Prosperous City

New/Existing Employment Sites; Employment Opportunities

Summarised Comments Number of

respondents
Don't let colleges/University rule /get their own way. 6
Shops and businesses are closing down and moving away 4
Can't get jobs with decent salaries near our city 4

Officer Response

IThe planning system is unable to prevent shops from closing, but it can try to protect local centres and
facilities from being lost. Planning permissions are granted on the basis of proposals and not landowners.

Table 6 — Green, Biodiverse City

Existing Green Spaces
Summarised Comments Number of
respondents
Nature is a top priority - protect it 16
Stop building on the green belt 14
Protect green belt 11
Need to preserve green spaces that already exist. 5
Prioritise biodiversity - trees, hedgerows, wildflowers and variety of native species. 5
Plant more trees 5
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Are the council getting involved with and sorting pollution in the Thames

Green spaces are needed for mental health and recreation

Officer Responses

protect our green spaces and features.

IThe importance to people of green spaces is evident and will be a consideration in developing policies to

Table 7 — Resources and Carbon

Climate Change

charging points, insulation etc.

Summarised Comments Number of
respondents

Need stronger commitment to mitigating damage which could result from climate change 5

IThe environment and climate change should be your first concern. 5

Energy

Summarised Comments Number of
respondents

All buildings should be energy efficient/self sufficient 13

More EV charging points / infrastructure / invest in energy saving tech

Solar panels should be included

All new developments should be carbon neutral/zero and include SUDs measures and EV 4

Officer Responses

policies to achieve that.

\We will investigate what is feasible in new developments in terms of carbon efficiency and attempt to draft

Table 8 — Resources and Carbon

Flooding

Summarised Comments Number of
respondents

Do not build on flood plains 20

Don't encroach onto land at risk of flooding 12

Building on flood plains is too risky 4

Officer Responses

flood storage areas and ensuring areas that are already developed can be

A Strategic Flood Risk Assessment has been commissioned to help define areas of flood risk and develop the
appropriate response to the flood plains in Oxford. A balance needs to be struck between preventing loss of

Table 9 — Strong Communities

Transport/Movement

Summarised Comments Number of

respondents

Do not support traffic control measures (LTNs, ZEZ, bus gates, filters) 60
Plans for traffic control measures are not inclusive for people with mobility issues - elderly 38
and disabled
Traffic and noise need addressing 36
Make cycling safer (separate lanes) - Traffic measures make it more dangerous 23
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Support traffic control measures (LTNs, ZEZ, bus gates, filters) 16

Enforce current transport methods (cycling) and schemes (ZEZ) 14
Public transport (bus services and trams) need to improve before changes are implemented 11
Businesses and livelihoods depend on cars 10
Disabled parking needs prioritising and better management, particularly in the centre 9

Areas are cut off but people need to move people between different zones

Parking is essential 10

Officer Responses

Many of these responses relate to a County Council consultation on LTNs and traffic filters that took place
around the same time. There was some concern (especially on social media) that the effect of those proposals
was that people would be restricted to their local area of the city; this was not the intention but a
misinterpretation which the County Council has clarified. The Local Plan sets parking levels, and we will be
reviewing what is needed (including disabled parking) and what the appropriate parking standards are.

Table 10 — Strong Communities

Transport/Movement

Summarised Comments Number of

respondents

Do not support traffic control measures (LTNs, ZEZ, bus gates, filters) 60
Plans for traffic control measures are not inclusive for people with mobility issues - elderly 38
and disabled
Traffic and noise need addressing 36
Make cycling safer (separate lanes) - Traffic measures make it more dangerous 23
Support traffic control measures (LTNs, ZEZ, bus gates, filters) 16
Enforce current transport methods (cycling) and schemes (ZEZ) 14
Public transport (bus services and trams) need to improve before changes are implemented 11
Businesses and livelihoods depend on cars 10
Disabled parking needs prioritising and better management, particularly in the centre
Areas are cut off but people need to move people between different zones
Parking is essential 10

Officer Responses

Many of these responses relate to a County Council consultation on LTNs and traffic filters that took place
around the same time. There was some concern (especially on social media) that the effect of those proposals
was that people would be restricted to their local area of the city; this was not the intention but a
misinterpretation which the County Council has clarified. The Local Plan sets parking levels, and we will be
reviewing what is needed (including disabled parking) and what the appropriate parking standards are.

Table 11 — Strong Communities

Active/Sustainable Travel

Summarised Comments Number of
respondents

Public transport needs investment to be more affordable and frequent for 15 minute concept 56

to work

Improve transport links (cycle and bus routes) around city, not just to centre 17

Mend pavements and cycle lanes 5

Officer Responses
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Agreed that the better the public transport and particularly walking and cycling routes are, the more easily
people will be able to access services easily, close to their home, and without needing to drive. Opportunities
to help enhance provision may be limited through the local plan process, but we will look at all possible
opportunities to enable improvements through the planning process. Many of these comments relate to the
highways network and transport strategy. The County Council is the highways authority, not the city council,
and is responsible for these matters.

Table 12 — Strong Communities

Community/Cultural Facilities
Summarised Comments Number of
respondents
Safer community facilities and training for young people, especially girls 7
Improved litter and bin management (underground bins) 4
Officer Responses
Comments noted.
Table 13 — Other Comments
General
Number of
Comment responses
Out of touch / listen more (City and County Council) 8
Leading questions 5

Officer responses

The questions were not intended to be leading, but we hope they did enable people to put across their
thoughts, which will help to shape the consultation.

4.5. Summary of In-depth Consultation Responses to the Preferred Options Part 1

The Preferred Options Part 1 questionnaire was designed to allow respondents to leave in-depth
comments on each set of preferred policy options, the supporting documents and overall evidence
base. A summary table of responses to the Preferred Options Part 1 is provided in Appendix 5 for
reference.

Where several comments have been received on the same issue or with very similar wording, they
have been aggregated for the sake of brevity and ease of reading. A number of representations were
made separately by email, and these have also been collated as part of the summary.

5. Preferred Options Part 2 Consultation Process

The City Council ran a 6-week consultation from 13th February to 27th March 2023. The responses to
the consultation received on each of the questions are summarised in the table below with
responses from statutory consultees summarised first followed by a summary of all other comments
received on each of the questions. A summary of the comments and number of responses received
on the consultation portal are appended to this report as Appendix 5. We received comments from
some statutory and non-statutory consultees who responded with some general comments on the
Plan. These comments have been noted and will be considered as part of the wider Plan comments.

Table 14 — Responses to the Preferred Options Part 2 Consultation Questionnaire
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Q1 - Are there other ways of identifying housing need that should have been
considered?

Summary of comments from statutory consultees:

Standard method should be used to produce a need figure close to the requirement. City
officers should identify more housing sites and increase densities in the updated housing and
employment land availability assessment (helaa) and explore increasing the windfall
allowance (Oxfordshire County Council — OCC).

Disagree with the Hena and disappointed about the lack of engagement to discuss other
methods of establishing housing need evidence. The exceptional circumstances stating
Oxfordshire’s role in the local and national economy should be set out clearly. The need to
plan collaboratively to meet the requirement to deliver 100,000 homes as part of Oxon
Housing and Growth Deal no longer exists so there is no need to depart form the Standard
Method to determine housing need (South Oxfordshire DC and Vale of White Horse DC —
SODC and VoWH DC).

Suggest further discussions needed to reach an agreed position on the level of identified
housing need for Oxford, and the extent and apportionment of any need which is unable to be
met within the City’s boundaries. Further justification needed as to why the City Council has
departed from the Standard Method, the 2021 census does not provide enough reason to do
so0. 2014 based Standard Method should be used until such a time as the 2021 census is
reflected in new household projections (West Oxfordshire District Council - WODC).

Summary of comments:

A collaborative approach with all Oxfordshire authorities is required.

The scenarios developed by Cambridge Econometrics are based on the outdated premise of
growth, whatever the long-term cost. Scenarios should be developed which consider and
protect the well-being of future generations.

Much of the predicted population growth can be accommodated by increasing the number of
people who live in existing buildings and encouraging conversions and extensions to achieve
this rather than just relying on building lots of new homes.

Agreement that methodology needs to take account of the City’s economic needs and the
pressures that arise from forecast economic growth.

Methodologies provide a clear basis to establish scale of local housing need that responds to
critical local factors. Scenarios provide a clear indication of balance between jobs and homes
and identify the extent to which growth in labour demand will be satisfied by labour supply.
Scenario metrics also provide a measure of extent to which labour originating outside of
county is required to satisfy demand originating within.
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Housing requirement figure should be based on the 2021 Census- adjusted Standard Method
calculation — this is the most robust analysis of housing need in the city.

Unless there are proven ‘exceptional circumstances’ for not using it, then Standard Method
should be applied.

The council should pause and see what opportunities the government’s proposed planning
reforms might offer OCC.

Q2 - Do you have any comments on the methodologies used in the HENA?

Summary of comments from statutory consultees:

We support the methodology used in the HENA and as such the unmet need is likely to have
to be provided by neighbouring authorities. (National Highways).

We support the use of the jointly commissioned HENA (Cherwell DC - CDC).
Oppose the HENA methodology and choice of scenarios, as well as the wider Oxfordshire

geography that the evidence covers without our involvement or consent, and the distinct lack
of evidence for Oxford City itself (SODC & VoWH DC).

Summary of comments:

Fully support economic led projection, any lesser housing target risks frustrating the
achievement of this economic potential and the benefits that the research focused sector (life
sciences, low-carbon energy, Al) generates.

Standard Method does not yet reflect demographic data from the 2021 Census, nor does it
account for actual economic trends or strategies that reflect the importance of Oxford and
Oxfordshire to the regional and national economy. The mid-year population estimates that
the Standard Method relies on underestimates what has happened in terms of population
growth.

Methodologies provide a clear basis to establish scale of local housing need that responds to
critical local factors. Scenarios provide a clear indication of balance between jobs and homes
and identify extent to which growth in labour demand will be satisfied by labour supply.
Scenario metrics also provide a measure of the extent to which labour originating outside of
county is required to satisfy demand originating within.

Demographic modelling used fixed ratios instead of dynamic cohort models and as such may
have underestimated housing need. Use of earlier age projections that influence household
formation and the use of economic activity rates rather than blending data with forecasts
from OBR may have impacted on figures. Concern about assumption made on home-working
& potential impact it may have on other scenarios.
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The HENA fails to understand the very special demographics (connected with universities,
hospitals etc.) which substantially influence housing provision and whose requirements are far
more complex than those identified in the very broad realisation in the report. Given that
there are so few of these large institutions, it would have been helpful to have sent a survey
to them all, asking demographics of staff and students and their future growth plans.

The core assumption that housing is employment led is false given the large student
population in Oxford. Where it is a factor, the demand is not representative, due to many
single key workers and temporary residents.

Key inputs that would reduce the demand for housing are missed in the calculation. Examples
include large housing developments such as Barton Park and Land North of Bayswater Brook;
new student accommodation associated with Oxford Brookes and all the small householder
development that create new dwellings or uplift the number of bedrooms.

Large, high-density and car-free housing (particularly on brownfield sites) would obviate the
need for new family housing and make better use of the land currently in Oxford, reducing its’
unmet need.

Agree that this is an exceptional circumstance that justifies a departure from the Standard
Method but evidence of why the higher growth has been recorded is needed. (Is it because of
population movement related to COVID or are higher rates of growth experienced in specific
parts of Oxfordshire due to new housing/ employment opportunities).

The Standard Method is the correct method for calculating housing need and there is no
justification for arbitrarily adjusting this method for Oxford City. The projection of economic
growth in the HENA is unreliable given the over-riding impact of macro-economic factors and
it is therefore unreliable for use in forecasting housing need.

More Census data is becoming available since the report was produced, e.g., details of the
student population, therefore it would be preferable to take this into account.

Assumptions are made that the propensity of the population to form households will increase
— it won’t happen if we keep building expensive new houses.

Net migration is assumed to continue at the rate during the last five years. Would prefer to
see a more prudent method that bases net migration on the last ten years and allows for
tapering off in the second decade of the plan - would reduce it by almost 28%.

Overall, the relationship between housing development, carbon budget and biodiversity must
be recognised in the method used to calculate the required number of homes.

Housing requirement figure should be based on the 2021 Census- adjusted Standard Method
calculation — this is the most robust analysis of housing need in the city. The HENA is flawed in
the same way as the OGNA and appears to manipulate housing need upwards.
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Q3: Do you have any comments on the scenarios?
Summary of comments from statutory consultees:

e Not helpful to only present as an Oxfordshire figure: it's not an Oxfordshire Plan. Do not agree
with the ‘census-adjusted SM’ - Standard Method is not adjustable. The scenarios are not
realistic or justified (SODC & VoWHDC)

e Any scenarios should have been applied to Oxford and Cherwell only, as they have not been
agreed with the other Oxfordshire authorities. Do not agree with the adjustment to the SM
which results in a 40% uplift of dwellings. The 2014-based approach should be used until
government releases relevant 2021 Census data. Any uplift from the economic strategy
scenario should be applied only to Oxford City and Cherwell, as they have not been agreed by
the other authorities (WODC).

Summary of comments:

e The Economic Development-Led scenario is the only scenario that positively supports the
economic growth expected in the City over the plan period and maximises the provision of
affordable housing.

e The baseline trend economic method or economic led scenario more closely reflect the reality
of housing pressures in the city and are more likely to respond to the economic role of the
Oxford economy.

e Concern with the employment led scenarios is the economic uncertainty that currently exists
and which could have an impact on the high levels of inward investment in Oxfordshire. The
scenarios have demonstrably attempted to tackle this uncertainty, but recent events (such as
the collapse of the SVB Bank) were not predicted and could have repercussions in the UK.

e The unprecedented rise of biotech and IT enterprises during the Covid pandemic is most
unlikely to be repeated, and the future of financial investment in such companies is insecure
to sustain such presumed growth. The projection of future housing need is therefore a gross
over-estimate of the most likely actual housing need.

o The rate of housing delivery in the districts and the city is of concern and at the existing pace,
the current rate of housing completions are likely to be unmet by the end of the plan periods.
Neither of the HENA recommended employment led rate of completions will be possible to
achieve unless measures are taken to make delivery more efficient and effective.

e Strongly disagree with the three scenarios resulting in the highest growth rates and consider
they should be discounted. The two employment led scenarios would lead to housing need
projections over the next ten years 50% and nearly 100% higher than achieved over the last
ten years. The census adjusted scenario, based on preliminary and incomplete data, inflates
projections of housing need to over 60% above the household increase 2011-2021.
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The high rates of population growth in these scenarios are unrealistic. They rely on increased
rates of household formation which are unlikely given worsening conditions in the jobs
market and the current cost-of-living crisis, all of which results in less demand for new homes.
These scenarios would also require high rates of net migration into the county over the next
20 years. This is unlikely due to the UK'’s restrictive immigration policy and free movement
from the EU having ceased.

The scenario based on the standard method includes a very high uplift of over 40% for
affordable housing resulting in household growth some 16% above the increase in 2011-2021.
Although there are some misgivings about this scenario (particularly as annual monitoring
reports from the city council indicate that less than 15% of homes built from 2016-2021 meet
the government’s definition of affordable), it is consistent with current government policy
and is the scenario that should be used.

Unless there are proven ‘exceptional circumstances’ for not using it, the Standard Method is
the approach which Cambridge Econometrics and Oxford City Council should have taken, to
conform with the NPPF and PPG, and until the release of the ONS household projections in
2024, the 2014 Census population data is the correct data base to be used.

The Standard Method figure of 3,388 is rejected because it is based on inaccurate 2014 based
household projections. It is then adjusted by considering limited data from the 2021 Census
figures, but there are no exceptional circumstances that exist to justify this approach.

The 2014 household projections showed fairly rapid growth between 2019-29 but this tails off
rapidly between 2029-39. However, the HENA assumes that the second decade will see the
same level of growth as the first — just one example of how the HENA inflates figures, thereby
grossly exaggerating housing need.

The Census adjusted Standard Method and the Cambridge Econometrics Baseline scenarios
both give very high and similar figures which is not much of a choice. There should be a lower
net migration option for example and/or other adjustments to the figures.

The HENA standard method is unreasonable as the affordability allowance is 15.8% more than
the amount of growth we experienced up to the 2021 Census. The Cambridge Econometrics
Baseline Trend is even more unreasonable as it is 50.6% more than what was experienced.

For the employment scenarios, HENA correctly observes that the OGNA estimate is a market
signal of housing undersupply and thus should be reduced so that supply and demand are
more balanced.

The CE baseline scenario and 2021 Census Adjusted Housing Need Scenarios are suitable
housing need estimates, if the target is ¢.490,000 workplace workers in 2040 with 2021
Census Scenario (4,271 dpa) preferable, as it delivers the best balance between housing
supply and demand. Assuming the above workers target the Economic Led Housing Need
Scenario is the only suitable housing need estimate for Oxfordshire.
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Each of the three alternative assessments represent appropriate assessments, which take
account of demographic and economic trend- based projections to derive reasonable
estimates.

The selection of the CE baseline trend scenario does not look forward to accommodating the
projected growth of the science and technology sectors, which has intrinsic links with the
presence of the Universities in the city.

Q4 - Do you have any comments about the reasoning for selecting the most
appropriate scenario of housing need?

Summary of comments from statutory consultees:

City should not be determining levels of need for other local plans or making decisions on
behalf of other councils. Current consultation does not reflect any changes since our previous
response. The scenarios are not appropriate or realistic, and disagreeing with the SM is not an
exceptional circumstance (SODC & VoWHDC).

The most appropriate — as per the NPPF — is the standard method. Needs to be fully justified if
departing, and any departure should only be applied to Oxford and Cherwell (WODC).

Summary of comments:

Agree that this is the most appropriate scenario to use (as the fourth scenario is likely to be
unachievable when considering environmental and social aspects of The Oxfordshire Vision in
tandem with the economy), but a sustainability assessment of the scenario is essential.

Support City Council’s decision to consider whether circumstances faced by Oxford require an
alternative method for assessing housing need and conclude that a higher level of housing is
needed. This aligns with PPG as a sound approach where it reflects current and future trends.
Consultation document and HENA show acute housing shortfall in housing if only
minimum/standard method is applied. Evidence shows underestimation in Oxfordshire's
population growth and economic growth aspirations justify a higher housing figure. Economic
baseline is less than Census adjusted for Standard Method and respects a ‘realistic
expectation for economic development growth.” But consider some unmet need has already
been planned for in neighbouring Local Plans and therefore a higher housing level outside the
city including Green Belt releases and focus on sustainable towns should be promoted.

The suggestion that “the economic development-led scenario represents the highest realistic
level of growth” is flawed as it does not take into consideration the special policy
requirements for environmental protection and enhancement in Oxford and in the
surrounding Districts, which must be a central part of any successful development plan for
Oxford.

It has been noted that one of the reasons for justifying the most appropriate scenario is
because of the similarity between the figures calculated in this scenario and that of the
Census adjusted Standard Method. However, a similarity between figures calculated on
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entirely different bases does not give comfort that they are both robust, or provide any
justification for using either of the figures.

e Conclusion that Oxon’s housing need should be aligned to CE Baseline Housing Need scenario
fails to recognise the more beneficial commuting balance achieved by the 2021 Census
Adjusted Housing Need Scenario.

e Council’s preferred scenario fails to provide enough homes to realise the economic growth
ambition articulated by the Economic Dev. Employment growth projection.

e HENA identifies uncertainty (macro- economic events and public funding constraints may
slow projects down or lead to some not progressing) and the realistic Economic Led
employment growth scenario is completely abandoned — this is unnecessarily pessimistic and
a disproportionate response. It would have been more prudent to arrive at a housing need
estimate between the baseline and growth position — recommend at least 5,000 dwellings per
annum, this would support an improved balance between housing supply and demand,
retains a modest requirement of 1,000 daily inward commuters in 2040 against baseline
demand and would also support some employment growth in excess of the CE baseline
projection, without breaching the ceiling target of 9,000 daily inward commuters in 2040.

e Proposed housing needs figure using CE baseline trend scenario represents an uplift to the
local housing need figure calculated using the standard method but it would be prudent to
sense check the adjusted scenarios and the economic trend data against the latest
(population and migration) census data (due to be published in Summer 2023).

e Confusing that Cherwell DCis using Standard Method for calculating Housing need, having
received the HENA. City should confirm where each authority stand in relation to the HENA.

e Reasons for discounting the ‘economic development-led' scenario would benefit from further
explanation.

e Assumption other Districts in Oxfordshire will use the same method for calculating housing
need, not the case. The economic development-led scenario is flawed since it does not
consider environmental protection and enhancement in Oxford & neighbouring districts.

Q5 - Do you have any comments about the methods for dividing the
Oxfordshire housing need between the districts, leading to the need figure of
1,322 for Oxford?

Summary of comments from statutory consultees:

e We are not convinced that housing distribution should be based on jobs in different districts.
Distribution should reflect the need to promote development patterns that support the Local
Transport Connectivity Plan (LTCP). We would like to see where the unmet need for Oxford
can be accommodated on the already allocated sites close the city (OCC).
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Attempting to divide Oxfordshire’s housing need is beyond the City Council’s remit or
authority to determine the needs for the whole county or to unilaterally apportion that need.
The HENA should only identify need for Oxford, which it fails to do (SODC & VoWHDC).

HENA should not look at need on an Oxfordshire-wide basis, nor be apportioning need. This is
beyond the remit and authority of the City Council and its planning function (WODC).

Summary of comments:

Current local plans in Oxfordshire have already identified enough sites to meet Oxford’s
housing need until the mid-2030s. Therefore, the additional unmet need will be for the last
four-five years of the new local plan. New sites coming forward in Oxford (although likely to
be small), additional capacity from windfall sites and increased density will all result in a new
unmet need figure for Oxford and needs to be calculated as part of the HENA.

The unmet need figure should be lower as it doesn’t consider delivery of strategic sites in
other districts whose full capacity is not accounted for as some delivery is expected beyond
the end of the plan period. Some of these sites have density policies which is lower than
appropriate for edge of city sites so policy adjustments to increase density need to be
factored into the calculation.

More housing could be planned for in the city. The housing shortages in Oxford are due in
part to the city council’s continued promotion of employment growth; this despite the
historic imbalance between jobs and economically active residents. Maximising the delivery
of housing within Oxford’s boundaries could involve promoting the redevelopment of all or
part of employment sites for housing and enabling the high-quality conversion of under-used
office and retail space for housing.

Oxford City Council seem be exceeding their remit by seeking to determine the housing needs
for the whole county and then apportioning that between the District Councils

This housing need figure calculated for Oxford is around double than if the Standard Method
for calculating housing need was used. There is no explanation of how this need could be
delivered in a sustainable way, therefore it is unjustified.

The housing need distribution to the other districts change depending on which of the three
options is used, (2014 based Standard Method, 2021 Employment figures or 2040
Employment Figures) with the 2040 option giving the highest percentage to Oxford (30%).
However, when this translates to an actual figure for Oxford, this figure (457) remains
unchanged, meaning that Oxford’s contribution is the same, no matter which option is picked
but differs for all other districts. That means that the total pressure on other districts is the
same, it is just spread around differently. Only by reducing the overall total and reducing
estimated need in Oxford can the total pressure on other districts be reduced.

Support proposed distribution of employment and subsequent housing across Oxfordshire
authorities.

Should be assessed through the 2021 Census adjusted Standard Method calculation.
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Other factors, including environmental and infrastructure capacity need to be considered
alongside employment led distributions — therefore encourage discussions between Oxon
authorities to ensure that the collective housing need identified is met in a way that achieves
optimal sustainable arrangement.

The HENA should not be part of the Local Plan as it impinges on the democratic rights of
residents in other parts of the county to make their own decisions.

Q6 - Do you have any comments about the housing mix including the need for
specialist housing and affordable housing?

Summary of comments from statutory consultees:

We don’t accept the HENA correctly reflects the scale of affordable housing need to meet
future social care needs (OCC).

The HENA makes a claim about affordable housing need for all other districts, without
consultation or engagement with us. This is unreasonable and unjustified (SODC & VoWHDC).

HENA should report figures only for Oxford and Cherwell ( WODC)

Summary of Comments

Support HENA approach which continues to identify a substantial need for affordable housing
both in Oxford and throughout the County.

Surprising that hospitals, teaching and students are of such little importance that they were
not even included, given their very special demographics and needs, whereas the relatively
small industrial, lab tech and general office sector are addressed in depth.

Concerned that there is no housing provision to protect key staff who work in the healthcare
sector in Headington and who are forced to commute to work each day.

Concerned that the proposals do not appear to make sufficient provision for affordable
housing within the city. Itis a myth that building more houses will see prices fall. Priority
should be to provide genuinely and permanently affordable social housing to meet existing
need. Table 2.2 should cover social rented housing need as set out in Table 9.11 of the HENA
to add clarity.

There must be a focus on the need for smaller social dwellings, as the definition of affordable
at 80% or market value means that these are still unaffordable to the less well off, first-time
buyers and average income families.

Given the increasing number of elderly home-owning residents, the provision of high-density,
high-quality apartments could free up under-occupied family homes. Government household
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projections also indicate this increase, and more attention needs to be focused on this trend
when considering plans for new estates.

Support the housing mix that provides affordable and specialists housing.

The affordable housing need is high and higher housing requirements maximise affordable
housing delivery. Use of 2021 Census adjusted Standard Method calculation is more robust
and will result in a higher rate of affordable housing delivery.

Consideration could be given to research undertaken by DLP which is emerging as an industry
standard (utilised in Local Plan examinations and endorsed through appeals). The Older
Persons Housing Needs Model considers that the minimum level of future provision should be
based on a prevalence rate of 275 units per 1,000 of the population who are 75 years or over,
alongside providing tenure specific prevalence rates and older person accommodation needs
projections more responsive to local circumstances (https://www.dlpconsultants.co.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2022/04/DLP-SPRU Older Person Housing Need Research.pdf)

Student housing — using census data taken during covid lockdown could be unreliable so
cross reference with other data sources to ensure there is no under provision of student
housing in the future.

There is no mention of securing increased mooring in the assessment.

Q7 - Do you have any comments about the assessment of housing capacity?

Summary of comments from statutory consultees:

Support the City Council’s commitment to maximising capacity within the city and the need to
increase the supply of affordable housing (CDC).

The updated HELAA should reflect new policies and initiatives. As the County Council
referenced in the Nov 2022 response development patterns need to support the Oxfordshire
Local Transport and Connectivity Plan and ensure that fewer car journeys are made. Press
releases and local actions to deliver affordable housing are positive initiatives in the City, and
this momentum could also be reflected in the HELAA. The ambitions for zero carbon should
influence the HELAA too with more accessible sites and efficient use of land being promoted.
It is therefore concerning to see its unlikely the HELAA will see significant changes to the
capacity estimate when new policies are applied. The exceptional circumstances for Green
Belt review and release of Green Belt should be clarified. Wolvercote Social Club could be an
opportunity to make more efficient use of land. Green Belt base layer map and map extracts
are out of date — parcels were released in the South Oxfordshire Local Plan eg Land North of
Bayswater Brook (SODC & VoWHDC).

City must leave no stone unturned and seek to maximise delivery of housing within the city
boundaries before looking to adjoining districts to assist with any unmet housing requirement
figure. Providing more homes in Oxford will have the most benefit for people who want to
live and work in Oxford, it is where the best transport connections are and encourages the
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maximum use of previously developed land in preference to sensitive, undeveloped
greenfield sites, including those within the Oxford Green Belt (WODC).

Summary of Comments

Density should be looked in more detail. A lot could be gained by incrementally increasing
average residential densities (not tower blocks!) which would increase housing capacity.

Sites in the city should be prioritised for social rent housing rather than employment. The
proposed Oxpens development will deliver 3,000 new jobs but only a few hundred homes.

Dispute the projections for office floorspace that will be needed. If the tendency to work at
home (37.9% in the 2021 Census, not the 30% mentioned in the HENA) continues and maybe
even grows, then need for office workspace in Oxford could reduce and free up space for
housing. Similarly, retail floorspace need seems to have reduced as more goods are delivered
direct to customers.

The City Council will need to work with neighbours through duty to cooperate to distribute
housing or else the economic aspirations of the area will not be achieved.

City Council should not limit itself to GB review when revisiting HELAA. GB release is only one
of several potential sources that need to be fully assessed. Opportunities to review land
already excluded from the GB should also be investigated, as reinforced by proposed Central
GoV's reforms to planning system (which indicates urban areas provide most sustainable
locations for growth and development opportunities). A comprehensive Green Belt review
undertaken under the auspices of the Future Oxfordshire Partnership Strategic Planning
Advisory Panel is recommended. Comprehensive review will need a joint approach with all
DC’s. The GB Assessment of Additional Sites — falls short of a comprehensive review of the GB
around Oxford because land outside administrative boundary is excluded.

Urge Oxford City Council and its neighbours to address cross boundary matters pro-actively
and constructively. Would be useful to understand what discussions and buy in the City
Council has had on the HENA with other authorities.

Operational sites and campuses should be dedicated to meeting the teaching, research and
innovation needs of the Universities. Identifying residential targets on university sites will
detract from the teaching and research missions of the Universities. Balance of housing
provision v teaching and research space must be at discretion of University, rather than other
policy objectives. Key operational sites should be protected for (intensified) academic
teaching and research uses.

Address housing capacity through using empty homes and retail units.

Land available as vacant on industrial sites should be allocated for high density low-cost
homes.
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Q8 - Do you have any comments about this conclusion to our approach to
assessing housing need and setting a housing requirement in the Oxford Local
Plan 2040?

Summary of comments from statutory consultees:
e Support the City Council’s commitment to work closely with neighbouring authorities to
continue to refine proposals for respective local plans (CDC).

e Ideally evidence should be jointly commissioned by all the Oxfordshire authorities so
agreement could be reached, and we can be confident that the figure of unmet need is
realistic and achievable and agreed with district councils (OCC).

e Should use Standard Method to calculate housing need. In the absence of exceptional
circumstances should not use the economic baseline scenario by Cambridge Econometrics.
The approach also does not assess the need for Oxford City. Concerned about the low
capacity in the interim HELAA, the inflated housing need, and the resultant gap between
housing need and capacity is greater than it should be. Clarify any windfall assumptions.
Clarify the rationale for a stepped trajectory if applied (SODC & VoWHDC).

e Going above the standard method in terms of housing delivery may have potentially harmful
impacts on the environment and Oxford’s heritage. But acknowledge constraints and
importance of working with neighbouring authorities to help meet Oxford’s housing need.
Keen to see historic interest given due consideration in seeking to meet housing capacity
target (Historic England).

Summary of comments:

e Circumstances faced by Oxford & Oxfordshire remain the same, acute shortage of housing to
meet economic aspirations of city and county, scenarios considered therefore to be
reasonable and supported. Support approach to meet the needs of those in high need &
those, particularly the young, who may struggle to remain in the city.

e Welcomes statement by the City that ‘the delivery of housing is a priority’ and its
commitment to ‘work closely’ with neighbouring authorities so that housing needs of Oxford
can be met in full. But consider actual need for housing could be even higher.

e This assessment impacts the whole county, and it is unclear as to what extent district councils
have been involved in the drafting. Council to pursue active and constructive engagement
with its neighboring authorities on provision of identified housing needs across the
Oxfordshire Housing Market Area (HMA) and publish evidence of this engagement at the
earliest opportunity.

e Housing need should not be based on a projected economic growth in response to an
outdated Cambridge led study which ignores the Green Belt, NPPF, climate change awareness
and an economic reality post-Brexit.
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The HENA fails to provide a detailed analysis or separate section on Oxford, the main target of
the report. The Growth Board rquired 650 homes p a to be provided in Oxford’s
administrative boundary between 2011-2031. This has been reduced to 457 home per annum
and is not explained clearly in the HENA.

Almost meaningless to analyse historical housing trends as this is influenced by cost and
availability of housing — analysis of past trends is not a predictor of future need.

The HENA needs to be publicly discussed and reviewed for consistency with climate change /
environmental and social / inclusivity priorities and for consistency with the Oxfordshire
Vision overall.

Move away from an old-fashioned pursuit of GDP ‘growth’ to the more socially and
environmentally aware ‘doughnut economics’, which aims to ensure that no one lacks life’s
essentials, and that development does not compromise the planet’s ability to support life.

There is no Sustainability Appraisal of the environmental, social or cultural impacts of these
proposals, or even acknowledgement of such impacts.

As recently as 2018, the objectively assessed need for Oxford City was 93 dwellings per
annum, with any figure above this being a ‘policy choice’. This consultation fails to make clear
what has changed so dramatically since 2018 and fails to distinguish adequately between
‘need’ and ‘requirement’.

The CE figures are automatically presented as the housing ‘requirement’ but there has been
no balancing exercise undertaken to assess the environmental and social impacts of this
approach.

Ox City is facing a growing housing and employment need. Need to plan for both future
housing and employment needs.

The assumption that households rent because they cannot afford to buy is tenuous at best
when so many are in temporary residence.

Housing need is understated, should be higher than the HENA recommended scenerio - at
least 5000 dwellings per annum.

HELAA Table B capacity info does not align with the interim assessment of capacity suggested
within the PO documents; therefore it would be useful for greater clarity on the deliverable
sites in future iterations. Also, be helpful if the council could publish info relating to how the
unmet need of City will be delivered, the role of the council in determining and identifying
sites to meet this need and how the relationship to the city will be considered.

Local plans which sought to meet Oxford’s unmet need have an end date of 2031/2 - Further
work needed to ensure period to 2040 is addressed as well as any under-provision arising
from the period to 2031.
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6. Conclusion - Consultation Statement on the Oxford Local Plan 2040

This statement has demonstrated how Oxford City Council has prepared the proposed Oxford Local
Plan 2040 in accordance with consultation regulations 3. Extensive community engagement and
stakeholder consultation has been undertaken across each of the main stages of plan preparation
including main issues, preferred options and proposed submission. The submitted plan has taken
account of this community engagement and stakeholder consultation alongside the material in the
submitted evidence base. Comments have been received on the plan, Sustainability Appraisal and
the plan’s evidence base, resulting in amendments where necessary. The result is a comprehensive
and sound local plan, which may be subject to modifications, in accordance with all legal
requirements.

Appendix 1 - Statutory Consultees

e |

3 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (as amended)
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Three

Vodafone and 02

Beckley & Stowood Parish Council

Elsfield Parish Council

Garsington Parish Council

Gosford and Water Eaton Parish Council

Horspath Parish Council

Kennington Parish Council

Littlemore Parish Council

North Hinksey Parish Council

Sandford on Thames Parish Council

South Hinksey Parish Council

Stanton St John Parish Council

\Woodeaton Parish Council

\Wytham Parish Council

Blackbird Leys Parish Council

Cherwell District Council

Canal and River Trust

Civil Aviation Authority

Environment Agency

National Highways

Historic England

Homes England

Integrated Care System (ICS) for Buckinghamshire, Oxfordshire, Berkshire West

National Grid UK

National Health Service Commissioning Board

Natural England

Network Rail

NHS Oxfordshire Clinical Commissioning Group

Office of Rail and Road

Old Marston Parish Council

Oxfordshire County Council

Oxfordshire Local Enterprise Partnership (OxLEP)

Risinghurst and Sandhills Parish Council

Scottish and Southern Energy

South Oxfordshire District Council

Thames Valley Police

Thames Water
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The Coal Authority

The Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner for Thames Valley

Vale of White Horse District Council

\West Oxfordshire District Council

\Wild Oxfordshire
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Appendix 2 - Additional Local Groups and Organisations Contacted Directly

Bartholomew Road Allotments Association

Oxford Historical Society

Barton Fields Allotment Association

Littlemore Local Historical Society

Cripley Meadow Allotment Association

Iffley History Society

Town Furze Allotment Association

Wolvercote Local History Society

Trap Grounds Allotment Association

Oxfordshire Buildings Record

Barns Court Allotment Association

Build a Dream Self Build Association

Barracks Lane Allotment Association

Diamond Cottages Residents Association

Bartlemas Close Allotment Association

Feilden Grove Residents Association

Bullstake Close Allotment Association

Iffley Fields Residents Association

Cutteslowe Allotment Association

South Oxford Residents Association

East Ward Allotment Association

Hinksey Park Area Residents Association

Fairacres Road Allotment Association

St Margaret's Area Society

Fairview Allotment Association

Pullen's Lane Association

Ingle Close Allotments

Oxford Waterside Residents Association

Kestrel Crescent Allotment Association

Residential Boat Owners' Association

Lower Wolvercote Allotment Association

Co-ordinating Committee of Headington
Residents' Associations (CCOHRA)

Marston Ferry and Blackhall Allotment
Association

Apsley Road Residents Association

Mill Lane Allotment Association

Central Ward Residents Association

Osney, St Thomas & New Botley Allotment
Association

New Marston South Residents Association

Ramsey Road Allotment Association

Central North Headington Residents' Association

Risinghurst Allotment Association

Harberton Mead Residents' Association

Rose Hill (Lenthall Road) Allotment Association

Headington And St Clements Residents'
Associations

South Ward Allotment Association

Highfield Residents' Association

Spragglesea Mead and Deans Ham Allotment
Association

Hill Top Road Residents' Association

St Clement's Allotment Association

Hobson Road Group

Upper Wolvercote Allotment Association

Horspath Road Area Residents' & Tenants
Association

Van Diemans Lane Allotment Association

Jack Straw's Lane Residents Association

\Watlington Road Allotment Association

Jordan Hill Residents' Association

Oxford and District Federation of Allotment
Associations

Moreton Road Residents' Association

Blackbird Leys Allotment Association

Polstead Road Residents' Association

Binsey Lane Allotment Association

St John Street Area Residents' Association

Headington and District Allotments Association

Wood Farm Area Tenants' & Residents'
Association

Friends of Old Headington

York Place Residents' Association

Friends of North Hinksey

Divinity Road Area Residents Association
(DRARA) Planning Action Group

FOXCAN

Osney Island Residents Association
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CPRE Oxfordshire

Falcon Close Resident's Association

Friends of Cutteslowe and Sunnymead Park

East Oxford Residents Association Forum

Friends Of Iffley Village

Headington Hill Residents Association

Friends Of Quarry

London Place Residents Association

Friends Of Warneford Meadow

Middle Cowley Action Group

Iffley Fields Community Nature Plan Group

Northway Action Group

North Oxford Association

Stoke Place Residents' Association

Oxford Civic Society

Alhambra Residents and Tenants Association

Oxford Green Belt Network

Argyle Street Residents Committee

Oxford Preservation Trust

Aston Street Residents Association

Park Town Trust

City of Oxford Bed and Breakfast Residents
Association

Rescue Oxford

Beauchamp Place Residents Association

Summertown Riverside Group

Barton Howard House Residents Association

Wolvercote Against Masts

Benson Place Residents Association

Friends of Bury Knowle Park

Bainton Road and District Residents Association

Friends of Holy Trinity Church

Bridge East Street Residents

Barton Community Association

Bath Street Residents Association

ENGAGE Oxford

Binsey Village Residents Association

East Oxford Action

Cunliffe Close Residents Association

Residential Landlords Association

Cordrey Green Residents Association

Headington Action

Chalfont Road Residents Association

Uericho Wharf Trust

Canal Walk Residents Association

BOAT Boaters of Oxford Action Team

Dorchester Court Residents Committee

Cutteslowe Community Association

Dove House Close Residents Association

South Oxford Community Association

Donnington Residents Association

Littlemore Community Association

Easiform Tenants Association

\Wolvercote Neighbourhood Forum

Evenlode Tower Residents Association

Headington Neighbourhood Forum

Fairacres Road Residents Association

Summertown St Margaret's Neighbourhood
Forum

Fitzherbert Close Residents Association

Blackbird Leys Community Association

Iffley Road Area Residents Association

Bullingdon Community Association

Ferry Hinksey Road Residents Association

Donnington Community Association

Granville Court Residents Association

East Oxford Community Association

Gipsey Lane Council Tenants Association

Florence Park Community Association

The St George's Park Residents Association

Headington Community Association

Gladstone Road Tenants and Residents
Association

Uericho Community Association

Heron Place Residents Association

Northway Community Association

Hayfield Road Residents Association

Regal Area Community Association

Ueune Street Residents Association

Risinghurst Community Association

Lathbury Road Residents Association

Rose Hill Community Association

Laurel Farm Close Residents Association

West Oxford Community Association

Little Oxford Residents Association
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Friends of Aristotle Recreation Ground

Linton Road Neighbourhood Association

Friends of Florence Park

Leafield Road Residents Association

Friends of Headington Hill Park

Mileway Gardens Residents Association

Friends of Kendall Copse

Old Marston Residents Association

Friends of Aston's Eyot

Norton Close Residents Association

Friends of Lye Valley

New Headington Residents Association

Friends of Raleigh Park

Norham Manor Residents Association

Friends of South Park

Northway Tenants and Residents Association

Friends of the Trap Grounds

North Parade Residents Association

Freemen of the City of Oxford

Nursery Close Residents Association

North Oxford Green Belt Preservation Group

Old Friars Residents Association

Save Port Meadow

Oxford Pegasus Residents Association

\Wolvercote Commoners Committee

Plowman Tower Residents Association

Headington Heritage

Paddox Residents Association

Friends of Oxpens Meadow

Park Town Residents Association

St Margaret’s Church

Rose Hill Tenants Association

St Aldate's Parish Church and Centre

Richards Way Estate Residents Association

Oxford Quakers

East Oxford Residents Association

Oxford Muslim Community Initiative

Stephens Road Residents Association

Oxford Hindu Temple & Community Centre
Project

St Ebbes New Development Residents
Association (SENDRA)

The Oxford Buddha Vihara

Stockmore Street Residents Association

Thrangu House Oxford

South Summertown Residents Association

Gurdwara Sri Guru Singh Sabha Oxford

St Anne's Road Residents Association

Advisory Council For the Education of Romany
and Other Travellers

St Thomas Residents Association

Oxfordshire Unlimited

Old Temple Cowley Residents Association

Oxford Access Forum

St Aldates Residents Group

Oxfordshire Association for the Blind

Upper Wolvercote Association

Deaf Direct Oxford

Victoria Road Group

Showman's Guild of Great Britain (London and
Home Counties)

\Webbs Close Action Committee

Age UK Oxfordshire

Woodstock Close Residents Association

Friends, Families & Travellers Community Base

Walton Manor Residents Association

The Travellers Movement

\Whitworth Place Tenants Association

Oxford Irish Society

\Windmill Road Residents Association

Oxfordshire Youth Support Services

Summertown Riverside Group

Oxford Youth Works

Harefields and Marriott Residents Association

Thames Valley Gypsy and Traveller Association

\Wingfield Residents

The Gypsy Council

\West Quarter Residents Association

Oxford Asian Cultural Association

\Waterways Residents Association

\Waterside Residents Association
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Oxford Archaeology South

Templars Square Residents Association

Oxfordshire City and County Archaeological
Forum

St Mary's Road Residents Association

Oxfordshire Architectural and Historical Society

North Oxford Estates Residents Association

The Twentieth Century Society

Marston Street Residents Association

The Garden History Society

Lye Valley Residents Association

The Georgian Group

Hurst Street Residents Association

The Society for the Protection of Ancient
Buildings

HART Residents Association

The Ancient Monuments Society

Essex Street Residents Association

Oxfordshire Gardens Trust

Churchill Residents Association

Harefields Residents Association
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Appendix 3 - Submission Publicity Article Example

3/14/24, 1:47 PM Oxford council opens consultations on Local Plan 2040 | Oxford Mail

Oxford Mail

Oxford council opens consultations on Local Plan 2040

10th Novemnber 2023

LOCAL GOVERNMENT OXFORD

-=.n\ .
P w

Y] E

https: fwww.oxfordmail.co. uk/news/ 23915914 oxford-council-opens-consultations-local-plan-2040/

1/10
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314724 1:47 PM Cuford council opens consultations on Local Plan 2040 | Oxford Mail

The first is on the document itself which sets out where 9,612 homes will be built across the city by 2040 to

help ease Oxford's housing crisis.

The council is asking people for their final views on whether the submission draft and its accompanying
policies map meet the tests of soundness set out in the National Planning Policy Framework.

hitps:ffwww. oxfordmail.co.uk/news/23915914. oxford-council-opens-consultations-local-plan-2040/

2/10
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34724 1:47 PM Oxford council opens consultations on Local Plan 2040 | Oxford Mail

Oxford Mail

The CIL is a fee councils charge for development, which pays for infrastructure.

A charging schedule lists how much the CIL charges are per square metre for different types of development.

https: fwww. oxford mail co. uk/news/23815914. oxford-council-opens-consultations-local-plan-2040/ 310
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https:hww. axfordmail .co. uk/news!2 3915914 oxford-council-opens-consultations-local-plan-2040/

3M14/24, 1:47 PM Oxford council opens consultations on Local Plan 2040 | Oxford Mail

Oxford Mail

The value of developments for uses like office and lab space, industrial and logistics has increased
significantly in the last 10 years.

The council is proposing to increase the amount of CIL for these types of development only.
Councillor Louise Upton, cabinet member for planning and healthier communities, said: “Our Local Plan 2040

aims to find the right balance to help us tackle the housing crisis and climate emergency, support our
communities and residents and make Oxford a better place for everyone,

"We also want to make sure businesses that benefit most from our growing economy pay a fairer share
towards the infrastructure that supports them.

“We need to know if you think our plans are sound.

"This is the last opportunity for people to give their views before the Planning Inspectorate examines our
plans.

"I'd encourage everyone with an interest in a better future for our city to take part.”

The council will send its draft plans and all comments received during the consultation period to the Planning
Inspectorate for approval in early 2024.

410
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3/14/24, 1:48 PM Oxford council opens consultations on Local Plan 2040 | Oxford Mail

A public inspection will then take place. If planning inspectors approve the draft plan and CIL charges, they

could be adopted in summer 2025,
Residents can find the draft Local Plan 2040 and all supporting documents an the council’s website.

A copy of the CIL draft charging schedule and supporting documents are also available on the council’s
website.

Copies of consultation documents are available for viewing at Oxford Town Hall and Blackbird Leys, Botley,
Cowley, Headington, Littlemore, Summertown and Oxford Westgate libraries.

Both consultations are now open and run for eight weeks until Friday January 5, 2024.

Comments can also be emailed to planningpolicy@oxford.gov.uk or in writing to the Planning Policy Team,
Oxford Town Hall, St Aldate’s, Oxford OX1 1BX.

The online questionnaires will close at 23.59 on Friday January 5. All other responses must be submitted by
4pm on the closing date.

As part of the consultation process, residents will be able to request the right to be heard by government
planning inspectors when the Oxford Local Plan 2040 is publicly examined.

52



Appendix 4 - Submission Draft Consultation Responses and Officer Response

CHAPTER 1

All respondents 8.5 16.3 33.2 374

46.1

supporting 124.1 127.1 149.1 171.2

196.4

chapter

COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

Yes

Noted

Activate Learning fully supports the Council’s ambitions and the plan’s objectives. There are many opportunities to
regenerate and renew parts of the city in order to meet these ambitions however it should be recognised that there are
and will continue to be competing demands which will need to be carefully balanced to ensure the best outcome for the
city in the long term. Furthermore Activate Learning support and welcome the opportunity to continue to work closely
with the City Council on the delivery of Community Employment Plans particularly supporting the delivery of
apprenticeship training and future employment support to help meet the needs of the local community.

Noted

We support the principle behind supporting biodiversity and protecting the green infrastructure and resources in the city.

Noted

We support the vision for the city to provide a healthy and inclusive city with strong communities that benefit from equal
opportunities, including support for research and development in the life sciences sectors which will provide solutions to
global challenges. The overarching themes and threads of the Plan are acknowledged and supported including the need to
address climate change and to create a more healthy, equal, inclusive and prosperous city.

Noted

The Oxford Science Park welcomes the Vision’s support for “research and development in the life sciences and health
sectors which are and will provide solutions to global challenges.” It is considered that this is consistent with national
planning policy, notably Paragraph 85 of the NPPF but the Vision should not be undermined by other proposed policy
changes that act both individually and in aggregate to weaken Oxford’s competitive position.

The Oxford Science Park supports the inclusion of the objective that Oxford will be a fair and prosperous city with a
globally important role in learning, knowledge and innovation. Paragraph 1.11 specifically references The Oxford Science
Park as a well-established area for the knowledge economy which is further supported.

Noted
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

... the word "fair” can be interpreted in different ways and it is therefore important that this objective translates into

concrete proposals which can be considered on their own merits.

CHAPTER 1

All respondents 13.1 25.1 27.5 28.4 30.3 30.4

raising 40.5 40.9 44.9 58.1 59.2 59.3

objections on 64.1 65.1 69.1 70.2 73.4 76.1

this chapter 81.11 84.5 85.1 86.1 89.3 89.25
90.1 108.1 121.7 123.1 127.1 149.1
170.2 172.1 173.1 174.5 179.1

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

| support the Vision statement | do not think that the Whole Plan adequately Noted None

addresses primary healthcare infrastructure, especially in relation to South East

Oxford. No changes to the Vision are required but rather to its implementation.

Paragraphs 1.14-1.17 are undermined by the allocation of SPS13 — Land at | Noted None

Meadow Lane. This site should be removed from the plan to ensure that

its implementation is aligned with its vision, objectives and overall

strategy

Broadly supportive of vision but have concerns about how it is Noted None

implemented

The proposed vision does not afford sufficient weight to education and Noted None

the knowledge-intensive economy in Oxford. This is a significant oversight

and needs to be acknowledged and assessed by the Council.

The housing requirements that are the basis of the plan are unsound, The housing land availability assessment None

having been unduly influenced by construction industry voices. The whole | which helps work out the housing

planis unsound. Go back to basics on housing requirement, using
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

ordinary people rather than construction company directors as your
source of advice.

requirement has an agreed methodology that
has followed government guidance.

The vision of the Plan is in parts undermined by the specifics of certain of
its policies, creating irreconcilable internal conflict which undermines the
soundness and effectiveness of the Plan.

Robust assessment of the site-specific policies against the vision in Ch1
and identification of conflicts. Where these cannot be resolved through
minor adjustments to those policies, they should be deleted and/or
recast.

Noted

None

Our decision makers will be judged by future generations on how they
address the Climate emergency now. This must be stated right up front.

The plan includes policies to help address
climate change.

None

The Plan fails to demonstrate how the city will achieve legally binding
Government carbon emission targets starting with those due in 2030. The
objectives must include how the City's own measurable targets will be set
and monitored to achieve this. Without such a framework the plan risks
challenge in the courts by activists.

Add a new paragraph 1.2 and a new objective should be added to address
climate change impacts clearly and transparently.

Noted

None

Oxford has set a goal for itself to be economically 'world-beating' (stated
in consultation meetings of the Strategic Economic Plan) which is not
shared by Oxfordshire. Residents would like to see the whole county run
for the wellbeing of current and future generations.

Oxford’s desire for economic growth conflicts with the Government's
Levelling Up agenda which would take work to areas of lower housing cost
and higher unemployment. It is not EFFECTIVE as joint working, on cross-

Noted

Noted

None
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

boundary strategic matters, has not been achieved. It fails the DUTY TO
COOPERATE.

The plan, the employment and housing targets, and the Sustainability
Appraisal (SA) are not POSITIVELY PREPARED or EFFECTIVE because they
fail to account for the impact on the local economy of traffic generation
from already-existing plans for development, nor from the extra housing
in the plan itself.

The re-opening of the Cowley Branch Line is unlikely to come to fruition
because it will not be economic to run (according to Chiltern Trains)
because of low passenger numbers - car trips are preferred! There is no
scope for increasing the road space for all these extra cars within the City.

A re-write of the plan will require agreement within the whole of
Oxfordshire of a system based on Doughnut Economics, working for social
and environmental goods for all. Sensibly distributed work (see also the
comment on Chapter 3, Paragraph 3.6) and housing for people not for
profit is the way forward.

The SA is not a development plan document.
It forms part of the evidence base. As such it
forms part of the examination library rather
than part of the plan being examined.

Noted

Noted

The cascade methodology to accommodate viability of developments
fundamentally undermines many of the most laudable policies [housing,
biodiversity and protection of the environment, net zero and climate
resilience] in such a way as to render the Plan ineffective. It is essential
that developments do not receive permission if they do not fulfil the
vision of the Plan and a methodology needs to be developed to determine
such a threshold.

National policy requires that the policies in
development result in viable development.

None

Paragraph 1.7 is not effective. The plan does not meet objectively defined
“need” of Oxford city within its boundary. As such, the city’s unmet need
will continue to be met through urban extensions outside the city and

Background Paper 1 discusses Housing need
and makes the case for the exceptional

None
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
without the agreement of neighbouring SODC. As such the city’s unmet circumstances for using an alternative
need will have to be met by building more urban extensions. Numerous methodology other than the standard need.
respondents consider that the exceptional circumstances for the use of a
methodology for calculating housing need other than the “standard
method” have not been explained nor justified.
] ) The HELAA capacity assessment follows the
The HELAA does not adequately assess all potential development sites . .
. . . . . . . required guidance.
within the city for their use for housing.By failing to provide a variety of . . . .

. . s . . . . . Chapter 8 includes the site allocations which
sites for housing within the City the plan is not consistent with national i T
Planning policy. provide numerous allocated housing sites.

Demonstrating how the requirements of the
Numerous respondents consider that the Plan fails to meet the Duty to DtC have been met forms part of the
Co-operate. The Plan does not mention any cross-boundary agreements | evidence.
for the export of Oxford City's unmet housing need to the adjacent
Districts, because no such agreements exist, at least with SODC. Green Belt policy already exists in the NPPF.
No need to duplicate national policy.
This Oxford Local Plan 2040 does not mention the need to protect and
enhance the city’s Green Belt.
The city has nearly full employment. Employees living in the outer districts | Noted None

must commute, and it is most often by car. To plan for more employment
sites, with the number of jobs not being met by an equal number of
houses, makes everything worse for all of us.

In the Local Plan 2036, the Council mainly allocated land for employment
not housing. The Council exported their inflated ‘unmet’ housing need to
surrounding district councils and insisted under the ‘duty to co-operate’
that new houses should be built on the edge of Oxford in the Green Belt.
In SODC this resulted in the loss of nearly 2,000 acres of Green Belt land/

Background Paper 1 provides a clear narrative
about the previous plan’s housing need and
any agreements that were reached between
neighbouring district councils about how that
unmet need would be apportioned.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

countryside given up for the development of over 7,000 houses and cars.
Nearly 700 acres of Green Belt have been destroyed in Cherwell to make
way for development to help meet Oxford City's 'unmet housing need'.

Paragraphs 1.4 onwards: CPRE has carried out research to show that
Oxford City Council plans to create over 14,000 new jobs but provide only
714 new homes. It plans to export its deliberately created ‘unmet’
housing need to surrounding councils as before without any proper
evidence or assessment of need. The Plan does not solve this problem or
how commuters will travel to work without a reliance on the private car.

New jobs should be created outside the city centre. Some employment
sites are not fully developed (e.g., Oxford Business Park should be made
available for housing). Redevelopment of Botley Road Retail Park should
include housing.

Housing should be the priority and although stated in the Plan the policies
do not bear this out. The priority for the City Council is to continue to
deliver employment land.

We do not agree with the employment need figure or how that figure has
been calculated. Many shops and business premises in the city are empty.
The city needs to use the standard method to calculate housing need and
plan for new employment land accordingly. It should make its
calculations clear and publicly available.

Noted

Noted

Employment need has been calculated by
independent consultants using a recognised
methodology, which was consulted upon as
part of a specific and focused consultation in
early 2023 and this forms part of the evidence
base for the plan.

Policy E1 takes a permissive approach to
residential development on employment sites
and includes assessment criteria.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Allow housing on development land zoned for employment and make
assessment criteria for this transparent and fair to implement the policy
on as many sites as possible.

Calculate transparently realistic employment figures, but only increase
employment within Oxford city when a solution can be found be efficient
commuting with the provision of more public transport from outside
Oxford into it to accommodate all commuters and students with short
commuting times.

Noted

No strategic overview that will require and ensure:

- the urgent need for housing is addressed before further employment
encouraged.

- brownfield sites will be used before greenfield.

- the climate crisis will be front and centre of all policies e.g. Biodiversity
Net Gain will result in net gain, rather than simply no loss.

Noted

Several respondents considered that the consultation undertaken was not
consistent with SCI.

E.g., Oxford has seven community organised local markets but these
markets were not directly invited to participate in the consultation
process. This failure to consult in accordance with its own provisions
means that the Plan is not informed by the knowledge, contacts and
insights of the organisers and committees of these markets, nor of the
growers, producers and farmers (from outside the City) who supply them.

The Plan fails to address the matter of food production and provision or
the benefits that can be brought about from local food growing.

Consultation at various stages of the plan took
place including consultation events at some of
the locally organised markets.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Local food production is an environmental, services, and land-based issue
that has not been addressed in the Plan. Failure to consult properly in
accordance with the SCI and the Consultation and Engagement plan has
resulted in a Plan that is ineffective in achieving its vision.

Is the ‘economic dynamism’ and ‘growth’ that supports the economy
beneficial to the city and its residents? The whole basis of the assessment
of housing need is based on this growth. New homes should be built in
Oxford but the draw to incomers should be curtailed to allow the long-
standing shortfall to be eliminated.

At present, and for decades, the council has been running to stay in one
place, never solving the housing shortage as new people are sucked in by
both the growing economy and desirability of Oxford over London as a
place to live.

It is the context of the discussion that needs to change, the actual policies
are largely OK if the demand from growth and incomers was explicitly
treated as negative and unwanted as discussed under other paragraphs
and policies.

Noted

None

There are potentially significant local grid constraints which could limit
the ability of Oxford to electrify its heating systems. Paragraph 1.20 of
the Plan references these upgrades, however there is little mention of the
issues elsewhere in the Plan. There is no recognition of how to increase
local grid capacity or reference to the most efficient net zero heating
systems - GSHPs.

Given the cost and timescales involved with upgrading the local grid, is
Oxford’s local electricity grid able to support the mass installation of air

Noted

None
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

source heat pumps? GHSPs are more efficient, and consideration should
be given to their installation alongside the delivery of modern centralised
district heating networks, which can result in reductions in peak electricity
demand.

GHSPs should be considered in the Local Plan as they deliver more energy
efficent heating (and hence cost less to run). Indeed, GSHPs use
approximately 40% less energy a year than ASHPs to heat the same home.

The City Councils definition of Sustainability and Sustainable Development
should be made more explicit. The three pillars of sustainability do not
cover the key areas of sustainability holistically. A holistic sustainability
framework should be mentioned.

The chapter should refer to the biodiversity crisis, as well as climate
change.

The Local Plan should encourage the improvement of existing urban
routes (streets) in relation to health and wellbeing by encouraging edible
landscaping and communal food growing on streets.

Add the following to after the first sentence in Table 1.1, Natural
Environment, under the Opportunities heading:

Green Infrastructure is essential to adapting to climate change, for
example as flood storage and by creating shade. It is also essential for
addressing the biodiversity crisis, for example through urban food
growing and creation of habitats for flora and fauna. Green
Infrastructure...

National Policy defines sustainable
development.

Noted

Noted

Do not consider that the underlined text is
required for soundness reasons.
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OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Add the following to after the first sentence in Table 1.1, Built
Environment, under the Opportunities heading:

The compact nature of the city and the wide range of facilities and
services mean that there are great opportunities for sustainable and
healthy lifestyles, which can be enhanced further by improvements to
existing routes, such as integrating edible landscaping and community
food growing in streets (Edible Streets) or new connections, such as new
bridges.

Add the following under the “environment” heading in Figure 1.1:

2. ENVIRONMENT A green, biodiverse city that is resilient to climate
change and helps mitigate the biodiversity crisis.

The Plan's vision, its soundness and effectiveness are undermined in parts by
certain specifics of its policies, creating irreconcilable internal conflict that
weaken the overall Plan.

In order to make the plan sound, assess site-specific policies ROBUSTLY against
the vision in Ch1 and identify conflicts. Where these are unresolvable through
minor adjustments to those policies, they should be deleted and/or recast.

Noted

None

The document fails to allow space for Oxford Sewage Treatment Works to
expand sufficiently to treat all the wastewater that currently arrives, still
less expected future volumes.

It is not possible to move or re-route Sewage Treatment Works. Any
Oxford sewage works must discharge into a river, and the existing STW
borders green fields and discharges into Potters Stream. So, the obvious

As Oxford STW is located within the
administrative boundary of South Oxfordshire
District Council and given the fact that TW
don’t own adjacent land within Oxford, it is
highly unlikely that “off-site upgrades” will be
delivered in Oxford City.

None
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OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

place to expand Oxford STW's secondary treatment capacity is on the
green fields adjoining the current site.

Our main recommendation is to include a reference in text and on maps
to the need to reserve space near the current STW for potential expansion
of an STW which is already overloaded whenever it rains.

Noted

Magdalen is not raising an objection on the grounds of the Duty to
Cooperate, but it does suggest that more evidence is required to
demonstrate that all strategic matters have been effectively engaged
with, and there is an agreed way forward in meeting the County’s housing
needs, and in particular, the very important need for affordable housing
for key workers.

Noted

None

Significant concerns about approach to addressing the evidenced housing needs
of the city (including affordable housing). A lack of affordability undermines
economic growth and prosperity and works against the vision and objectives.

A Plan that does not deliver sufficient homes, whether that be within its own
boundaries, or by securing a robust strategy through which needs can be met
cross boundary, will not deliver on a Plan vision that strives to achieve social
inclusion and support communities that benefit from equal opportunities
including as referenced — opportunities for access to housing. Currently the level
of growth planned for will not achieve the vision as drafted.

Background Paper 1 discusses housing need
and how the city and neighbouring districts
are working to address that unmet need.

None

The vision and its six themes are supported. We welcome the intention to
support research and development in the life sciences and health sectors and
the economic objective to create a prosperous city with a globally important role
in learning, knowledge and innovation.

Furthermore, the supporting text for the environment/economy theme should
be expanded to acknowledge that the opportunity to maximise the
intensification of the most sustainable sites within Oxford would also contribute
to the sustainability objectives of the emerging Local Plan.

Noted

Noted

63




COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

The preservation of the historic environment of Oxford needs to be balanced
against the potential for modern, floorspace and high-quality architecture to
meet commercial requirements and contribute positively to the City Centre. The
emerging Local Plan should not unnecessarily stifle innovation and should be
flexible enough for matters to be dealt with on a site-specific basis.

Specific areas of the city should be identified as being appropriate for greater
levels of change and intensification. E.g., the West End is acknowledged to be
less sensitive in terms of heritage assets and has the greatest level of
accessibility. It should be more overtly recognised as having the greatest
capacity for change if the Council is to meet the competing mix of needs for
housing, employment space, economic growth.

The plan includes policies to both support the
economy and protect the heritage of the city.

Paragraph 1.2: The vision for the Plan is not effective as it does not set out
a vision for addressing housing need. In order to make the vision sound it
should include additional effective and proactive elements in the vision
relating to the aims to meet housing needs and tackling the key issue in
the city of affordable housing.

Noted

None

The plan talks about prioritising housing, which we support. The plan and the
accompanying evidence do not demonstrate how these issues have been
effectively tackled.

The Local Plan's overarching objective to prioritise housing is not consistently
supported by the various policies relevant to housing supply. These, when
considered together, introduce restrictions either in terms of suitable locations
for higher density housing, or that are not especially proactive or flexible in the
criteria they establish to allow land for housing to come forward.

HELAA: There are numerous sites in the HELAA where the potential for
development for residential use has not been assessed. Given the priority for
housing, all sites should be properly assessed in the HELAA for their potential for

Noted

The plan prioritises housing and allocates no
new strategic employment sites.

HELAA assessment methodology underpinning
the plan is robust and defensible.

None
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OFFICER RESPONSE
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housing, including those allocated for employment uses. Taken together the
draft policies with the approach in the HELAA has served to under-explore or
promote potential housing delivery opportunities.

This is not Positively Prepared, because there is no demonstrable effort to 'meet
the areas objectively assessed needs' in the city. This results in the creation of
more unmet need, and hence it diverts growth from the city, making this
approach not consistent with achieving sustainable development.

The plan does not comply with NPPF (September 2023) paragraph 60. The plan
doesn't provide for a sufficient amount of housing in the City, which is where the
need is generated. The plan does not comply with NPPF paragraph 76. The plan
and supporting evidence lacks urgency or strategies to resolve past delivery
failures and attempt to resolve them.

Noted

Noted

The vision does not articulate in spatial terms how the city is expected to
evolve up to 2040. A key diagram would help.

The vision does not fully express or address the anticipated role of the city
within the County context, particularly the key role it plays in terms of
employment opportunities and associated patterns of movement across
Oxfordshire.

It would be helpful if the vision were to more strongly emphasise the
importance of maximising the delivery of new homes within Oxford’s
administrative boundaries including being more creative around the use
of sites and building heights and densities. Could secure positive benefits
to heritage as well as protecting it.

These comments are addressed as part of a
Statement of Common Ground with West
Oxfordshire District Council.

Refer to Statement of
Common Ground with
West Oxfordshire
District Council for
response.

General support for vision but it does not address the important role that
the two Universities play in Oxford and the acute housing need in the city.

The Local Plan 2040 recognises throughout
the importance of Oxford as a global city. The

None
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Plan already notes the importance of the contribution that Universities at
Paragraph 3.4, but the vision should also include these points.

The vision acknowledges the chronic undersupply of housing but does not
set out any meaningful approach to addressing it.

The plan period should look ahead over a longer timeframe (e.g., 30yrs) in
case of any slippage in the timetable for production of the plan.

Suggested amendments:

To address the Soundness issues the following changes are:

- Include reference to University of Oxford and Oxford Brookes University
in the Vision as below: “....to innovate, learn and enable businesses, the
University of Oxford and Oxford Brookes University to prosper....”

- Amend the Vision to refer to “addressing the housing needs in Oxford
by making efficient use of land in the City and working collaboratively with
neighbouring authorities to address any shortfalls in housing delivery and
supporting infrastructure.”

- Extend the Vision to consider Oxford beyond the plan period, for
example up to 2050 to provide a longer-term vision for dealing with
housing, economic, infrastructure and environmental issues. Cross border
joined up thinking/ co-operation is required.

vision for the plan seeks to set a vision for the
future rather than continuing the current
situation. The plan will help maintain the
status of the city is locally, regionally and
globally important. The plan also recognises
the importance of the university and other
stakeholders, as well as local communities.
The plan is sound.

Not effective:

Where the vision could be strengthened is in more clearly recognising the
special nature of Oxford as a global city of national and international
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importance. The plan-making process should reflect the exceptional role
that Oxford plays within the UK and internationally and establishing a
clear narrative behind this is important.

Suggested amendments to the vision could be made as below: “In 2040
Oxford will continue to be an internationally important city, globally
renowned as a centre of excellence in learning, innovation, heritage and
culture. It will be a healthy and inclusive city, with strong communities
that benefit from equal opportunities for everyone, not only in access to
housing, but to nature, employment, social and leisure opportunities and
to healthcare...”
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POLICY/ CHAPTER S1

All respondents supporting

8.1,37.1,71.13,170.1,171.1, 178.1, 189.1, 193.1

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER PROPOSED ACTION
RESPONSE

The policy is sound as it consistent with the objectives of the NPPF and ensures that Noted and No action.

sustainable development is embedded in the plan. agreed.

POLICY/ CHAPTER S1

All respondents raising

10.1,17.1, 22.1, 25.3, 26.1, 27.1, 30.1, 32.1, 40.1, 41.1, 44.1, 50.1, 53.1, 59.11, 63.1, 66.1, 70.1, 71.2, 73.1, 74.1, 80.1, 80.2, 81.1,

objections 84.1,89.1,91.1,92.1, 113.1, 126.1, 129.1, 132.1, 133.1, 148.1, 162.1, 165.1, 174.1,176.1, 177.1, 196.1, 199.1, 200.1, 202.1, 204.1
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Not justified and not effective because it will not make a The Oxford Local Plan 2040 includes policies on No action.
difference. Every household should be put onto the environmental sustainability in accordance with the
cleanest energy. All new buildings should have strict targets | National Planning Policy Framework and relevant
that they are required to meet with no loopholes in the legislation. The background papers explain the
policies. planning judgement exercise in the preparation of the

policies. The spatial strategy seeks sustainable

development and is sound.
There is no explanation of how the housing need has been | The Oxford Local Plan 2040 includes policies which No action.
calculated. The housing need calculation is out of date. provide details of the housing target being planned

for. The evidence base studies including Housing and

Employment Needs Assessment provides a robust

methodology and calculation of housing need. The

spatial strategy is sound.
Not positively prepared, not justified and not effective The Oxford Local Plan 2040 includes policies which No action.

because the policy does not address unmet economic or
employment needs outside of the city. The policy should be

provide details of the housing target being planned
for. The evidence base studies including Housing and
Employment Needs Assessment provides a robust
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amended to capture how adjoining authorities have an
important role in the delivery of the spatial strategy.

methodology and calculation of housing need. The
duty to cooperate has been met through regular
discussions with adjacent Local Planning Authorities
and agree Statements of Common ground. The spatial
strategy is sound.

Oxford City housing remains largely unaffordable for young
people and families, who should be just the sort of people
that need to be attracted to ensure that Oxford thrives.
Much more emphasis should be put on developing a
thriving city, rather than on economic growth. Far more
needs to be included in the plan to ensure there is
affordable housing in all developments, and that this is
genuinely affordable through good quality, well regulated
social housing.

Not positively prepared, not justified and not effective as
the strategy should focus on delivering more affordable
housing not housing units. It should plan for more housing
development in the city.

The Meadow Lane, Iffley allocation is unsound and should
be removed.

The Oxford Local Plan 2040 includes policies which
provide details of the housing target, affordable and
market housing. The evidence base studies including
Housing and Employment Needs Assessment provides
a robust methodology and calculation of housing
need. The spatial strategy is sound.

No action.

Not positively prepared, not justified and not effective as
climate change and the climate emergency is unfounded.
The council should explain what it means and that it is
based on an outdate UN action plan (Agenda 2030 and UN
17 Sustainable Development Goals), which have not been
agreed by the residents of Oxford. Sustainable
development is a flawed idea.

The Oxford Local Plan 2040 includes policies on
environmental sustainability in accordance with the
National Planning Policy Framework and relevant
legislation. The background papers explain the
planning judgement exercise in the preparation of the
policies. The spatial strategy seeks sustainable
development and is sound.

No action.
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Not positively prepared, not justified and not effective as The Oxford Local Plan 2040 includes policies on No action.
the plans policies contradict the spatial strategy. The policy | biodiversity in accordance with the National Planning
is inconsistent, self-contradictory and anti-environmental. Policy Framework and relevant legislation. The
It should limit development on farmland and open space if | background papers explain the planning judgement
these are to be protected. It should safeguard the natural exercise in the preparation of the policies. The spatial
world. It is not legally compliant with regards to strategy seeks sustainable development and is sound.
biodiversity.
Not positively prepared, not justified and not effective as The Oxford Local Plan 2040 includes policies on No action.
the Green Belt is not adequately protected and the developing brownfield sites and site allocations in
emphasis is not sufficiently on brownfield. The plan will chapter 8 in accordance with the National Planning
destroy Green Belt. All green field land and open space Policy Framework and relevant legislation. The
should be protected. The only new build allowed should be | background papers explain the planning judgement
genuinely affordable housing on brownfield land. exercise in the preparation of the policies. The spatial
strategy seeks sustainable development and is sound.
Not positively prepared, not justified and not effective as The Oxford Local Plan 2040 includes policies on No action.

the strategy is unsustainable because it plans for economic
growth and it should not.

The assumption of a need for growth is wrong. The plan
has artificially inflated housing figures.

The plan is unsound because it does not use a Government
approved method for calculating housing need.

supporting new development in accordance with the
National Planning Policy Framework and relevant
legislation. The policies allow housing development on
all employment sites and makes a range of mixed use
and residential allocations which are in accordance
with the requirements of the NPPF. The background
papers explain the planning judgement exercise in the
preparation of the policies. The spatial strategy seeks
sustainable development and is sound.
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Not positively prepared and not effective because the
policy contradicts itself and does not use a government
approved method to calculate housing need.

Not positively prepared and not justified because the vision | The Oxford Local Plan 2040 includes policies on No action.
and Policy S1 do not recognise the role of the universities supporting new development in accordance with the
and colleges make to social value, education and tourism. National Planning Policy Framework and relevant
Suggest including a specific reference to the universities legislation. The strategy seeks to provide an
and colleges in the supporting text. overarching vision for the city including the role of all
stakeholders. The background papers explain the
Policy S1 and Policy E1 do not recognise the potential of planning judgement exercise in the preparation of the
the knowledge intensive economy. There is going to be policies. The plan strikes a balance between all
competition between housing and employment. This is constraints and opportunities facing the city in
contrary to the NPPF paragraph 81. planning for future development. The spatial strategy
seeks sustainable development and is sound.
The policy should be reworded to recognise the role of
research and development to allow sufficient flexibility and
to avoid it precluding development coming forward. The
policy should support research and development on
employment sites.
The plan should quantitatively explain what is meant by The Oxford Local Plan 2040 includes policies on No action.

key terms in the glossary including sustainable
development, net zero carbon and sustainable growth. All
policies should refer to biodiversity gain not just net gain.

environmental sustainability in accordance with the
National Planning Policy Framework and relevant
legislation. A climate emergency has been declared by
the Council which the Local Plan has had regard to.
The background papers explain the planning
judgement exercise in the preparation of the policies.
They are a proportionate response to environmental
sustainability in accordance with national policy and
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legislation. The spatial strategy seeks sustainable
development and is sound.

The policy does not set out a spatial strategy. A spatial
strategy should set out how the proposed development
will be delivered in the plan period and beyond.

Policy S1 provides for a spatial strategy in the policy
which is given context by the supporting text to the
policy. The background papers explain the planning
judgement exercise in the preparation of the policies.
They are a proportionate response to environmental
sustainability in accordance with national policy and
legislation. The spatial strategy seeks sustainable
development and is sound. The plan has taken into
account long term trends but the policy can only
relate to the plan period.

No action.

Not justified as Templars Square site can make a
contribution to the spatial strategy.

The Oxford Local Plan 2040 includes policies which
provide details of the housing target being planned
for. The evidence base studies including Sustainability
Appraisal and Housing and Employment Needs
Assessment provides a robust methodology and
calculation of housing need and assessment of
options. The spatial strategy is sound.

No action.

Not sound as the City Council has failed to comply with the
duty to cooperate. Oxford City has not communicated
properly with realistic figures to the surrounding councils
of the balance between commercial zoning and housing.

The Oxford Local Plan 2040 includes policies which
provide details of the housing target being planned
for. The evidence base studies including Housing and
Employment Needs Assessment provides a robust
methodology and calculation of housing need. The
duty to cooperate has been met through regular
discussions with adjacent Local Planning Authorities

No action.
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and agree Statements of Common ground. The spatial
strategy is sound.

Not positively prepared, not justified and not effective. The background papers explain the planning No action.
Oxford is space and traffic constrained and further growth | judgement exercise in the preparation of the policies,
within its boundaries threatens its viability. There is no having regard to the evidence base. The policies are a
explicit means to identify cumulative impact of individual proportionate response in accordance with national
development. policy and legislation. Each planning application will be
determined on its merits in accordance with the
policies of the development plan and relevant
material planning considerations. The spatial strategy
seeks sustainable development and is sound.
Policy S1 needs to be sufficiently flexible to ensure that The spatial strategy is sufficiently flexible to allow No action.
appropriate developments, for example demolishing old development to come forward outside site allocations.
buildings and replacing them with new housing, can be The spatial strategy seeks sustainable development
found to be compliant with policy. and is sound.
Add a reference to ‘safe’ in supporting text paragraph 1.37 | The Oxford Local Plan 2040 includes policies on design | No action.

(“strong, safe, sustainable, cohesive, inclusive”) (74.1,
132.1).

in accordance with the National Planning Policy
Framework and relevant legislation. The background
papers explain the planning judgement exercise in the
preparation of the policies. The spatial strategy seeks
sustainable development and is sound. The decision
maker will assess each proposal on its merits having
regard to the relevant material considerations.

Policy wording: missing ‘of’ before ‘district and local
centres in criterion a.

Noted.

Amend policy S1 to add missing
‘of’ before ‘district and local
centres in criterion a.
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The policy is unsound and should be amended to make it clearer
that it seeks to ensure development will protect important blue
and green infrastructure.

Noted. This has been considered further and a main Amend to criteria f) to improve
modification can be agreed. clarity as follows:

f) prevent new development in
locations where it would
damage have a negative impact
on important blue and green
infrastructure networks, public
open space, and result in loss of
flood plain.

Amend criterion f to include “unless mitigated” at the end
of the sentence.

The suggested change relates to the need to protect No action.
blue and green infrastructure. Proposals will be
determined in accordance with the development plan
as a whole. The Oxford Local Plan 2040 includes
policies on design in accordance with the National
Planning Policy Framework and relevant legislation. As
such, the proposed spatial strategy is sound.

The policy is waffle and should be explanatory text. Noted. The proposed spatial strategy is sound. No action.
POLICY S2
All respondents
supporting policy || 8.2 44.2 49.1 84.2
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

General support — no comment

General support — but only if it is actually followed in
practice. Examples of recent developments flagged

Noted. The Local Plan policies will be a material consideration in the determination of an
application. In practice, the planning process is one of judgement and often requires the
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where it appears a ‘presumption to develop’ sometimes
trumps good design despite presence of a policy.

Also flag that para 1.42’s wording on design being a
collaborative process should be strengthened to ‘design
must be a collaborative process' and clear policy added
to ensure much greater public information, publicity and
participation in all public facing developments, large and

the proposal.

balance of multiple considerations (and multiple policy requirements) in the process of
trying to ensure the best outcome when determining whether permission will be granted.
The process of engagement with the community should always be collaborative, though
the specifics of that engagement/consultation will always vary with the type and scale of

small.
POLICY S2
All respondents
raising 22.2 23.6 25.4 27.2 30.2 40.2 71.1 74.2 81.5 89.2
objections on 132.2 174.2 178.2 26.2
this
policy/chapter
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Policy and supporting appendix does not comply | Whilst the resources section of the checklist does not come first, itisno | No action

with NPPF updates (Sep 23
mentioned)/government guidance - specifically:
-aiding decision makers with proposals to
improve existing renewable energy sites.
-appendix does not emphasis compliance with
net zero targets as top priority instead dealing
with it further down considerations in list —
needs to be aligned more closely with gov
guidance and made top of list.

-diagram in appendix 1.1 needs to be replaced
by Doughnut Economics Framework.

less a priority than the sections that are listed previous in the checklist.
The diagram in appendix 1.1 highlights the components of what
government considers to be good design as published in the National
Design Guide. It has been used to structure the checklist at a high level,
before adding locally specific considerations. (It also shows how no one
component is of higher priority than another, instead, each element is
part of a holistic approach to good design.)

NPPF guidance (including updates), such as those in relation to
enhancing existing renewable energy sites, are a material consideration

alongside the Local Plan and do not need to be replicated in local policy.
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Reference should be made to the National It is not necessary to cross reference to the National Model Design Code. | No action
Model Design Code including part 2 guidance This is a national piece of guidance as part of a wide range of relevant

notes. documents.

The current plan is insane. It needs to be re- Noted. No action
thought from scratch.

Appendix fails to include Gov guidance All the policies of the Local Plan need to be read as a whole. The design No action
published 215 Dec in relation to housing needs | checklist sets out the key requirements that applicants need to address

for different groups in community. Needs to set | in informing the physical design and function of their proposals and is

guidance on more guidance on structured around the components of good design laid out in the
assessing/addressing needs of different groups | National Design Guide. Separate policies address housing need in detail

(e.g. affordable housing, families, older people, | and set out the requirements applicants need to follow which will also

students, disabilities etc). need to be met.

We think Oxford should apply a tourist levy as well Noted. This falls outside the scope of the Local Plan. No action

as the CIL. A tourist levy could be used to improve
infrastructure and amenities for residents and
visitors alike, making Oxford City a much more
pleasant destination for all.

Support at is in effect a strategic heritage policy
but title is not accurately reflective of policy
content — better title suggested as Strategic
approach to design and heritage.

Furthermore, advise two elements to be added
to the supporting text:

® 3 paragraph adapted from the Oxford Local
Plan 2036 on heritage at risk;

e wording on the contribution that Oxford’s
heritage can make to economic growth.

These comments are addressed as part of Statement of Common
Ground with Historic England.

Refer to Statement of
Common Ground with
Historic England for
response.
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Consider that allocation of SPS13 is in conflict
with this policy and allocation should be
removed

The requirements of the Local Plan policies need to be read and
addressed as a whole, this will include where development is proposed
on an allocated site.

No action

Good design is a fundamental element in the
prevention of crime and ensuring public safety
and recommend a point is added within the
design code guidance requiring crime to be a
factor.

Secure by Design guidance is a reference point that is highlighted in the
supporting text of the overarching policy HD7. There is also discussion
about ensuring safety of people and seeking opportunities to reduce
crime/fear within the movement section of the checklist. Secure by
Design will be a relevant material consideration to be dealt with in the
planning balance.

No action

The following policy is muddled as statutory duties
are as below anyway, and implies English Heritage
listed assets will not be protected.

The policy is clear that it will protect heritage assets in accordance with
National Planning Policy Framework and it is soundly based.

No action

Whilst we have no concerns with the purpose
and intention of this policy and the emphasis on
achieving good design, we note that parts of the
policy read more as statements of intent than
policy per se and could therefore potentially be
moved to the supporting text.

These comments are addressed as part of Statement of Common
Ground with West Oxfordshire District Council.

Refer to Statement of
Common Ground with
West Oxfordshire
District Council for
response.
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POLICY S3
All 8.3 37.3 148.3 177.3 186.1
responde 196.3
nts
supporti
ng policy
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE
Yes Noted
Supports necessary infrastructure to address the impacts of developments Noted
delivered to an appropriately phased timescale which will be development
specific.
Support Policy S3 and welcome proposed engagement with developers to Noted
discuss infrastructure requirements. Appropriately timed discussions with the
Council and potential developers can support the provision of new
infrastructure in a timely manner.
POLICY | S3
All 22.4 25.5 26.2,26.3 27.3 40.3
responde 443 49.2 53.2 59.12 74.3
nts 81.6 84.3 89.27 91.2 95.1
raising 152.1 174.3 178.3 202.3 203.2
objection | ;g9 5 200.2
s on this
policy
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Need to re-think the whole plan. Noted None
Not convinced of need for excessive new Noted None
development in Oxford
Insufficient consideration of drainage and Discussions with Thames Water are on-going about upgrades to the None

flood protection measures. The Plan must
insist that the local water company fulfils its

Oxford WWTW.




legal obligations regarding sewage discharge
and flood mediation.

Suggests an addition to the policy to set out
examples of infrastructure and the inclusion
of the following statement: “No occupation of
new dwellings will be permitted until a formal
review shows that all the above elements are
in place.” Respondent sets out that
infrastructure is often an afterthought, and
that local services and sewage facilities are
not able to cope with increased demand from
new developments.

The Local Plan is supported by an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) which
sets out the infrastructure needed to support the development in the
Plan. The IDP was produced in consultation with other key stakeholders
including Thames Water, BOB ICB (Doctor’s surgeries), and the County
Council (school provision). We are working with all infrastructure
providers to ensure appropriate infrastructure is delivered in a timely
manner to support development.

Concerned about current approach to Noted None
infrastructure delivery relying on third party

providers.

Respondent supports principle of the policy Do not consider that specific reference to healthcare is required to make | None
but suggests that specific reference to the policy sound. The IDP sets out the infrastructure required to meet the
consideration and mitigation of the impacts of | plan and the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule documents specific

development include refence to the impact on | projects.

healthcare and that the use of S106 and CIL be

explored where impacts are identified.

Oxford is styled as 'a cycling city'. This is not Other policies (e.g., Area of focus policies) and evidence (IDP) already None

reflected in this policy which fails to address
the need to work with the County Council to
ensure comprehensive safe connectivity for

reference the LCWIP. No need to duplicate reference here.
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cycling with surrounding neighbourhoods as a
requirement of significant developments.

Given the importance of cultural
infrastructure, it would be reasonable to
expect the Council’s approach to aim at least
to maintain existing levels of cultural assets
that exist within the city, and to seek
improvements to secure the long-term future
of assets classed as ‘at risk’. We recommend
minor amendment to Policy S3 to enable this
to be considered, picking up on a related point
about ‘improving’ on current levels made
within the Council’s own Sustainability
Appraisal recommendations on this policy.

These comments are addressed as part of a Statement of Common
Ground with Historic England.

Refer to Statement of
Common Ground with
Historic England for
response.

The downside of infrastructure delivery
should be mentioned in the plan (e.g.,
construction related impacts). The plan should
include provisions for compensating
businesses for losses caused by the works.

The re-opening of the Cowley Branch Line
should be justified as a desirable public
transport improvement rather than on the
basis of policy that promotes employment
(S1). Policy S3 should state that not just
businesses but local residents should be
accommodated in the decision to establish
new stations.

Infrastructure is needed to mitigate the impact of development. The
changes suggested are outside the remit of the local plan, which needs
to operate within legal and national policy requirements.

None
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Lack of parking facilities at rail stations will Noted None
impact their usage. There should be some

parking close to the station

ARC is a major stakeholder and has already Contributions should be in line with the NPPF. Main Mod

made significant contributions to CBL. Itis
considered that this should form a material
consideration with regards to the level of any
further contributions that is sought towards
the CBL. Suggests a minor change to the
policy wording. Add “These will be tested in
accordance with Paragraph 57 of the NPPF.”
to the final paragraph of the policy.

Modification should also apply to Policy CBLLAOF to ensure consistency.

Policy could potentially be strengthened
perhaps by requiring a site-specific IDP for
major sites. Some general statements in the
policy could be supporting text.

These comments are addressed as part of a Statement of Common
Ground with West Oxfordshire District Council

Refer to Statement of
Common Ground with
West Oxfordshire District
Council for response.

The County Council will continue to provide
updates and corrections on transport schemes
for the IDP as information becomes available.

Additional text is needed to make it clear that
Oxford Railway Station should be a place
where the public realm is prioritised.

Amended text is also needed to allow for
contributions from developments taking place

These comments are addressed as part of a Statement of Common
Ground with Oxfordshire County Council.

Refer to Statement of
Common Ground with
Oxfordshire County
Council for response.
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more than 1,500m away from CBL stations
where justified, and after the line opens as it
will be necessary to claw back forward
funding.

The final paragraph of policy S3 relating to the
Cowley Branch Line is not enforceable as it
does not wholly and exclusively relate to the
development and would not be justified,
especially for householder applications. BMW
for example (at the end of the line) may
benefit but so may others who use it as a
transit point to go to Oxford Central.

Remove requirement unless there is a clear
relationship to the proposed development,
this should in any case provided by CIL City
Wide.

Additional work is being undertaken to support the delivery of the
Cowley Branch Line by the County Council. It is anticipated that this
work will conclude shortly.

None

As water supply and wastewater/sewerage
infrastructure is such an important issue it
should be covered in a separate Policy.

Suggest inclusion of additional policy text to
support the development/ expansion of water
supply or wastewater facilities.

While the TW facility is close to Oxford, it is located within neighbouring
SODC. As such we do not consider it necessary to include additional text
within the Oxford City Local Plan 2040

None

No additional allowance is made for the
delivery of draft policy S3 specifically, the
cost implications of the Cowley Branch Line
have not been assessed as part of Local

Additional work is being undertaken to support the delivery of the
Cowley Branch Line by the County Council. It is anticipated that this
work will conclude shortly.

None
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Plan Viability Testing. The assumptions
considered appear to be only in relation to
CIL and S106 costs. Consider that the
financial contributions applicable to
infrastructure delivery under draft Policy S3
are not yet known (and likely to be
underestimated).

When people hear the word 'infrastructure' they
think it means physical and social facilities and
provision such as transport facilities, water,
energy, schools, hospitals and community and
leisure facilities. The IDP references smart
infrastructure. The council needs to be
transparent about the need for this increasing and
excessive surveillance on the residents of Oxford,
what data is being collected, for what reasons and
giving people the opportunity not to be part of
this in the interests of their rights to privacy.

Infrastructure is needed to mitigate the impact of development. The
changes suggested are outside the remit of the local plan, which needs
to operate within legal and national policy requirements.

None

Any changes have been agreed with the
Environment Agency under a separate
Statement of Common Ground.
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POLICY S4

All respondents | | 8.4 [ 75.3 | 176.2
supporting policy
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

Policy is Sound [reason not stated]

Support welcomed

Welcome the need for pragmatism in decision
making where development is not financially
viable. The new requirements for development
including building performance and ecology, are
important but must be considered within the
economic realities. Inclusion of the policy is
critical to the plan being found Sound.

Support welcomed

POLICY sS4
All respondents 22.5 25.6 26.4 28.3 27.4
raising 40.4 44.4 59.13 59.13 71.3
objections on 73.2 81.7 84.4 89.28 133.2
this 136.1 151.1 165.2 174.4 178.4
policy/chapter
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Not justified, there is no need for any net zero Applies more to R1 None.
carbon policies or targets. (26.4)
Not consistent with national policy [no reason Noted None
stated]
Fails all Soundness tests, whole plan needs Noted None
rethinking. Policy exports the problems, will
plunder the environment and does not think of
future generations (44.4)
Not justified [no reason stated] Noted None
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Not effective [no reason stated] Noted None
Not effective, policy should be deleted, it is an NPPF requires that development contributions | None
excuse to develop profitable housing and ignore | policies should not undermine the deliverability
needs for affordable housing. of the Plan, so Policy S4 is important to retain
flexibility to respond to exceptional
Not justified to give exemptions to developers. circumstances that could result in a site being
Affordable housing should be prioritised over unable to deliver a viable development.
other housing. Anything that is not affordable
housing should be the exception and have to be
justified.
Fails all Soundness Tests, in a city with chronic
shortage of affordable housing, there is no
justification for reducing affordable housing
numbers. Policy should set out that the needs of
local residents for zero-carbon and affordable
housing will be prioritised over profit.
Not justified, effective, better to have no
development temporarily than to have watered
down policy intentions
Not justified, effective, the low car policy S4 reflects the parking standards set out in None
restrictions are too severe. Would improve plan | Policy C8 Motor vehicle parking design
viability to soften this part of S4 to focus only on | standards, so comment relates more to C8
areas with a severe parking space problem which establishes the standards and where
they apply.
Not justified, effective, policy needs to be S4 requires that robust evidence must be in the | None

tighter. Too much relies on council’s subjective

form of an independent viability appraisal. It
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judgement of ‘robustly proven’ which is too easy
for a developer to argue a reduced level of
affordable housing. Need to explicitly require an

independent expert opinion to verify developers’

claims.

also sets out that developers will be expected
to negotiate on an “open book” basis which
relates to the particular site circumstances that
have resulted in the development’s non-
viability.

Not effective, disappointing that important
policies on net zero carbon and low parking, are
at risk due to this policy and national policy on
viability. Low parking should not be included in
the viability cascade of S4.

Not justified or effective because the cascade
approach sets no limits about how far down the
policies and standards in the plan can be
negotiated. It makes all the policies on
affordable housing, biodiversity etc conditional
on viability assessment, so the strategy is
undeliverable and unsound.

Not justified, effective — concern that carbon
offsetting and parking restrictions might be
‘given away’ before any compromise on
affordable housing.

S4 is very carefully worded to limit the extent
to which other policy requirements may be
flexed before affordable housing is reduced.
Firstly, the policy only applies if it can be clearly
demonstrated by the developer that the policy
requirements make the scheme unviable.
Secondly, there are only small adjustments that
can be made: Offsetting is only accepted in
exceptional circumstances anyway, and only
when as much as possible is done to make a
development zero carbon, so Policy R1 is not
weakened by this approach. Similarly, any
adjustments to parking are only up to
maximum standards, so there is not the option
for large swathes of parking.

None / Addressed in Statement of Common
Ground with Oxfordshire County Council

Not justified, effective - The assumption about
$106 and S278 in the viability study appears low:
developments must be mitigated by conditions,

It is agreed that the impacts of development,
including on the need for infrastructure, will need
to be met by a combination of developers

Addressed in Statement of Common Ground
with Oxfordshire County Council
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undertaking works and providing contributions
towards infrastructure as needed

undertaking works and also through contributions
to infrastructure. These contributions may be from
CIL as well as $106 and S278. The assumption in the
viability assessment has been considered carefully
and reflects the importance of CIL to delivering
infrastructure in Oxford, where most developments
are relatively small sites and the infrastructure
needs generated are very much cumulative.

Fails all Soundness tests, inconsistent with NPPF
paragraph 8(b). Should not prioritise homes over
well-designed, beautiful and safe places with
accessible services and open spaces”, as all of
these are important and should be considered
equally.

The Plan as a whole seeks sustainable and
balanced development, so the policies
combined seek to balance all of these
important issues, as set out in Policy S1 Spatial
Strategy and Presumption in Favour of
Sustainable Development.

None

The BNP Viability study which informs policy S4
is not robust. Dispute many of the inputs and
assumptions, so the Policy is not justified.

The Viability study has been undertaken
following national guidance in the NPPF and
RICs guidance.

None

Not justified in the cascade to increase parking
provision (which will reduce space for homes
onsite) before affordable housing. Also policy
doesn’t define viability.

S4 is very carefully worded to limit the extent
to which other policy requirements may be
flexed before affordable housing is reduced.
The evidence base (viability study) includes an
input for developer profit at a sufficient rate for
developers to be incentivised to proceed, in
accordance with national guidance.

None

Not consistent with national policy, The policy
could more clearly reflect the PPG assumption
that where up-to-date policies have set out the
contributions expected from development,

As explained in the SoCG with WODC, Paragraph
1.50 does already set out types of circumstances
that may lead to viability problems, referring to
examples such as land contamination and transport
or education infrastructure needs. It is agreed that

Main mod
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planning applications that fully comply with
them should be assumed to be viable. The
supporting text could also perhaps reflect the
type of circumstances which can lead to viability
problems e.g. where particular types of
development are proposed which may
significantly vary from standard models of

development for sale (for example build to rent).

the statement that developments should generally
be assumed to be viable could be stronger.
Amendment to wording in S4 proposed

CHAPTER 2

All respondents 8.22

197.2

supporting policy

COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

Chapter is Sound [reason not stated]

Support welcomed

Support the steps taken to increase housing supply in Oxford, including establishing the housing company [Ox
Place], and seeking innovation in the types of homes both to reduce costs and ensure a mix of housing sizes

and types to meet local need.

Support welcomed

CHAPTER 2

All respondents 9.3 40.8

60.2 164.5

172.4 & 173.4

raising 205.1

objections on
this
policy/chapter
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Unsound because the Housing Strategy should
include an assessment of the upfront or
embodied carbon emissions, because that will
be a cause of global warming before any
benefits from reducing operational carbon will
be realised.

Unsound and not legally compliant, because too
many homes will use up the City’s carbon
emission budget and net zero carbon targets

It is acknowledged that new development will
have an embodied carbon cost. The assessment
of embodied carbon is complex and depends
upon many design variables which make it
challenging to reliably quantify at the high level
Local Plan stage (e.g. types of materials used,
where they are sourced from etc). Alongside the
net zero carbon in operation policy, the Local
Plan includes a new embodied carbon policy
that seeks to ensure new development reduces
these emissions, and requires larger
development to quantify and demonstrate
reductions through design process. It is
intended as a stepping stone to more rigorous
policy in future as national guidance and
assessment methods improve.

No change proposed

Fails the Duty to Cooperate because the HENA
figures were developed in isolation from 3 of
the district councils in the County.

Concern that the neighbouring authorities were
not part of the HENA process or input into the
assessment: Need an agreed joint strategy to
agree the level of need and how this can be
fairly distributed across the County. Paragraph
2.7. Add; The HENA figures were constructed in
isolation from South Oxfordshire, the Vale and

Applies to H1.
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
West Oxfordshire; These Districts are unlikely to
agree to build any overflow of the number of
homes that can be constructed within Oxford
City.
Unsound because does not reflect Government | The Plan is complaint with the NPPF and None.
guidance about the number and sorts of Government Guidance both in how the overall
accommodation needed. Paragraph2.5 should housing target has been identified, and the
simply read: The housing need figure for Oxford | types of homes. The only departure from
can be calculated by using the Government’s national policy is that First Homes are not
Standard method as set out in National Planning | included in the affordable housing tenure split
Policy and guidance. set out in H2 because Oxford has exceptional
circumstances in terms of housing need and
affordability. so in order to prioritise Social
Rented and regain control of delivering the size
of homes the city needs, First Homes are not
included in the affordable housing
tenure split.
Unsound because does not emphasis the need Policy HD8 Using context to determine None
to increase density of homes within already appropriate density, requires proposals to make
developed areas (eg use of empty buildings, best use of site capacity and efficient use of
additional dwelling units, and 15 minute land. It also requires that sites in high accessible
neighbourhoods) locations should seek higher densities,
indicatively 100dph.
Unsound because the HENA figure is not the Relates more to H1 None

right number to use. The economic assumptions
ignores policy constraints in the districts, the
districts’ opinions should be sought concerning

Policy E1 does not allocate any new sites for
employment, only intensification of existing
sites.
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
their projections (60.2). Also the plan does not
account for new employment space causing
new demand for housing, new employment
should only be permitted if accompanied by
sufficient new housing.
Reasons for departing from the Standard The Background Paper on Exceptional Need None
Method are not exceptional explains the reasons.
Concerned that the strategy is too tilted The target for the number of new homes inthe | None
towards economic and employment growth at plan period is a capacity-based target, reflecting
the cost of residential opportunities. the evidence in the HELAA about the capacity
for new homes in Oxford. It is not constrained
by employment growth because no new sites
are allocated for employment growth, any
employment growth will be through intensified
use of existing sites.
Glossary needs to define “existing university or | Clarify glossary Minor mod

college campus or academic site” (for policies
H3 and H9)
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POLICY H1

All respondents 177.5 175.12 179.2 186.2 198.1

supporting policy || 121.8 71.14 8.6 59.4

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

The policy meets the tests of soundness. There is an urgent need for new Noted and agreed.

homes in the city. There are exceptional circumstances which justify a

departure from the standard method in planning for new homes. The

requirement to consider alternative scenarios is supported and sound.

Given the recognised importance of Oxford to the national economy the

proposed approach is justified.

Consider housing requirement to be sound. The support is welcomed.

Support, no reasons given. The support is welcomed.

POLICY H1

All respondents 164.1 9.1 17.2 20.1 25.2

raising 26.5 30.5 31.1 32.2 35.1

objections on 40.6 44.5 48.1 51.1 53.3

this 56.1 58.2 66.2 70.3 72.1

policy/chapter 78.1 80.5 81.8 88.1 89.4
90.2 92.5 95.2 98.1 99.1
102.1 106.1 115.1 123.2 129.2
1333 136.2 143.1 151.2 153.2
155.1 161.1 165.3 172.2 173.2
174.6 178.5 181.1 182.1 183.1
184.1 190.1 202.5 115.2 89.5
63.2
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Not positively prepared, not justified and not The plan allows for subdivision to take place by | None.
consistent with national policy as the plan has setting a presumption in favour of sustainable

not adequately considered how the plan’s development and through proposals being

objectives could be delivered through compliant with other proposed policies of the
subdivision of properties. It is vital that the Local Plan. The proposed policies make site

council leave no stone unturned in seeking to allocations to meet the need. The spatial

plan to meet its housing need. strategy is sound.

Not positively prepared, not justified and not The plan allocates sites for development in None.
consistent with national policy as too few Chapter 8, including mixed use and residentials.

homes are proposed within the City’s The plan allows for increased densities across
boundaries. More ambitious densities and taller | the City by setting a presumption in favour of

buildings should be proposed. There are sustainable development with proposals

additional sites which should be allocated. required to be compliant with other proposed

Oxford should do all it can to meet its own policies of the Local Plan. This includes

housing need with climate proof homes instead | environmental sustainability. The plan balances

of urbanising the countryside which is not a range of constraints and opportunities. The
sustainable. There is additional capacity on spatial strategy is sound.

allocated sites.

Not positively prepared, not justified and not The plan seeks to support the economy of None.

consistent with national policy as the level of
growth proposed is excessive and greater than
the standard method with spurious exceptional
circumstances. Housing need is inflated and
exported. The housing need calculation is out of
date. The housing need figure is deliberately
calculated to pursue growth. The housing need
is overstated and the evidence base

Oxford whilst planning for the homes the city
needs. Oxford’s economy supports a wide range
of diverse jobs that make a significant
contribution to the local, wider and national
economy. Site allocations are made in the plan
for new housing development and sets criteria
against which development proposals should be
considered. The evidence base demonstrates
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
manipulated. There is need to wait for census there are exceptional circumstances that
data before calculating need. The number of supports the housing need calculated in
jobs in the city should be reduced to reduce accordance with the NPPF requirements. The
housing need. spatial strategy is sound.
The plan does not prioritise housing delivery. The local plan does not seek to plan for None.
Building on the Green Belt will not solve the development outside of the city’s boundaries.
housing crisis because it will lead to road-based | The evidence base demonstrates there are
commuting into the city. Development should exceptional circumstances that supports the
be in villages and towns with railway stations. housing need calculated in accordance with the
NPPF requirements. The spatial strategy is
sound.
The very big difference between need and Every effort has been made to find capacity for | None.
capacity means that the assumption is that housing, as set out in the HELAA and
neighbouring authorities will accommodate the | Background Papers 15a and 15b. The spatial
additional need. Without an agreed, joint strategies for unmet need will be a matter for
strategy this will lead to increased pressure to surrounding districts. Most of the unmet need
release land from the Green Belt. The City must | for the plan period is already provided for in
be able to demonstrate it has left no stone existing site allocations in surrounding districts.
unturned.
It is highly regrettable that the Oxfordshire Plan | The local plan does not seek to plan for None.

2050 failed. The housing figure is calculated
based on the Oxfordshire 2050 Plan which has
been abandoned.

development outside of the city’s boundaries.
The evidence base demonstrates there are
exceptional circumstances that supports the
housing need calculated in accordance with the
NPPF requirements. The evidence base that
supports the plan is proportionate, robust and
up to date. The spatial strategy is sound.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

The duty to cooperate has not been met
because the evidence base has not been agreed
by all of the surrounding districts. The
surrounding districts have not agreed to support
the delivery of unmet housing need. The level of
unmet need has been artificially inflated to
support economic growth and this has not been
supported by the surrounding districts.

The Duty to Cooperate has been met by the
council in preparing the proposed Local Plan in
accordance with the NPPF. There are
exceptional circumstances demonstrating a
departure from the standard method upon
which housing need is calculated set out in the
evidence base. The Council has been engaged in
dialogue with the districts during the
preparation of the plan in addition to carrying
out of formal consultations. The district councils
have agreed Statements of Common ground
with the council on matters that have been
agreed.

None.

South Oxfordshire District Council and the Vale | The key points of ORS’s independent review of None.
of White Horse District Councils consider that the HENA in relation to Policy H1 are

Policy H1 fails the duty to cooperate and is not summarised and responded to in a separate

positively prepared, effective or consistent with | table below.

national policy. Appendix 2 of their

representation sets out their independent

review of the HENA.

The HENA is littered with mistakes (for example | South Oxfordshire District Council and the Vale | None

assuming only 77% of people of employable age
will be employed, when the economic activity
rate has never been that low and is generally
over 80%. This inflates numbers). Oxfordshire’s
growth outstripped projections because the
2018 Housing and Growth Deal caused

of White Horse District Council commissioned
ORS to analyse the methodology of the HENA.
The key points raised are summarised and
responded to in a separate table below.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

unprecedented number of new homes to be
built, attracting inward migration. This circular
argument for increasing housing growth takes
us onto a circular argument for increasing
housing growth out-of-kilter with the wellbeing
of our population.

Not justified, disagree with affordable housing
need figure in HENA of 2767, more likely to be
around 1000-1150.

Housing need assessment must comply with
standard method and not inflate it artificially

The affordable housing calculation has not
informed the housing need figure or
requirement in Policy H1.

H1 relies upon allocated sites in chapter 8, See responses to individual sites, including None.
including SPS13, a wholly unsustainable and SPS13. A thorough site appraisal process has

unsuitable site. The soundness of the policy is been carried out, as described in the HELAA and
therefore undermined by its reliance on background papers 15a and 15b.

unsound allocations.

The City Council should re-write the whole plan | Background Paper 6¢ explains how employment | None.
and get a balance between employment and sites have been considered for their housing

housing believable. potential.

The HENA fails to collect evidence from the four | The HELAA explains the approach to calculating | None.

top employers (hospital, universities, BMW)
about their expansion plan, which are the main
drivers from housing need, and to analyse
growth factors in Oxford specifically. At the
same time, underestimates capacity by not

capacity and represents a thorough analysis of
capacity.
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

including sites less than 10 and not considering
house extensions and subdivisions that add

capacity.

Not positively prepared. The plan accepts The Oxford Local Plan 2040 has been prepared None
Oxford City Council's housing request without in respect of the Oxford City Council area. The

judging its legality and without weighing it plan explains the approach to calculating

against the other needs of both the city, the housing need supported by the evidence base.

other districts, and the County as a whole.

S&V comment City response

In the HENA the jobs growth forecast is lower than the
OGNA (684 fewer jobs per year, 18% less) but the
housing need is higher (by 293dpa, 7% more). This is
down to assumptions around economic activity rates
and commuting:
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The assumed economic activity ratio is too low and
not reflective of the evidence The economic activity
ratio assumption is that 77% of working-age people will
be part of the labour force. The SE and Oxfordshire
economic rates have never been below 77% since 2004
and in general are over 80%. July 22-June 23 81.6% in
Oxon and 81.2% in SE. Given extent of the difference
wonder whether consultants intended to refer to
employment rate rather than economic activity rate.
For SE could get 77% (although higher in Oxon). Oxon
consistently out performs the SE average, and it's a
rising trend. A natural assumption would be that
employment rate for Oxford would be over 80%. Using
this more plausible economic activity rate for Oxon
brings the jobs-led housing need down to close to the
figure identified by Government's SM calculation.

The lower this ratio is, the larger the non-working cohorts of the
population are that need to be housed. If 100% of the local population
worked, you could service a much bigger labour demand without
needing to expand labour supply through housing.

The scenarios are using employed economically active as the measure of
economic activity. This is because — taking the employment-led scenarios
— it starts with a fixed level of forecast labour demand and then it must
be calculated how much local labour supply will be available to meet
that demand. To do this, it is necessary to make an assumption for what
proportion of the resident population will be employed to meet that
demand. The unemployed — even if technically active — will not go
towards meeting the demand.

Paragraph is 7.4.13 of the HENA says: “the economic activity rate...
derives the number of *working* people from the population of
working-age people.”

The graph at 7.3 could have been the employed active rate rather than
total active but its purpose was purely to show the volatility of local
economic activity rates. The point is the same whichever measure you
use.

Secondly, the reason 77% was selected is set out in paras 7.4.15 and 16.
As mentioned, the local activity rates are far too volatile and have swung
by more than 3 percentage points in a year. This would send the housing
requirement shooting up and down in the space of a single year. So
specific single year rates should not be used as inputs for the scenario
models. Instead, more stable long term averages are needed. This is set
out in the HENA, paragraph 7.4.16. The 20 year, regional average rate for
employed, economically active people is 76.8%. Since Local Plans tend to
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cover a 20 year period and we’re making 20 year estimates, it can be
said to be an appropriate time frame to use.

The regional rate also represents the wider geography that is more
reflective of a powerful, growing labour market that reaches beyond
Oxfordshire and will always draw labour from beyond its boundaries to
an extent. It’s not appropriate to rely on a very tight labour market
indefinitely as a reason to provide minimal or less local labour/housing.
There should be a degree of slack that allows for demand
responsiveness and a decent accessible labour pool.

With respect to ‘current rate’ this just means the rate ‘currently being
used’. That said, the economically active employed rate for Oxfordshire
was 77% at the end of 2021.
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The reduced net in-commuting figure is much lower
than current rates, so is a target and therefore a
policy-on decision.

The HENA 2022 assumes that net in-commuting will be
9,000 workers in 2040. The most recently recorded
level of net commuting into Oxfordshire is around
21,000, so 12,000 higher than this target. Reducing
commuting is a policy decision. Therefore this
assumption is not 'policy off'. This impacts on
neighbouring areas outside Oxfordshire, so not
discussing with them fails the duty to cooperate.
Reducing in-commuting by 12,000 requires an
additional 12,000 workers to live in Oxfordshire, and
therefore it is likely at least 8,000 more dwellings would
be needed. However, if 20% of all workers are working
remotely this figure could increase to around 10,000
more homes needed overall. Therefore around 8,000-
10,000 of the housing need in the HENA (200-500dpa)
are associated with the assumption that net commuting
will reduce.

The 9,000 assumption was originally used in the OGNA and there
seemed to be no reason to change from this previously agreed
approach. The 9,000 assumption is not a target or a 'policy on'
assumption. Instead of looking at the forecast number of jobs and
converting all of those to homes, an assumption must be made that
some in-commuting will take place. The level of in-commuting is high at
the moment, but there is no reason to assume that this is a natural level
of in-commuting. The high level is because needs are not being met. To a
assume a continuation of very high in-commuting levels, which result
from needs not being met, within a need calculation, would result in an
acceptance of needs continuing to not be met within the area.

We do not consider the assumed level of in-commuting within the need
calculation in and of itself results in a duty to cooperate matter that
must be discussed with districts neighbouring Oxfordshire. It is part of a
needs forecast, still assuming a level of in-commuting. Clearly some of
the needs to be met will arise outside of Oxfordshire (not just from
surrounding areas).
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The apportionment is not a needs-based assessment
but a policy choice. The figures should not have been
determined Oxfordshire-wide and then apportioned.
The apportionment method used represents a decision
that 30% of housing need should be associated with
Oxford because 30% of the total jobs are forecast to be
in the city. This fails to take account of established
commuting patterns within the county. Any needs-
based assessment would have to take account of
existing evidence of in-commuting in to Oxford- if that
evidence is ignored and a different assumption is made
then that is a policy choice.

Oxfordshire represents a reasonable approximation of the Functional
Economic Market Area (FEMA) and Housing Market Area (HMA). The
scenarios used in the HENA are based on the HMA/FEMA for the reason
that labour and housing markets function over this market area, rather
than within the constrained boundaries of individual districts. The
calculation of need using sub-national population projections that
inform the standard method can be distorted by historic suppression of
household formation and impacts which constrained housing supply has
on migration patterns in all districts and particularly in constrained
urban districts like Oxford. Looking at the whole county produces more
robust and consistent outputs because the whole FEMA as covers the
functional area where households will have formed beyond spatially
constrained areas. So working out the overall need for Oxfordshire
provides a far more realistic and robust approach. Looking only at Oxford
data factors in the suppression that arises from the constrained
boundaries of the city, and does not provide an accurate assessment of
need. However, the individual districts that the need is arising from must
be determined. The apportionment does not represent a policy choice
to align forecast jobs with homes. The apportionment method says that
that level of the need is arising in Oxford.

A genuine needs assessment for Oxford will produce a
lower housing need than the 2018 SHMA (and the SM)
based on jobs growth. The 2018 SHMA did provide a
needs-based assessment specific to Oxford. That
identified a jobs-led housing need figure of 527 dpa
based on a jobs growth of 852 jobs. The HENA identifies
a growth of 784 jobs per year, so a genuine needs-
based assessment for Oxford is likely to identify a
housing need below the 527dpa identified in the 2018
SHMA.

The 527 quoted is not the agreed need for Oxford from the SHMA
update. The need from affordable housing was greater and represented
the agreed level of need for Oxford. Attempting to compare the number
of jobs forecast for Oxford in the 2018 SHMA update to the 2022 HENA
is not relevant, as the 2022 HENA uses an array of data that is more up-
to-date than the 2018 SHMA update, and it does produce different levels
of housing need.
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Given the flawed assumptions in the jobs-led model the
councils may instead seek to use the demographic
modelling to justify their higher housing targets.
However, this is also flawed. Three particular concerns
raised are: adjusting migration trends in light of Census
data, retaining the 2014-based household formation
rates, apportioning the need from the Countywide
figure:

Any justification for not using standard method should
have focused on errors with underlying data or
alignment of jobs and workers, or affordable housing
need (not Census data). The Census adjusted scenario
of housing need makes use of an alternative
demographic baseline created by the consultants that
uses 2021 Census data based on demographic
projections produced by the consultants themselves.
We do not consider this approach necessary or relevant
as Standard Method is normally either accepted or
rejected. The Government has made it clear that it does
not doubt the accuracy of the ONS 2016-based and
2018-based projections, but still says these projections
should not be used, but the 2014 projections should be;
therefore, the existence of more recent projections do
not qualify as an exceptional circumstance to warrant
deviation from the SM. Exceptional local circumstances
must be demonstrated to deviate, including new data.
This must reflect demographic trends and market
signals.

The NPPF gives limited detail on what may be considered reasons for
diverting from the Standard Method. It does not provide any kind of
exhaustive list, so it is up to individual authorities to decide whether
there are exceptional circumstances existing that justify use of an
alternative method. The City Council does not consider the Standard
Method to be an accurate representation of housing need in Oxford. We
consider that there are a number of exceptional circumstances, and
these are set out in BGP1. The analysis of new demographic data from
the Census 2021 is one of these circumstances, because in Oxford and
Oxfordshire it significantly diverges from the projections. That the
Government has rejected more recent projections but still says they are
valid is not a reason to say that the Census data should also be rejected.
The Census data is solid data of current circumstances that can clearly
demonstrate the validity or otherwise of projections. ORS argue that
because the Government in the SM continues to use an older population
projection rather than two newer projections, this means that the
availability of newer Census data does not mean that the 2014
population projection should not still be used. However, using the
Census data to show the projection is not accurate and should not be
used is not the same as continuing to use an older projection rather than
newer projections. The Census data shows the population projection to
be inaccurate.
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The data used in the alternative approach does reflect current
demographic trends and market signals.
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2016 household formation rates should have been
used instead of 2014 because 2016 rates are likely to
be the basis of the 2022 rates. If the Census 2021 data
is to be used to explore the potential change to
migration which will be made in the forthcoming
(currently scheduled for April or May 2025) 2022-based
household projections, then the impact of changes to
household representative rates should have also been
considered. The 2022-based projections are currently
expected to use a similar methodology to the 2016-
based and 2018-based, and they will not revert to the
legacy approach that was used for 2014-based
projections that the ONS did not consider to be fit for
purpose. The ONS sensitivity data showing the
difference in household growth using 2014-based and
2016-based household formation methods shows that
projected household growth in Oxford 2022-2023
would be 865 households fewer using the likely 2022
household formation rates than the 2014-based
household formation rates.

Paragraphs 3.6.2 and 3.6.3 of the HENA explain why the 2014-based
subnational household projections household representation rates are
used. Whether the SM is updated to use different HRRs is speculation,
but these rates are not chosen because they are the standard method
rates. They are chosen because they are considered to be the most
accurate representation. The 2014-based figures have generally
attracted less criticism in terms of building in a

suppression of household formation than more recent projections. The
recent SNHP (since the 2014-based release) are based on data in the
2001-11 Census period and project forward trends in household
formation in this period to 2021 — one in which housing affordability
deteriorated significantly — with age/sex-specific household formation
rates held constant thereafter. Oxford has had significant suppression of
household formation over time, and across Oxfordshire, this suppression
is particularly evident for the 25-34 age group where there was a
notable drop in formation rates from 2001 to 2011, and ONS are
projecting some continuation of this moving forward to 2021, after
which the (lower) rate is held broadly stable. These issues inform why
the latest household projections are not used in the standard method.
Applying rates that have been criticised for building in household
formation suppression in Oxfordshire where this is an evident issue
would not be a logical choice.
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That the Census 2021 population is different to the
2014 population forecasts is not a valid reason to
divert from SM. The 2014-based projections and the
SM modelled a need to increase housing dlivery in
Oxfordshire and the LPAs have successfully done so
through the Growth Deal. The period that informed the
2014 projections was 2008-2014 when fewer than
1,700 homes were delivered. This increased to more
than 4,300 annually 2014-2021. The higher level
population growth follows the higher number of homes
that were planned and delivered and should not be the

baseline to justify another step-change in housing need.

The number of homes that were planned and delivered from 2014-2021
was based on the SHMA, which was an objectively assessed calculation
of housing need, found sound at the examinations into local plans of all
of the Oxfordshire districts. The SM for Oxford calculates a lower need
than the SHMA did. That does not mean that the level of need
calculated in the SHMA was an uplift or overstatement. It does not in
any way automatically follow that because more homes were delivered
from 2014-2021 than 2008-2014 (which is a period one year shorter
anyway) that this was only a temporary need, or that a projecting from
an older and lower rate of delivery is better reflective of current needs.

The difference between the 2014-based projections
and the Census 2021 should be expressed only for
Oxford and Cherwell and not only as an Oxfordshire
figure. Itis evident that the analysis will have been
undertaken individually for each local authority area.
The HENA 2022 actually shows that Oxford City had a
slower rate of growth than had been projected by the
ONS 2014-based population projections, so it follows
that any adjustment to the standard method would in
all likelihood result in a housing need figure that was
lower than the Government’s calculation. By 2021 the
2014-based sub-national population projection had
projected 166,400 persons resident in Oxford City,
while the 2021 Census estimated the population to be
around 162,100 persons, 4,300 persons fewer.
Therefore, the approach adopted in the HENA 2022
would actually reduce the level of need in Oxford City.

The HENA does not hide the fact that the Census data shows a lower
population than the ONS 2014-based population projections- this is
clearly stated in paragraph3.1.10. Population projections for Oxford
alone are not considered to be a good basis for housing calculating
housing need. A different approach to the Standard Method is very
clearly needed in Oxford. The fact that the population in Oxford is even
lower than that projected is itself a demonstration of the fact that needs
can't be met within Oxford, and haven't been over a long period of time.
If the suppressed level of delivery, that results in a suppressed level of
population, is projected, this does not help to meet needs. The
Oxfordshire SHMA considered the whole of Oxfordshire to be a housing
market area. Individual housing needs were calculated, but this was
based on very different methods to purely relying on demographic
projections. In addition, it was agreed by all the LAs that Oxford has
unmet need, and provision was made for this within the districts.
Therefore, what has been delivered in Oxford cannot be said to in any
way represent a reflection of what previous needs were.
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POLICY H2

All respondents 8.7 59.5 136.3 164.2 174.22
supporting policy
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

Support the need for genuinely affordable homes to be delivered in the city

Support welcomed.

Policy is Sound [reason not stated]

Support welcomed.

Support the exclusion of First Homes as not genuinely affordable in Oxford

Support welcomed.

We note with interest the exclusion of First Homes from the policy despite there being a national requirement for
such provision. Clearly this will be a matter for the City Council to justify to the Inspector at examination and could
usefully be more clearly explained within the supporting text.

The position regarding First
Homes is explained in
Affordable Housing
background paper

POLICY H2
All respondents 30.6 40.7 41.2 44.6 58.3
raising 70.4 71.4 73.5 78.2 89.5
objections on 92.2 100.1 115.2 121.1 133.4
this 136.3 153.3 174.22 175.1 178.6
policy/chapter 1793 189.4
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Unsound because applying clause (a) in There is a pressing need for more affordable housing across None

Blackbird Leys, where there is already a higher
proportion of social rent, will not achieve the
aim of balanced communities, rather it will
unbalance housing stock further. Need a
different approach for this parish eg to increase

Oxford, in particular for social rent because other forms of
affordable housing (including shared ownership) are out of reach
for many people. As such, the plan aims to maximise delivery of
affordable housing, and prioritises delivery of social rent homes
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

First Homes and/or cap the level of affordable
homes.

across all qualifying sites (ie those of 10+ dwellings) to help
contribute to meeting these needs.

Fails all Soundness tests [no reason stated] Noted None
Intermediate housing (20%) is not explained, Explained in the Glossary and in Affordable Housing background None
could be usefully illustrated. paper

Not effective, the requirements of the policy risk | Policy S4 sets out the cascade for sites where viability is a None
rendering mixed use brownfield sites unviable, challenge.

contrary to NPPF, and risk delivery of

regenerated sites. Reword the project specific

viability assessments wording.

Not effective, consistent with national policy —

the requirements risk the viable delivery of

hospital sites at the proposed levels of

obligation. Need to recognise the need for

project-specific viability assessments.

Not effective, the open book caveat is too NPPF requires that policy must not render developments None
flexible, remove this route for developers to unviable, so it is important for the plan to include the flexibility to

avoid delivering affordable housing targets. respond.

Not justified, the cascade gives developers too

much flexibility and loopholes. Viability

assessments should be independently verified.

Not justified, effective, disappointed that the As noted in the County Council SOCG, the implications of the None

ambition to achieve 50% affordable housing has
been reduced to 40%. Affordable housing need
is extreme and target should be reconsidered.

viability report to support the LP2040 have been carefully
considered, with the aim of maximising affordable housing but
ensuring the whole plan approach is viable without negotiation
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Not effective, 40% target is inadequate, need
more social rent and key worker homes

At least 80% of new homes should be
affordable.

Too few developments to date have provided
sufficient affordable housing. New
developments should be 70-80% affordable
housing.

Policy could go further, 40% will do little to
address housing crisis.

Concern that 40% does not go far enough.

Oxford has a housing crisis so a far higher %
would be justified: should be 80% or 100%
affordable. With only 40% plan is not positively
prepared.

Not justified, effective, should prioritise
affordable housing over all other types of
housing and make any other types of housing
the exception to the rule, rather than the way it
is currently set-out in the plan. More affordable

needed for most applications. Within the overall 40%
requirement is a need for 80% social rented housing.

It was a difficult balance to achieve in this policy, and the
ambition and priority for delivering affordable housing has long
been a principle of the council. However in recent years there
have been significant changes in the viability context, many of
which are much wider than Oxford. This is explored in more
detail in the Viability Study and Background Paper 2 Affordable
Housing. Ultimately fewer sites were likely to be able to viably
achieve 50% affordable housing than in previous local plans.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

housing will mean more lower wage earners can
live in Oxford rather than having to commute in,

which is currently the case. New developments
should be 70% to 80% affordable housing and
20%-30% other types of housing.

Uncertain what the reduced target of 40%
means for unmet need sites

As noted in the SoCG with County Council, the tenure split requirement
is not built in to the affordable housing requirement of the unmet need
site policies. Therefore there is scope for these to remain viable whilst
maintaining a 50% affordable housing requirement. The tenure split
has continued to be a point of negotiation between councils and
developers and that will continue to be the case.

None

The proposal for 32% social rent (80% of 40%
affordable housing) does not match needs or
the Council commitment to focus on those in
greatest need.

80% social rent is laudable but illegal because
25% should be First Homes.

35% social rent (80% of the 40%) does not
reflect the acute need for social rent or the
commitment of the council to focus on
affordable housing.

Not justified, effective, policy should be more
flexible, reflecting the recommendations in the
HENA. Increase intermediate tenure from 20%
to 30%.

The proposed split of tenures reflects both viability evidence and
also local evidence including the housing register. If the
requirements pushed up to 90 or 100% social rent of the
affordable element then it may reduce the overall number of
affordable homes on a site.

None
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

The University Hospital Trust consider that,
given that it is acknowledged by Policy H2 and
Policy S4 that there may be exceptional viability
circumstances, the Policy should state ‘where’
circumstances exist, rather than ‘if’.

It is agreed that this change would reflect the situation.

Minor modification.

Rent at 80% or shared ownership is not Noted and agreed, as recognised in the supporting text for Policy | None
affordable to many H2 (paragraph 2.11)
Should include a requirement to ensure Policy H3 seeks a financial contribution towards affordable None
university student accommodation housing, from proposals where the site could otherwise have
developments do not displace affordable been delivering mainstream residential. The calculation is applied
housing delivery at the same rate as H2 (ie 40%). University developments are

only excluded on the sites listed in Policy H3 Affordable Housing
Concern that university developments should Contributions from Purpose-Built Student Accommodation.
not be excluded.
Not effective, zoning of land for employment The affordable housing policies are not locational policies None

(and pushing housing out into suburbs) has
resulted in increased house prices and
affordable housing crisis. Need more balanced
distribution of housing and employment

Fails all Soundness tests, zoning land has
increased prices. Make the new policy on
allowing housing on employment land effective
by making the assessment for housing suitability
fair and transparent with an aim of increasing
housing on employment land.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Not effective, questionable assessment of
development land will result in increased prices

Not effective or consistent with national policy,
because does not reflect guidance about
number and sorts of accommodation needed. At
least 80% of homes should be to meet local
identified needs for the groups identified in
national policy

Ensure the definition of affordable fully reflects
the breadth of housing needs identified and the
range of tenures best suited to meeting those
needs (amend glossary).

Not positively prepared, justified, or effective.
Housing model is outdated. Need realistic
housing to meet individual needs not just
market preferences on size and quality
limitation. Need to review evidence.

The HENA assessment of housing need has been undertaken
consistent with national policy/guidance, and data is as up to
date as possible

None

Not justified, Viability study inputs are not
robust or correct for a number of reasons,
evidence needs reviewing

The Viability study is compliant with the NPPF, PPG and RICs
guidance.

None
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POLICY H3
All respondents 8.8 17.3 34.5 124.2 138.1
supporting policy || 138.3 193.3
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE
Policy is Sound [no reason stated] Support welcomed
Support the reference that financial contributions are not required on existing Support welcomed
university/campus sites and existing university/college-owned PBSA sites, and
that contributions will only be required on net increase in units.
Without the exemption, campus developments would not be viable.
Policy is legally compliant and Sound Support welcomed
Welcome the introduction of proposed policy H3 which confirms that on-site Support welcomed.
affordable housing will not be required from Purpose Built Student
Accommodation (“PBSA”) developments where said development is either a
redevelopment of an existing PBSA development owned by a university, or
where it is to be delivered within an existing or proposed university campus.
POLICY H3
All respondents 17.3 18.1 26.6 71.5 80.3
raising 91.3 95.3 138.1 176.3 199.2
objections on 202.6 89.29
this
policy/chapter
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Not justified, effective, because Policy refers to
definition in glossary for “existing or proposed
university or college campus site” but this is
missing in glossary

There is a definition within Policy H9 but will also add to
Chapter 2 glossary for clarity.

Minor modification

The exempted sites must include Marston Road | Marston Road Campus (SPE4) is exempt as an existing None
Campus (SPE1), retaining the exemption campus. SPE1 Harcourt House is not an existing campus so
afforded under OLP2036 policy H2. does not meet the exemption criteria.
Where is the evidence for growth in the student | An assessment of the accommodation needs for Students None
population /need for more accommodation? was undertaken in 2023, working closely with the
universities. This is published on the website along with the
Not justified, there are already many student other Regulation 19 documents. It is also explained in a
properties and more planned. We do not need section in the Background Paper Specialist Housing Need.
more students we need more residential homes.
Fails all Soundness Tests because the policy This requirement for contributions only applies to sites None

excludes already-planned developments and
developments within existing student
communities from the affordable housing
requirements. All new housing, including
planned and new student villages should include
affordable housing.

where residential development including affordable
housing provision could have been otherwise anticipated.
The requirement does

not therefore apply to development within university
campus sites or redevelopment of existing PBSA that is
currently and will continue to be owned and/or managed
by the universities. This is in recognition of the onus placed
on the universities by Policy H10 to provide accommodation
for their students, and because development on those sites
would not displace mainstream residential development or
result in lost opportunity to achieve affordable housing.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Not consistent with national policy because the
balance between housing and commercial is
distorted

The overall priority use for new sites is to deliver homes to
meet housing needs (including on some employment sites),
whilst also ensuring that the infrastructure, employment,
education, and health needs for the city are met (overall
objectives and strategy)

None

Not justified because mixing general/student Policy H3 allows that the affordable housing contribution None
accommodation in the same unit is can be provided on-site where both the City Council and
inappropriate and poses safeguarding risks the applicant agree that this provision is appropriate, but it
is not required.
Not justified or effective because a policy The requirement does not apply to development within None
cannot be dependent on applicant identify. university campus sites or redevelopment of existing PBSA
Should not give universities preferential that is currently and will continue to be owned and/or
treatment. managed by the universities. This is in recognition of the
onus placed on the universities by Policy H10 to provide
accommodation for their students, and because
development on those sites would not displace mainstream
residential development or result in lost opportunity to
achieve affordable housing.
Fails all Soundness tests because Policy H3 seeks | If a site is not owned and/or managed by the universities None

affordable housing contributions on the uplift of
new student rooms provided they are not
owned by a university. There is no logical
rationale for this because all existing or
allocated sites are not in competition with the
general housing market, and the identity of the
developer has no bearing on the planning
question.

then the development could be considered as mainstream
residential development (and as such, the normal
affordable housing contributions policy requirements in H2
would apply). No non-university owned sites are allocated
solely for student accommodation.
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Policy is Unsound [reason not stated] Noted None
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POLICY H4

All respondents 8.9
supporting policy

COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

Support policy [no reason stated]

Supported welcomed

POLICY H4
All respondents 61.1 81.9
raising
objections on
this
policy/chapter
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
It is unclear to have the calculation method in Noted that it would be helpful to have the None
the appendices, amend policy to set out the calculation wording within the policy, but the
requirement more clearly. calculation in Appendix 2.1 applies to several
policies regarding contributions, so to avoid
repeating the calculation in all of those policies,
it is presented just once in the appendix with
cross-references in all the relevant policies.
Fails all Soundness tests because policy does not | Policy sets out sufficient and appropriate None

reflect the evidence base (viability assessment)
and viability concerns in the study, especially
paragraphs 6.28 and 6.29 about values. The

flexibility to respond to variations in viability
across sites.

117




COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
surplus residual land value varies across sites so
a fixed amount per unit is not appropriate.
Fails all Soundness tests [reason not stated] Noted None
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POLICY H5

All respondents 8.10 136.4 175.2 178.7 199.34
supporting policy || 179 197.1

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

Policy is Sound [reason not stated]

Support welcomed.

Support that the policy specifies which sites the policy applies to, to avoid risk of the policy being used
to avoid providing affordable housing.

Support welcomed.

Support that policy is consistent with NPPF in including homes “for essential local workers” in definition
of affordable housing

Support welcomed.

Welcome the innovative approach to delivering homes

Support welcomed.

Support the principle of helping to increase much-needed affordable housing for key workers such as
NHS staff

Support welcomed

Support that the policy enables employers to provide subsidised affordable housing for rent for its staff
on its own sites.

Support welcomed

Support that the policy could help address shortfall of housing for OUH staff, in particular as part of the
Trust’s own masterplans

Support welcomed

Welcome recognition of the need for employer-linked affordable housing in order to provide for some
key workers

Support welcomed

Support policy, it plays a vital role in providing housing that is needed in Oxford, although is limited in
scope by the limited number of sites in the policy

Support welcomed

POLICY H5
All respondents 26.7 49.3 81.2 153.4 175.2
raising 176.4 179 192.1 202.7

objections on
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this
policy/chapter

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Not effective, sites on Marston Road (Marston Policy H5 refers to university campus sites, as such Marston | None
Road Campus and Harcourt House sites) should | Road Campus falls within the criteria, whilst Harcourt House
be included in the policy as suitable for does not.
employer-linked housing
Not effective, sites listed need Environmental Relevant environmental assessments have been undertaken | None
Assessment, particularly for drainage value for all site allocations, and further assessment would be

carried out at planning application stage, including drainage.
Not effective, concerned to see two schools on The County Council, as education authority, and the River None
the list with a growing population in Oxford Learning Trust, have identified that these parcels within the

school sites could be available.
Not effective, concerned about lack of low cost | Applies to site allocation SPCW7 Osney Mead
housing in Osney Mead proposals
Does not meet any Soundness tests because The sites reflect the land owned by the relevant employers, | None

employees need affordable housing close to
their place of work, not long commutes on busy
roads

and also the sites where the employer has identified there
may be some scope to introduce residential development,
and that they are willing to get involved in providing housing
for employees. In addition all of the sites are currently places
of work, and in the majority of cases would remain as places
of work with employer-linked housing only being one
element of use on the site. For example hospital uses will be
retained on hospital sites even if housing is additionally
introduced. sub
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
City Council has pushed up land prices by Policy E1 is permissive of intensifying use of brownfield sites | None

designating land to businesses instead of and existing office space for mixed use residential and

combination of homes and businesses employment

Support principle of identifying specific sites for | The policy is restricted to specified sites as listed in the None

this policy but need flexibility to enable
employer-linked housing on other sites where a
need is demonstrated, such as windfall sites.

Broaden the policy to allow sites on a case by
case basis, where this is justified by evidence of
specific needs of different groups within the
community across the whole city, rather than on
specified key worker sites only

policy, which have been chosen for their suitability,
availability and potential capacity to cater to the housing
needs of essential workers, whilst also not prejudicing the
potential supply of new Social Rent homes. If the policy was
broadened to include unidentified windfall sites then there is
a risk that the policy would be used by developers to
circumvent the usual affordable housing requirements of
policy H2, and particularly would impact on the supply of
social rent homes.

We have worked closely with key employers in Oxford in
developing this policy to identify and consider sites within
their ownership which might be suitable for this policy, and
the list of identified sites has already been extended from
the version in OLP2036.

If an additional site opportunity were to become available
post-adoption, which has not been specified, the landowner
could either put it forward for consideration in the next Local
Plan, or the plan does allow for sites to be developed as
100% affordable under policy H2 (which would mean 40%
social rent, then 60% of whichever affordable tenure the
developer wished (50% plus the 10% intermediate)).
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Amend policy to include flexibility on tenure It is important that the homes are retained as Affordable None
where need for a tenure other than affordable Rent in perpetuity to ensure that the benefits truly outweigh
rent is demonstrated. the compromises. There was also feedback that in practical

terms there was likely to be mortgage and re-sale

complications, if any purchase models were included in the

policy. If a tenure other than affordable rent is sought then

policy H2 would apply.
Not effective, because whilst it can help solve The employer-linked housing model may not suit everyone’s | None
recruitment/retention issues, it may present lifestyle choices, but employers and the City Council feel it
problems for tenants: if they change employer will provide a further means of access to affordable housing,
or location and make them feel trapped, and as | to supplement the affordable homes delivered via Policy H2.
parking provision is unlikely, people will have to
give up their cars which could also restrict their
life choices and freedom:s.
Not justified, concern about the viability of If viability is a challenge then the Plan includes flexibility to None
bringing forward employer-linked affordable respond in Policy S4 Viability, so that sites are not prevented
housing. Request further discussion between from coming forward. The sites listed in H5 are not required
the Trust and the City Council to test viability. to be delivered as employer-linked, it is simply saying they

would be suitable for that if the landowner wishes to pursue

that. The landowner could also choose to develop as

mainstream residential, in which case Policy H2 would apply

instead of H5.
Concerns about the operation of the criteria and | Policy H5 allows an exceptional approach to affordable None

obligations in the policy. Would welcome
continued joint working and monitoring of this
policy, and potential option to review it during
the plan period if necessary.

housing, to be applied only in exceptional circumstances.
The criteria in the policy are necessary in order to ensure
that the affordable housing that comes via this route is
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Not justified, concerned about criteria (f) and
(g), criteria are too onerous.

genuinely affordable to staff, and that this policy cannot be
applied in a way that bypasses the need for affordable
housing.

Not justified, Rectory Centre and Littlemore
Mental Health Centre (if allocated) should also
be included in policy

Littlemore Mental Health Centre to be added to suitable
sites listed in H5

Subsequently agreed with Health Trust that Rectory Centre is
not a suitable location for employer-linked, so no change
needed to H5 for that site.

Main modification

Fails all Soundness tests, expansion of the main
employers are the root cause of housing need in
the city. Employers should provide housing or
pay mandatory contributions to build homes.
Policy is too complex, restrictive. Allow market
to incentivise delivery.

The policy is intentionally limited to specified sites, in order
that the policy is not used to circumvent the affordable
housing contributions policies of mainstream residential
developments.

None

123




POLICY H6
All respondents 192.2
supporting policy
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE
Support, recognising the need for a mix of dwelling sizes and a balanced Support welcomed.
community.
POLICY H6
All respondents raising objections on this policy ‘ 28.5 71.6 136.5 178.8 202.8 199.3
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Policy is not considered to be positively N/A None
prepared. No further comments made.
Affordable housing should be the majority, not | The affordable housing requirement is set None
the minority as in the plan at the moment. carefully based on viability evidence.
Background Paper 2 and the responses to Policy
H2 explain more fully.
There should be criteria for a mix across all sites, | The mix of units for the market element of the None

including homes for market sale.

scheme needs to be explained. However, the
policy is flexible because there are a large
number of factors which may legitimately
influence the mix of sizes in a particular area
and of a particular type of scheme, and this is
not considered something it is important to
prevent. Responding to market factors in
determining mix, for example, will help ensure
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

affordable housing can be delivered to the
maximum, and is responding to what people
want in a particular area.

Would like to see a requirement on larger sites
for all housing to be tenure blind.

Agree that this is a desirable outcome. However,
it is not written as a policy requirement because
it may be difficult in practice to achieve, for
example it is generally easiest to provide a
whole block of flats as one tenure, rather than
spreading them around, and that may have clear
signage and so on identifying who manages it.

None

The policy is not effective, because it is not clear
if a one bedroom apartment would be a ‘home’
or not.

There is nothing in the policy or text to suggest
that only houses are considered homes. The
policy applies to all homes or dwellings (flats or
houses).

None

The University of Oxford object to the policy on
the basis that staff housing schemes will need
their own mix specific to the needs of the
university community, and this should be
acknowledged in Policy H6.

Already in the text of Policy H6 is an exemption
for employer-linked housing (which it is
expected andy university ‘staff housing scheme’
would be delivered as). The policy already says:
Proposals for 25 or more homes (gross) (C3
residential) or sites of 0.5ha and greater, and
which are outside of the city centre or district
centres, will be expected to comply with the
following mix of unit sizes for the affordable
housing element, unless it can be shown not to
be feasible (this does not apply to employer-
linked affordable housing): There is no need for
any further clarification.

None
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POLICY H7

All respondents 8.12
supporting policy
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

Policy is Sound [reason not stated]

Support welcomed

POLICY H7
All respondents ‘ 59.15 202.9
raising
objections on
this
policy/chapter
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Not justified, expansion of the education sector | Policy H7 generally covers any proposals None

frequently results in loss of dwellings which
undergo change of use to a variety of
school/college uses. This issue is not addressed
in the Plan. This lack of relevant control of
dwelling use makes this policy unsound as it fails
to address one of the City's key deficits as
identified in the Plan. Add to policy: Change of
use from C3 dwelling house to secondary
school, college or university use will not be
permitted unless supported by the local
community in which it is located.

involving loss of dwellings. Policy H16 addresses
development relating to new boarding school
accommodation.

127




COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

Not effective, as policy does not cover Use of a vacant residential building would None
abandoned or vacant properties. Add to policy continue to be for residential use, unless
or add a new policy. planning permission was sought for an

alternative use. The City Council also has
strategies outside of the planning system to
bring back into use vacant homes.
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POLICY H8

All respondents supporting

policy 8.13
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE
Supportive of policy: 1 respondent with no further comments N/A
POLICY H8
All respondents
raising 58.4 71.7 78.3 133.5 172.3 173.3 192.3 202.10
objections on
this policy
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Unsound as not positively prepared or effective —H8 is | HMOs are recognised as important in meeting housing None

too restrictive on creation of new Houses of Multiple
Occupation (HMOs) and may serve to dampen the
ability of small and larger (sui generis) HMO's to be
created to help meet housing needs. It is not positively
prepared as it reduces the capacity of Oxford to meet
its housing need. Not effective as it causes more unmet
need to spill into surrounding districts where no
effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic
matters has taken place, thus failing also the duty to
cooperate.

needs in Oxford with the policy approach setting out
criteria to manage how and where they are allowed and
restricting further growth in areas that already have high
concentrations. This restriction does not affect the
capacity of the city to meet its housing need as an HMO
counts as a dwelling.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Unsound as has not met the requirements of the Duty
to Co-operate. The Council has not prepared the Local
Plan following on-going, constructive, and active
engagement with either SODC or VWHDC.

Unsound as not positively prepared or effective. Whilst | The Article 4 Direction introduced in February 2012 means | None
it’s good that the plan includes maintaining the 20% of | that planning permission is required to change the use of a

HMOs within 100 metres of a proposed new HMO, C3 dwelling house to a shared rented house (C4 HMO).
enforcement is lacking in some areas. Furthermore, Planning permission is also required to increase HMO from

there is no provision made for proposals to expand six to seven or more tenants as large HMO are in their own

existing HMQOs. Thus, we have seen increases in the distinct use class ‘sui generis’.

number of residents in existing HMOs which can be

problematic in areas with large concentrations of

existing HMOs. Therefore, request that the policy

include a need for planning permission for the

expansion of existing HMOs so that these are subject to

the same process as any proposed new builds or

conversions to HMOs.

Unsound as not effective: Parking provision for HMOs is | Parking standards for HMO’s are decided on a case-by-case | None
inadequate, resulting in on street parking further away | basis as identified in Appendix 7.6. Other parking controls

when the development itself should allow for more can influence this, including a Controlled Parking Zone.

parking spaces.

Unsound as not positively prepared, justified or The threshold based approach applies equally in all parts of | None

consistent with national policy: Although supportive of
HMOs as a means of accommodating individuals not on
the housing ladder, fear that the policy in its current
form will lead to an excessive density of HMOs which

Oxford allowing flexibility for new HMO in suitable
locations whilst capping further creation in others. The
approach will have a greater material impact where there
are already high concentrations of HMO.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

can harm the ambience of residential streets, and result
in changes to the character of the local area.

Feel that the street length referred to in the policy
should be increased from 100m to 150m or more and
that the policy should be further strengthened by
reducing the maximum proportion of HMOs allowed
from 20% to only 5% or 10% at most.

Unsound as not justified.

Consider criterion (a) of the policy (relating to the
proportion of HMOs in a 100 metre street length)
should not apply to the Trust's sites. The Trust requires
complete flexibility to provide staff accommodation on
its sites and it’s considered that criterion (a) as currently
drafted could unacceptably limit the supply of new
HMO accommodation on the Trust's sites.

Refer to Statement of Common Ground.

None

Unsound as not effective - “Unrelated individuals” is
not explained, does this mean a family with two
unconnected students must now be classified as an
HMO? This would be ineffective as it would have a
negative effect on student housing provision,
discouraging families from renting bedrooms.

Appendix 2.2 (page 335) provides further information on
HMO calculation. This states at bullet point iii. “Buildings
NOT counted as a HMO include all single dwellings that are
occupied by a family, a homeowner together with up to
two lodgers.......”

None
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POLICY H9

All respondents 8.14

124.3

126.3 193.4

supporting policy

COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

Support, no reasons given.

The support is welcomed.

Increased student accommodation can release private market dwellings back into the market place.
Also support continued allowance for the use of bedrooms outside term time as it supports the local
economy and colleges. Acknowledge not all locations are suitable for student accommodation.

The support is welcomed.

POLICY H9
All respondents 34.1 136.6 17.4 26.8 53.5
raising 71.8 91.4 113.2 199.4 202.11
objections on 118.1
this
policy/chapter
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

There is a tendency to assume that students are
only those of Oxford and Oxford Brookes
universities. The University of West London has
bought Ruskin College and there are further
providers in the city that the LP needs to be
inclusive of. There are also pressures generated
by international education for young adults and
adults who need accommodation- assumptions
that these students are living with families need

Policy H9 applies to accommodation of all
student accommodation (for students 18+).
Policy H15 applies to boarding accommodation
for school children.

None.
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
to be tested. A sustainable location, as has been
determined for hostels, should apply here.
Arterial roads are generally sustainable for The current local plan Policy H10 does not allow | None
public transport and active travel, and these student accommodation on arterial roads.
busier locations can be more suitable for young | Arterial roads vary very much in character.
people than families. Students can also be very | Outside of the district centres, they do tend to
beneficial for local shops on arterial roads, such | have a more suburban character. Arterial roads
as Iffley and Cowley Roads. are the basis of all the district centres, and along
these relatively long stretches, student
Suitable locations should also be expanded so accommodation is allowed by Policy H9. Within
that adjacent to an existing campus means a 15 minute walk of a campus would cover the
within a 15 minute walk. Many colleges own majority of the city. It would also cover the kind
sites which are not available to the general of quiet suburban location where student
housing market and may not be directly accommodation has been found to cause
adjacent to an existing campus. These sites problems previously.
should be free to come forward for student
accommodation.
H9 is not positively prepared or effective. The There will always be some students who do not | None

city has a significant shortfall of quality
accommodation, which is set to get worse.
Student satisfaction levels are far higher where
students live in professionally-managed
purpose-built accommodation compared to
HMOs etc. The Oxford Students Needs
Assessment (lceni, 2023) projects
accommodation needs could rise by 9,800-
14,800 over the plan period. There should be

wish to live in purpose-built student
accommodation, or for whom that
accommodation type is less suitable. The policy
allows for student accommodation in locations
that it is suitable, but even then, student
accommodation is not expected in many
locations, because at the current time it is often
not a priority use for land owners. There is no
evidence that the locational policy is restricting
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
reference to meeting 14,800 beds over the plan | supply at the current time, or that it will
period. There should be less restriction by constrict supply. Landowners of sites outside of
location, as long as it is accessible by walking, the suitable locations are rarely coming forward
cycling and public transport. The locational to say that they would have liked to bring
restriction threatens to significantly constrain forward student accommodation. The
the supply. restriction on locations is in place because
student accommodation can have negative
impacts (for students and existing residents) if
brought forward in the wrong way and in the
wrong locations.
Where is the evidence for a growth in student The Oxford Student Needs Assessment (lceni, None
population and hence the need for more 2023) has looked at the need for student
accommodation? accommodation. The universities anticipate
growth in the number of students requiring
There is too much emphasis on accommodation | student accommodation. The NPPF requires
for students in a city already overwhelmed with | policies to try to meet identified needs of all
new student accommodation and facilities. groups, including students (para 63).
While understanding that the proposed growth | There is a difficult balance to strike in term of None.

in university student numbers in Oxford
suggests more purpose-built student
accommodation is required, it would make
more sense to locate outside of the city centre.
The centre needs more affordable housing and
housing for longer-term residents who could
help support a vibrant economy. Increasing the
concentration will only exacerbate the problems
for local communities living near these areas.

the location of student accommodation. There
are only a limited number of locations that it is
suitable, which does mean the concentration
will be high in those locations. Allowing no more
would still leave a very high concentration, but
would also lead to student accommodation
needing to be located in a more spread out way
in locations where it will have a more negative
impact. Much of the city centre is college
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
campus, which will not come forward for
standard market housing in any event. Student
accommodation mixes well with commercial
uses, for example on upper floors of shops and
mixed in a block with offices.
Brookes is trying to reduce provision and The Universities have provided information on None.
staffing drastically and wants to become a one- | their predicted growth, although have said this
site university. This should be reflected in the is always difficult to forecast and is especially so
policy. in the current uncertain climate. However, the
universities have said they are anticipating
significant growth.
No new sites have been identified outside of the | Student accommodation is allowed for in site None.

universities’ estates, and various policies restrict
future supply. In Oxford Brookes’ case, gains on
sites such as Crescent Hall and the delivery of
the second phase of Clive Booth hall will be off-
set by redundancy elsewhere. Pressure on both
universities’ operational estates mean that
there are few substantive opportunities on a
scale such as at Clive Booth. The City Council is
not seeking to allocate any substantive third
party PBSA sites, which might also make a
difference, particularly in respect of Oxford
Brookes University.

allocation policies outside the university/college
estates, for example on some of the hospital
trusts’ sites and at Oxpens. The thresholds set in
Policy H10 reflect the anticipated limited
amount of new student accommodation
expected to come forward. Speculative sites are
not being put forward for student
accommodation. The changing priorities of the
universities for their estates is recognised, for
example Brookes consolidating in Oxford and
the University of Oxford needing to prioritise
opportunities for investment in academic
facilities. That is reflected in Policy H10
thresholds, but Policy H9 is not the cause of
these issues.
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Schools are not included, neither are any On an existing campus is only one of the None.
institutions that don’t have a campus. The policy | possible locations allowed for. Sites in the city
is dependent on the identity of the applicant, and district centre are also acceptable on
which favours existing institutions. principle. The policy does not depend on the
identity of the applicant.
There is no restriction on students bringing cars | The policy can only have requirements that itis | None.

to Oxford, only to the site.

possible for the institutions to manage and have
control over.
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POLICY H10

All respondents 8.15 | 34.2
supporting policy

COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

Support, no reason given.

The support is welcomed.

Support given for approach, but questioned whether The support is welcomed. The thresholds have been set based on information provided

Oxford Brookes consolidating in Oxford affects its

by the universities. The policy applies to all higher education institutions that create a

operation. Also says new providers ought to be controlled. | need for accommodation for students in the city. It is only the thresholds as a measure

that apply to just the universities.

POLICY H10

Allrespondents || 1753 |17.5 [ 1133 |1367 |1535 |193.5 |199.5 |202.12

raising
objections on
this
policy/chapter

COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

There should be a positive strategy in the plan
to try and identify the scale of need and then
allocate sufficient university and college sites,
with some flexibility to meet that need.

The thresholds set in Policy H10 are based None.
entirely on what is achievable according to the
information provided by the universities to
inform the Oxford Student Needs Assessment
(Iceni, 2023). The institutions are encouraged to
use their own sites for student accommodation
(which is allowed by Policy H9).
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
The proposed threshold of 1,300 represents a The thresholds have been set carefully, based None.
further lowering of previously stated thresholds, | on information provided by the universities
i.e. 2,500 then 1,500. This consistent downward | (more fully explained below).
trend in the threshold could have adverse
implications for the operation of the university
and colleges, particularly as the availability of
land for this form of development is limited,
including by Policy H9.
Would like to see this expanded to include the The policy applies to all higher education None.
language schools, as well as the universities, institutions that create a need for
given the expansion of these schools in recent accommodation for students in the city. It is
years. only the thresholds as a measure that apply to
It is unjust because it depends on the identity of | just the universities. The accommodation needs
the applicant and excludes University of West of language schools were considered in the
London and Ruskin and others. Oxford Student Needs Assessment (Iceni, 2023)
but were found to be limited beyond what is
already provided for in student accommodation,
because of the continued use of homestay and
student accommodation outside of term times
by these groups.
Note that postgraduate students are not being Postgraduate students on taught courses are None.

counted as needing to be in dedicated
accommodation, and this is wrong. Dedicated
accommodation for students is not flexible and
there are fluctuations, so previous number
should be provided to ensure they are not just
speculative and to meet aspirations of

included in the policy. It is only those on
research and vocational courses who are not.
Those groups of students are likely to have
different accommodation needs that will often
be met outside of student halls. The numbers in
the thresholds reflect the forecasts of the
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

developers. Oxford Brookes’ projections may be
over-estimates.

universities, for both delivery of student
accommodation on their sites and changes in
student numbers. Oxford Brookes forecasts
growth, and the threshold in the policy must
respond to that.

The Oxford University Health Trust has See SoCG with the Health Trust None
responded and their presentation is summarised

and responded to separately, with a

modification proposed (193.5)

Bidwells on behalf of the University of Oxford Draft Policy H10 does not set a cap on student None.

and Oxford Brookes in their representation
(199.5) say that the ‘student cap’ presents
different problems for both universities. Whilst
the University of Oxford will be able to operate
within the cap for most (if not all) of the Plan
period, they will be unable to growth in the
2030s once all existing sites on the university’s
estate are delivered. The universities have
looked at their growth projections in both
student accommodation and numbers. Both
universities are compliant within the student
cap as expressed in Policy H9 of the OLP2036.
Growth of the universities is dependent on a
number of factors, many of which are not in
control of the institutions. The projections are
not the stated policy, but a forward projection
of historic trends. The uncertainty of predicting

numbers. The intention of the policy is that new
academic facilities for 18+ students, which
allows for an expansion of students requiring
accommodation, does not go ahead without the
housing needs of those students being met. In
the case of the universities, that is to be
measured by compliance with the threshold. If
the threshold is breached, new academic
facilities that create a growth in student
numbers should not go ahead until a way for
those accommodation needs to be met has
been found. This is to manage the very
significant impacts of student housing needs on
the city.

The thresholds have been set to be achievable,
and not to constrain the growth of the
universities. The Oxford Student Needs
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

is why two levels of growth (upper and lower)
were considered. There is pressure on both
universities’ operational estates that limit
potential for new student accommodation.

The cap of 4,500 will soon be exceeded by OBU
and the revised cap of 6,900 is supported by will
need to be extended to 2040 if OBU is to remain
compliant. The cap would need to be raised by a
further 2,000 if not accounting for third-party
student accommodation without nominations
agreements.

The University of Oxford’s growth quickly
outstrips the supply and the cap would be
breached by 2026. By 2040 the cap would need
to be set at 6,900. The change in counting of
post graduate research rooms means that the
university can comply with the revised cap until
2028, or 2037 under even a low growth
scenario.

The local plan is not identifying any significant
locations for student accommodation, but is
intensifying controls over new accommodation.

Assessment (lceni, 2023) was commissioned to
assess needs over the Plan period, and has been
fully informed by information provided by the
universities.

The City Council understands that it is difficult to
forecast the growth of student numbers,
especially over the first 5 years. For this reason,
the threshold is only set to 2028.

In their representation, the universities actually
make it clear that they consider that the
threshold is achievable, even at the upper limit
of predicted growth. That should be the case,
because it was set to allow for that upper level
of predicted growth in student numbers. The
cap was also set to allow for student
accommodation for Oxford Brookes that does
not have nomination rights, which is why for
Oxford Brookes the policy says the number of
students requiring accommodation that
‘exceeds the level of university owned or
managed accommodation or known purpose-
built student accommodation...’

The University of Oxford say that if the change
in counting of post graduate research rooms is
accounted for, at the upper level of growth the
university can comply with the threshold at least
until 2028. That is the year that the threshold
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

runs to. The City Council has only ever required
the universities to submit a list of qualifying
accommodation rooms and the number of
qualifying students and it compares the two to
assess compliance with the threshold. The City
Council was unaware the university had been
discounting some student accommodation. The
threshold is set on the assumption that, going
forward, this accommodation will no longer be
discounted, and, as acknowledged by the
university, this makes the threshold achievable.
The comments relating to provision of new
student accommodation relate more to Policy
H9. However, it is worth pointing out that there
are not significant aspirations for student
accommodation to be brought forward outside
of the locations listed in the criteria of Policy H9.
Furthermore, on many university and college
sites that it was previously assumed would bring
forward student accommodation, student
accommodation is no longer expected to come
forward. The universities have other pressures,
needs and priorities for their sites.
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POLICY H11

All respondents
supporting policy

8.16

COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

Support, no reason given.

Support welcomed

POLICY H11
All respondents 66.3 164.3 200.3
raising
objections on
this
policy/chapter
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
We note that you will not be allocating any There are currently no authorised traveller sites | None
further land to travellers but would ask that the | within Oxford City Council’s administrative area.
Council improves its provision for regular waste | Any unauthorised stay on land is limited in time
collection for this group. and is dependent on Travellers complying with
the code of conduct which is handed out to
them. This includes not dumping or tipping
waste. Any breach of the code should be
reported to the Oxfordshire Gypsy and Traveller
Service at the County Council.
This policy, like others in the plan, lacks Planning permission will only be granted where | None

reference to some key issues to ensure that any
sites that come forward are appropriate and

all of the criteria in Policy H11 are met. Criterion
(f) states that proposals should not have an
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
sensitive to their surroundings. Reference to unacceptable adverse impact on the appearance
heritage assets or their setting in the policy or and character of the surrounding area. The
supporting text should be included. policy is therefore already mindful of this issue,

notwithstanding that any proposal would have

to be consistent with all relevant policies of the

Plan.
This policy should be tied to others in the Local It would make the Plan very cumbersome if None
Plan, such as Policy G1, to ensure sites such as every single policy that may be relevant to
recreational areas, or public open space are not | another were to be cross-referenced. The Plan is
brought forward as possible sites. read as a whole, and any development proposal

will be assessed against any relevant policy in

the Plan. Policy G1 already sets out the

hierarchy of green and blue spaces and what

will and will not be appropriate in each

category.
The inclusion of flood risk requirements are As above, the Plan is read as a whole and we do | None

welcomed. However, this policy should be
amended to reflect the requirements of the
flood risk policy (G7), or this policy should
adhere to it.

not think this amendment is necessary.
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POLICY H12

All respondents 8.17 136.8

supporting policy

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE
Support, no reason given. Support welcomed
Support — policy is sound. Support welcomed

Many people wish to live on Oxford’s waterways, for both
cultural and affordability reasons. These are sensible guidelines
for the provision of new moorings and we encourage the council
to continue its work with other agencies to find space for

additional moorings.

POLICY H12
All respondents 10.2 33.1 153.6 164.4 200.4
raising
objections on
this
policy/chapter

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Paragraphs 2.59 and 2.60 contain repetition and | Agree that the first sentence of paragraph 2.60 | Minor modification
should be reconsidered. repeats the last sentence of paragraph 2.59.

Propose to delete the repetition in paragraph
2.60 as follows:
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

Much of the l WPRTE . i

| . ¢ cacidential . hick
lofined-as havi lanni i cion forl
ina ina fixed.l . P

residenee: There are also boat-dwellers whose

transitory nature......
For clarity, paragraph 2.61 could be amended to | Whilst this may be the case, an Oxfordshire- None
explain that the Oxford Canal has no additional | wide assessment of boat dwellers is still being
space for new moorings due to the presence of | undertaken, with mooring space in each district/
existing moorings and navigational safety the city being one of the issues assessed. It
requirements. would be prudent to wait until the assessment's

findings are published before reaching a

conclusion.
In respect of paragraph 2.61, the Council should | An Oxfordshire-wide assessment of boat None
seek to maximise the number of secure dwellers is still being undertaken, with mooring
moorings for the boat dwelling community. space in each district/ the city being one of the
Oxford City Council should also approach issues assessed. It would be prudent to wait
neighbouring local authorities to see if there is until the assessment's findings are published
willingness on their part to increase secure before reaching a conclusion
moorings in their areas of jurisdiction, according
to whatever demand may exist.
As with Policy H11, it is not clear how this policy | There is reference to the historic and natural None

relates to other policies of the Local Plan. There
is no reference to heritage assets or their
setting, nor sensitive blue infrastructure
corridors in the policy or supporting text.

environment as Criterion b) of Policy H12 does
state that new residential moorings will have to
maintain or enhance the historical and
ecological value of the waterway or nearby land.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Reference to these sensitive designations and
considerations would prevent inappropriate
sites being considered for new residential
moorings.

Other policies in the Plan already address issues
such as heritage assets and green infrastructure.
It would make the Plan very cumbersome if
every single policy that may be relevant to
another were to be cross-referenced. The Plan is
read as a whole, and any development proposal
will be assessed against any relevant policy in

the Plan.

To ensure the safety of residents/people
occupying these developments, access, and
egress in the event of a flood and or evacuation
plans should be considered. This could be
included as a bullet point in the list of criteria
that must be met if planning permission is to be
granted. The supporting text could also highlight
that all of this type of development should be in
line with policy G7, particularly in relation to
safe access and egress.

Agree that this should be included in the list of
criteria in Policy H12 to ensure the safety of
residents/people occupying these
developments, access, and egress in the event
of a flood and/ or evacuation plans:

e) Proposals have investigated impacts of flood
risk and addressed provision for safe
access/egress and/or evacuation plans where

appropriate.

In terms of the amendment to include
additional supporting text to refer to Policy G7,
it is not necessary to cross-reference all other
policies in the Plan that could be relevant to this

policy.

Main modification
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POLICY H13

All respondents 8.18 178.8

supporting policy

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

Comment of support with no reasons given

The support is welcome

Oxfordshire County Council comment in support summarised in

Statement of Common Ground.

For response, see Oxfordshire County Council Statement of Common Ground.

POLICY H13
All respondents 95.4 186.3 61.2 144 178.9
raising 59.16
objections on
this
policy/chapter
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

In general support, but reference to policy H2
should be removed as there is a separate policy
H4 with respect to delivering affordable housing
on sites delivering specialist housing for older
people.

Agree the reference to Policy H4 could add
confusion

Minor mod to Policy H13: e) Meets the
affordable housing requirements of Policy H2/

H4 asapplicable.

A percentage of new housing should have This requirement is in Policy HD14: Accessible None
ramps/wide doorways, etc. to make it suitable and Adaptable Homes.

for wheelchair users.

The ICB agrees that this kind of specialist Consideration of this need and mitigations will None.

housing should be either near healthcare
facilities or provide within. However, the policy

be case-by-case, dependent on the location of
the facility, existing primary healthcare in the
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
does not set out clearly how the demand for area and whether any on-site provision is

primary healthcare services can be met. The ICB | proposed.

considers that potential developers should

provide robust evidence to identify appropriate

mitigation measures to accommodation this

extra demand.

Oxford has an ageing demographic if the The County Council in their own representation | None.
number of transients (students and their have agreed that sites in Oxford are not

families) is excluded. This is not adequately generally suitable for this approach. To be

considered in the Plan, which does not specify feasible, given the resources it needs to sustain

the need to include specialist/older persons it, extra care accommodation needs to have a
accommodation in larger development. 20% of | certain number of bedrooms. As a percentage of

units of schemes of more than 25 units should a relatively small site, this can’t be achieved.

be suitable for specialist older persons’

accommodation.

As there are more old people there should be The approach of the Plan is based on the need None.

more housing for them, close to where they
already live.

identified in the HENA (which is limited) and
also the ability and suitability of sites in Oxford
to deliver this use. The Policy allows this use to
come forward, but does not require it on any
particular site, as that is not justified given the
limited need, and no sites are large enough for it
to come forward as part of the housing element.
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POLICY H14

All respondents 8.19

supporting policy

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

Support with no reasons given

The support is welcomed.

POLICY H14
All respondents 196.5 148.4 136.9 104.1 9.2
raising 105.1 59.17
objections on
this
policy/chapter
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

The plan is unsound as it does not have
adequate policies to meet the need for self and
custom build- which itself it underestimated.
Surveys carried out by Ipsos Mori for NACSBA
have shown a far higher demand for custom-
building. The Council does not explain as part of
its register that the register is used to evidence
demand that the Council must provide for, and
therefore people may not feel the need to
register that they otherwise would if that was
clear.

The register is the standard way for measuring
demand. The relative lack of people on the
register is considered to show a relatively low
demand in Oxford. Background Paper 5 explains
how the demand has been calculated and will
be met
https://www.oxford.gov.uk/downloads/file/190
6/bgp5-specialist-housing-need

None.

149




COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Paragraph 73 of the NPPF requires LPAs to Paragraph 73 of the NPPF is referring to sites None.
support entry level exception sites and ‘should that would not otherwise be suitable as rural
comprise community-led development that exception sites, and is not applicable to Oxford.
includes one or more types of affordable The wording in LP36 about community-led
housing...’ housing does not set any requirement or criteria
to help consideration. There is no requirement
There is a supportive but weak policy in the to assess need or provide for community-led
LP2036. The wording supporting community-led | housing and referencing it in the policy is not of
housing should be reinstated into the policy. particular benefit and may be confusing.
No explanation or justification is given for only The plan allows for community-led housing to None.
supporting the small sub-section of community- | come forward as long as other policies of the
led housing where people commission homes plan are met. Text does express support for this
for themselves (that is self-build). Community- housing type (2.70, 2.71), and that is more
led housing is more diverse and inclusive, appropriate in supporting text than the policy.
housing people who do not have the money and
energy to commission homes for themselves
and to wait years for them to be built (and may
recruit residents for affordable housing from the
housing register after planning permission has
been achieved.
The small brownfield sites and infills in Oxford These sites may be suitable, but would only None.

are particularly suitable for self-build and thre
should be statement in the plan recognising
Oxford’s specific character and suitability for
community-led housing.

come forward for self-build on an ad hoc basis.

The policy sets a requirement, for suitable sites,
to ensure some comes forward. That is only for
a small part of large sites.
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Policy not effective on high density schemes It is acknowledged that flats are unlikely to be None.
including flats as it is not practical to have self- suitable for self-build. Brownfield sites where
builders. A caveat is needed in the policy. only flatted development is proposed are
already excluded from the policy. The policy
only applies to large sites, so on many schemes,
it will be quite possible to have high density
development but also to provide 5% of the site
area for self-build plots.
More clarity is needed on how to measure the A very similar policy has been in operation since | None.
5% to avoid ambiguity. It may be easier to refer | the adoption of the Oxford Local Plan 2036 in
to a % of units. 2020, and it has not caused difficulties in
calculating the requirement. It may be more
confusing to change it in the new policy.
Sites for self-build are often small, which limits Unclear if this refers to plots or sites. There are | None.

options for those wanting to use them.

not large sites in Oxford for any purpose. The
plot sizes are not set by the policy.
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All respondents
supporting policy

Comment of support, no reasons given. The support is welcomed.

All respondents 178.10
raising
objections on
this
policy/chapter

The County Council have commented on the An officer response is provided in the Statement | None
soundness of this policy. Their comment is of Common Ground.

summarised in the Statement of Common

Ground.
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POLICY H16
All respondents 8.20 59.10
supporting policy
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE
Support with no reason given The support is welcomed
POLICY H16
All respondents 13.2 145.1 140.1 116.1 60.1
raising
objections on
this
policy/chapter
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
The existence of the policy reflects the fact the | A positive and proactive approach has been None.

Plan does not fully acknowledge the importance
of educational facilities in promoting the
economy of the city and wider region, therefore
it is not consistent with NPPF para 95, which
says local authorities should take a proactive
and positive approach to promoting availability
of school places.

taken to school places through the IDP and
discussions with the County Council, and there is
not a suggestion from the County Council that
there will be an issue with school places over
the plan period. The knowledge economy is key
to Oxford and the region’s success, and the plan
is supportive of it. However, allowing expansion
of boarding accommodation for schools across
residential areas and detached from the schools
is not considered necessary to supporting
education and the wider knowledge economy.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

The Plan is unsound because it is not effective,
justified or deliverable. The Plan suggests many
boarding schools are on relatively large sites and
campus-based so have scope for
accommodation on site, and it says that
boarding accommodation outside of the main
school site could have a variety of negative
implications, but this is generalised and so
misinformed. Many sites are not large campuses
so it is important there is the option to identify
sites for boarding accommodation which is not
located at or adjacent to the main school site
(e.g. Wychwood School, d’Overbroeck’s. It is
extremely unlikely that suitable properties
(already in C2 use) would become available
adjacent to existing teaching sites within the
context of a highly competitive property market,
and there will be detrimental impacts on the
schools’ ongoing operations. Schools should be
able to make their own judgements about safety
and security of pupils travelling to lessons under
their own safeguarding responsibilities.

Many boarding schools in the city are on
relatively large sites and are campus-based.
However, a minor modification is made to the
supporting text in paragraph 2.74 to say that
many (rather than most) are campus-based. It is
considered that the spread of boarding
accommodation across Oxford has impacts that
do need to be managed. These impacts may be
impacts on the roads, and neighbouring
communities and on the ability of sites to come
forward to delivery much needed housing.

Minor modification: Mest Many of these schools
are campus-based, so that the children live in
accommodation on the teaching campus.

The policy is unsound because it is not justified,
effective or consistent with national policy.
Criteria b and e relating to the safety of students
is unnecessary because this is already effectively
and robustly achieved by existing regulatory

Criteria b and e are reasonable things to
consider within a planning application, whether
or note they are covered by another regime.
Criteria c and d are very standard considerations

None
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

requirements relating to boarding standards,
independent of the planning process. Criteria ¢
and d are relevant but are not needed in this
policy as they are covered by policy R7, and this
can be covered by condition rather than
needing a management plan.

to set out for particular consideration in a
planning application.

Supporting text in para 2.74 refers to children
aged 16 and under, while the policy itself refers
to children aged 18 and under, the latter being
correct.

A minor modification to paragraph 2.74 is
needed for clarity

Minor modification to para 2.74:

There are many boarding schools in Oxford with
children aged 18 16-or under. Most of these
schools are campus-based, so that the children
live in accommodation on the teaching campus.

The policy is not in agreement with DfE
guidelines about provision of amenity space for
pupils. Although the guidelines are for state
schools, we feel that all pupils in Oxford should
have access to good amenity space close to any
residential accommodation

The policy is specifically about boarding
accommodation, rather than the schools
themselves.

None.

CHAPTER 3

All respondents 8.28 14.3

59.6

157.3

supporting
chapter

COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

Yes

Noted
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

Overall seems very sensible. New sites won’t be allocated for business use and
may be converted to housing. We’ve had too many new sites created on the
edge of the city — exacerbating housing and transport problems

Noted

There is severe pressure on the city’s housing market. Chapter 3 does not
explicitly acknowledge recognise the land use requirements of the city’s
education establishments, which continue to grow. The educational
establishments put pressure on the availability of housing in the city. As a result,
there are recruitment difficulties in education and health services. The plan
needs to include a clear policy for managing the expanding land-use requirements
by the universities, private colleges and schools. Without it, the plan will not be
able to deliver the objective 'There is access to affordable, high-quality and
healthy living accommodation for all'. The Plan is therefore unsound in this
omission.

Other policies in the plan address this including bespoke site
allocations, Policy H9 - Location of new student accommodation,
H10 — Linking new academic facilities with the adequate
provision of student accommodation etc.

It should be considered that where flexible employment use (whether Class E, B2
/ B8) is proposed that for the purpose of future year forecasting, and any
subsequent individual planning applications that may arise from the Local Plan,
there is an expectation that this would be modelled with a worst-case scenario
land use trip rate when determining potential impact on SRN.

Transport Modelling undertaken to assess the impacts of
development in the city on the A34 for HRA purposes. This used
appropriate trip-rates and took a precautionary approach which
assumed higher trip-rates.

CHAPTER 3

All respondents 20.2 20.4 58.5 73.6 84.6
raising 129.3 164.8 170.4 172.7 173.7
objections on 197.3

this chapter
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Do not support the approach to move away
from the private motor car. People are needed
to support the city. Making it difficult for them
to drive into the city will not support the city’s
high street and retail.

Noted

None

The Oxford Employment Land Needs Assessment
Oxford Employment Update Report (2023) is cited in
paragraph 3.8 of the Draft Plan as the source for the
employment need for Oxford being between
269,000 and 348,000 sqm. We are unclear about the
source of this number as the Evidence Base list only
appears to include an Interim Report (2022) which
does not include this range.

Noted. This reference will be corrected.

Minor modification to correct referencing of the
correct document.

A real climate adaptation response requires
three broad types of jobs (and workers):

i) Tradespeople and builders to retrofit homes;
ii) Organic horticulturalists/ workers for
regenerative farming; and

iii) Land-workers to restore natural habitats/
flood plains; planting of trees etc.

The aim to create new areas of employment in
the city, unrelated to the extreme needs
demanded by earth systems collapse, runs
counter to Levelling Up and ignores the resource
we need in every place where people live, or
where people manage land.

Chapter 3 includes Policy E4 - Community
Employment and Procurement Plans which
includes support for the opportunity for local
people to work in the building industry (through
apprenticeships/ skills/ training and making links
with schools and colleges).

Noted

None
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
As detailed in response to H1, Oxfordshire is

seeking to follow a Doughnut Economics model | Noted

which will look at growth only for the purpose of

improving sustainability and well-being. Growth

for growth’s sake (as evident in Chapter 3) is not

sustainable. New housing requirement is far

lower for Oxford if forced economic growth is

not pursued.

This chapter is unsound because it omits a Other policies in the plan address the expansion | None
necessary policy for a key driver of housing of educational establishments including H9 —
insufficiency, the single largest problem faced by | |ocation of new student accommodation, and

the City. While educational establishments H10 — Linking new academic facilities with the

continue to use up land that could be used for | ;e quate provision of student accommodation

housing, this problem will not be resolved.

We must start leading by example to reduce Noted None
wealth inequalities and address the climate

crisis urgently, rather than exacerbate them.

Entire premise of the chapter is in contradiction | We need to plan for new homes and new jobs. None.

to the need to end the housing shortage,
increase biodiversity, reduce traffic etc.

No need to create new jobs in Oxford when
there are large parts of the UK with high
unemployment and would genuinely benefit
from an inclusive economy.

The plan’s employment strategy restricts the
locations for new employment development to
the existing employment site network and does
not propose new employment site allocations.

Noted.
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
The hi-tech job creation envisaged in the planis | The plan’s suite of policies (including E3 and E4)
only likely to increase inequality in the city. are designed to ensure that inclusivity benefits
are enabled through “hi-tech job creation”
Introduction and wider context section to Paragraph 3.1 acknowledges that Oxfordshire None

business policies does not take account of the
fact that Oxford is an integral part of a wider
housing, commuting and business economic
area covering Oxfordshire and parts of nearby
counties. It needs to take account of the this.

It needs to acknowledge the between 70,000
and 100,000 trips by car into Oxford.

The scope to transfer growing businesses to the
wider region and to places with lower housing
costs and more road capacity such as Swindon
and parts of Northamptonshire also needs to be
acknowledged.

The introduction needs to take account of the
economic limitations of the capacity of roads
within Oxford's ring road. Peak-time traffic
congestion on the ring road and approach roads
are leading to ever longer commute times.

has a wider economic vision and strategy and
makes reference to relevant documents
produced by partner organisations. These
documents recognise the role of the city within
the wider economic area. As such it was not
considered necessary to duplicate that work.

Source of data and timeframe are unclear.

Noted

Noted
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Any population and businesses growth must be | Paragraph 3.6 sets out that the city is the most

located where it will not increase car sustainable location for employment in the

commuting. The most sustainable option is to County and highlights the fact that is easier to

put employment and housing in places far from | strengthen and develop the public and active

Oxford. Highly accessible by rail and fast bus transport systems to take people to jobs in the

services, and match business growth with city rather than scatter employment to less
neighbouring housing. sustainable locations.

Section on Employment Strategy 3.8 to 3.15 Noted.

needs to be rewritten in the context of our most

likely car-dominated travel over the next 16

years, and the inadequate powers and political

will to require no-car development.

Policies E1, E2 and E3 need to be amended to This is beyond the scope of what planning can

include the need for adjacent housing dedicated | do. People can choose where they live and how

to the employees required for the growth they travel to work.

restricted to existing land allocated for

employment development.

Concerned about the strong demand for life The plan should be read as a whole. Chater 6 None

sciences and its potential impact on the city.
More importance should be given to heritage
matters in this chapter.

A better balance should be struck in planning for
new homes on suitable sites. More homes

discusses heritage and design while site
allocations and areas of focus include a more
bespoke approach.

All city centre site allocations include numbers
for new homes expected to come forward as
part of mixed-use developments.
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
should be provided in the city centre. New
homes can help create balanced communities The employment strategy allocates no new
strategic sites for employment-generating uses,
while it allocates new sites for housing. The
plan’s employment strategy also allows for an
element of housing to be delivered on any
category of employment site. Oxford is an
important employment centre with links to
research through universities. The Plan strikes
the right balance between employment and
housing.
Beaver House is not listed as a Category 2 Beaver House should be listed as a Category 2 Minor
employment site. This means itis a Category 3 | employment site. It was omitted in error. Add
site as such the Local Plan should recognise the | Beaver House to Appendix 3.2 which lists the
importance that Category 3 sites can make the Category 2 sites in the city.
economy. Suggest amendments to paragraph
3.12 to reflect that new employment floorspace
on Cat 3 sites is appropriate in the West End
OxLEP SEP (2023) and Advanced Oxford OIE SEP (2023) was only in draft when Chapter 3 None

(2023) reports should be referenced in Chapter
3.

It is not clear that the draft LP2040 has gone far
enough to respond to the guidance on planning
for economic need and inward investment.

was being written and is mentioned as such.
Advanced Oxford’s OIE (2023) Report is referred
to in Background Paper 6a, which forms the
evidence base for the plan.

Noted. However, no text suggested in relation
to how to overcome this.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

The LP2040 does not sufficiently consider
specific sector needs, or the opportunity for
strengthening existing clusters or creating new
clusters or science and innovation-based
industries and how that will be supported.

Chapter 3 could be strengthened to be more
explicit about the barriers to investment that
are being addressed and the place of inward
investment and the support that will be
provided to capture it.

The Local Plan does not show how all the
barriers to investment are being tackled, though
as noted earlier Policy Option Set DS1: Digital
Infrastructure is an important policy in this
regard.

The draft Local Plan does not include policy to
support economic needs that arise during the
life of the Plan and enable the City to flexibly

The plan needs to be flexible and while support
for specific employment sectors is important,
the plan’s overarching employment strategy
seeks to strengthen existing clusters as opposed
to allocating new strategic employment sites.
This is because of the limited land supply in the
city and the need to also deliver new homes to
help reduce barriers to economic growth.

The plan’s employment strategy - not allocating
new strategic employment sites and
modernising and intensifying existing
employment sites and sustainable locations
allows the rest of the city to deliver new homes,
which reduce barriers to investment.

Noted. Also, concerned that this respondent is
referring to “Policy Option Sets” as these
featured in the Regulation 18 (Preferred
Options) Consultation Document rather than
the Draft Plan (i.e., Regulation 19 (Proposed
Submission)).

Policy E1 does this. It is supported the relevant
site allocation policies which allocate several key
existing Category 1 employment sites (i.e., TOSP
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
respond. It would be sensible for this issue to be | and ARC Oxford). As Oxford’s economic needs
addressed collaboratively with neighbouring (particularly for office/ R&D can be met within

Planning Authorities as the Advanced Oxford the city), not sure why collaboration is needed
Oxfordshire’s Innovation Engine, 2023 report with neighbouring authorities.

advocates.

Disagree with statement in Paragraph 3.6 that Noted None
Oxford is the ‘most sustainable location for

employment in the county’. There is no

published justification for how this could be an

appropriate strategy for employment, and it

lacks proportionate evidence.

Fails the duty to cooperate and cannot be Noted

rectified.
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POLICY E1l

All respondents 8.23 12.1 125.1 130.1 144.1
supporting policy 162.2 168.1 175.4 187.1 204.2
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

Yes Noted

Welcomes policy approach to enable housing on employment sites Noted

Support the intensification and modernisation of Cat 1 and 2 sites Noted

such as ARC Oxford

Support Policy E1 which recognises the demand for R&D laboratory
spaces.

Support the intensification and modernisation of Catl and 2 sites
such as Botley Road Retail Park. Encourages Oxford City Council to
apply flexibility to bulk scale and massing to help meet employment
land needs over the plan period

Botley Road Retail Park is not a Cat 1 or 2 employment site.

Oxford City Council has sufficient land supply to meet employment land
needs within the plan period for office/ R&D uses (see BGP6a). Ensuring
good quality well designed buildings that respect local context and the
setting of Oxford is important.

Policy should ensure it is responsive to market demands to allow
delivery employment types in accordance with needs of local market
needs

Noted

Support E1. The aspiration to protect and make the best use of
existing employment sites is positive given the importance of the
three hospital sites in the city.

Noted

Support approach to employment sites in particular, that Category 3
sites can be considered for other uses (e.g., housing)

Noted
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POLICY E1l
All respondents 26.9 54.1 70.5 74.4 92.3
raising 102.2 106.2 118.2 136.10 148.5
objections on 149.2 151.3 152.2 163.1 164.6
this 165.4 171.3 172.5 173.5 174.7
policy/chapter 178.11 179.5 193.6 194.1 196.6

199.6 202.13

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Some people like to drive to work and would not be able to do this in Noted None
the city/ district centres with limited parking spaces.
The City Council is prioritising employment land over land for housing | Oxford needs to provide both new homes and | None

as the residential potential of many development sites has been
rejected (in the HELAA). Housing should be made a priority over
employment land

jobs. By protecting the city’s network of
category 1 and 2 employment sites and
restricting new employment-generating uses
to these locations, the City Council’s strategy
enables housing to be delivered outside of the
key employment locations and makes better
use of existing employment land and
inherently sustainable locations (i.e., the city
and district centres).

Some Category 1 and 2 employment sites are highly sensitive due to
their heritage significance. Given the plan doubles employment need
(from circa 135,000sqm in OLP2036 to between 269,000-348,000sgm
for LP2040), Policy E1 and supporting text gives little sense of
sensitivities of some of these sites. HE advises adding a reference to
policies HD1-9 into Policy E1 to ensure these considerations are taken
into account in decision-making.

These comments are addressed as part of a
Statement of Common Ground with Historic
England.

Refer to Statement of
Common Ground with
Historic England for
response.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Several respondents expressed concern about how the second
paragraph of policy E1 lacked clarity and did not properly align with
the supporting text.

The Policy (as drafted) can be read as ruling out other uses on Cat 1
and 2 employment sites by limiting new development on these sites to
employment uses only.

Minor modification proposed to clarify that
Policy E1 is a locational policy and clearly state
where new employment-generating uses are
acceptable in the city. The previous text could
be interpreted in two ways and this minor
modification seeks to address this

Delete 2nd paragraph of policy:

Dl ccionwillonly.t P
. : thin € ! and

2 l . thin b . | dictri
eentres:

Replace with the following text:

The only locations that are suitable for new
employment-generating uses are existing
employment sites and the city and district centres.
Planning permission will not be granted for
proposals for employment-generating uses outside
of these locations.

Add the following minor modification to the
final sentence of Paragraph 3.13 of the
supporting text in order to clarify that any site
in Use Class E can lawfully come forward as
“employment-generating uses” through
Permitted Development Rights:

Minor

166




COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Additionally, employment-generating uses may
come forward lawfully on existing sites in Use Class
E.
Considers that the Council should provide more housing in the city. The HELAA methodology and assessment None
Questions the assessment methodology and why so many sites are process is prescribed in national guidance. As
assessed as rejected for housing. The City Council should review the such we have followed due process when
assessment criteria for assessing the suitability of housing sites. assessing the potential of sites for housing.
The Council should strive to balance employment growth and housing | Noted
withing the city and shouldn’t have to resort to greenfield
development outside the city boundary which will only result in
increased car traffic.
Do not believe that Oxford’s employment land needs are between The Council has produced evidence to support | None

269,000-348,000sqgm.

Lots of vacant property in the city. In 2022 there was 26,000sqm of
office space available in Oxford City. Current figure is about the same.
Oxford North will deliver an extra 14,000sgm in 2024, which will also
be available to rent.

Numerous sites have stood empty for decades and await
redevelopment. The fact that businesses fail or move out of the city is
not discussed in the ELNA/ HENA nor was it in the previous OGNA
workstream.

Request changes to this policy. Policy E1 includes barriers and hurdles
to release employment land for housing. These barriers/ hurdles do

the approach to calculating employment land
needs.

Noted

We consider that the permissive approach
outlined in Policy E1 strikes the right balance
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
not exist on greenfield sites. Development on employment sites between housing and employment on
should not be subject to the normal planning rules. It should be easier | employment sites.
to release employment land to housing.
Intensification of employment sites to support housing delivery has While the policy does not explicitly set this out, | None
not been considered. Where employment sites can be intensified, it the intensification of an employment site could
should be strongly considered whether the space freed up can be used | deliver both housing and employment if the
for housing (especially in sustainable locations). landowner wishes to bring this forward.
Consider that the Category 1 employment site boundary shown on the | Amend Cat 1 to incorporate the eastern parcel | Minor
proposals map for Northern Gateway should replicate the extant as well, in line with the parameter plans in the
OLP2036 site boundary. hybrid permission for Oxford North, to show
the parcels within Northern Gateway with
authorised use for employment.
Eastpoint Business Park should be a Category 2 employment site given | Site omitted in error. Update Policies Map and | Minor
it shares similar characteristics to the adjacent Nuffield Industrial Appendix 3.2 of Plan
Estate.
Policy E1 encourages development on the Oxford Green Belt and fails | Policy E1 includes a permissive approach to None
to see developed land which has sat vacant and undeveloped for delivering residential development on the
decades (e.g., Oxford Business Park and Osney Mead). Government city’s network of employment sites. We
Policy sets out that these sorts of sites should be developed rather consider this approach strikes the right balance
than greenfield sites. between delivering new homes and jobs on
employment sites in the city.
Several respondents considered that the policy text supporting the Amendments to Policy E1 to address this issue | Main

upgrading and re-use of existing buildings did not properly align with
Policies R2 and as such suggested modifications to align policy with
Policy R2.

have been proposed as a main modification as
follows.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

It should be made clearer that upgrading and re-use of existing
buildings is not the only route to successful delivery of new
employment development.

Part of first paragraph of Policy E1 duplicates draft policies R1-R3
which already provided more detailed requirements to deal with
ensuring that redevelopment opportunities deliver net zero
objectives.

All new development on employment sites
needs to show that is making the best and
most efficient use of land and premises, and
positively promotes sustainable development

I gl " I € axisti
buidings-and does not cause unacceptable
environmental impacts.

Delete 5% paragraph of the policy in its
entirety:

Concerned that Policy E1 will lead to unrestricted employment growth
with the city and district centres. There is high demand for R&D uses
in the city. Concerned that only employment uses will be delivered in
preference to residential.

Does not this acceptable in a city where there is a significant housing
crisis. A threshold consideration should be included in the policy to
ensure that, if several sites come forward within close proximity to
one another, that the LPA is able to ensure a mix of uses is delivered.

The demand for employment land (particularly
in the office/ R&D sector) is significantly higher
than employment need. As such, we areina
strong position to be able to reflect heritage/
design considerations where schemes are
being brought forward in sensitive areas (i.e.,
city centre/ district centres) and across the
city’s network of employment sites more
generally.

None
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Design guides/ broader design guidance should be produced to cover | All allocated sites in city/ district centres
employment areas to ensure that the scale/ massing of any proposed | include a minimum number of homes
development is appropriate. representing the importance of delivering a
mix of uses in these sustainable areas.
Do not support the approach in Policy E1 to allow residential uses on Policy provides criteria for assessment of None
employment sites residential development on all categories of
employment sites. It is important that the city
council supports housing delivery in the city in
recognition that its continued delivery helps to
reduce barriers to economic growth.
Paragraph 3.8 of the employment strategy notes that "Oxford's This is an error. The HENA calculates the Minor
employment land needs over the plan period have been calculated by | employment land needs for the city. Minor
Lichfields in the Oxford Employment Land Needs (ELNA) Assessment amendment proposed to address this.
as 269,000 - 348,000m2".
The Interim ELNA was produced using the None
Readers also need to go to a Background paper (BGP6a) to understand | previous land needs assessment work (OGNA).
the related supply position. There is a clear disconnect between BGP6a sets out the relationship between these
evidence and background papers and the local plan content, which studies.
isn't correctly displaying the need and supply information, sending
readers on a document search.
There is an issue with how deliverable and effective the approach is None

(set out in Para 3.15). It is hailed as a flexible policy, but we have
previously noted in earlier Background Papers from Oxford that the
yield of homes delivered to date was meagre (5 units). Maintaining
this approach and wording does not provide enough flexibility to make

BGP6c sets out the number of homes delivered
on Cat 3 employment sites since the start of
the plan period.
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
this policy effective enough to respond to changes in market
conditions.

None

There is also a question as to the realistic potential for Category 1 and
Category 2 sites to be re-used or re-developed even in part, for
residential purposes. The draft Policy E1 indicates support for this, but
sets restrictive criteria for re-development or change on these sites.

Policy E1 includes a section about residential development on
employment sites. This approach treats all Categories in the same
way, and it is also inconsistent with the rest of the plan's intentions to
provide more flexibility for Category 3 sites.

The draft policy has a supposed permissive approach to allow an
element of residential development on employment sites where this
would not prejudice the employment or operational use of the site.
What is the realistic potential for Category 1 and Category 2 sites to be
re-used or re-developed even in part, for residential purposes. Draft
Policy E1 indicates support for this but sets restrictive criteria for re-
development or change on these sites.

While the draft policy appears permissive for the re-development of
existing employment sites for residential use, there is little further
proactive support in the Plan to deliver on this, as there is no
identified list of Category 3 employment sites published and no
evidence that an employment land release strategy or study has been
undertaken to support the release of such land. Put simply, release of
employment land for residential is left to the market to deliver.

This is backed up by the supply position
presented in BGP6a. The plan’s employment
strategy is clearly stated in the plan and
supporting text.

Minor amendment proposed to clarify
meaning of 2" paragraph of policy and align it
with supporting text. See above.

Addressed through additional background
paper 6c.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

There is also no clear evidence as to the realistic capacity for
residential development within the Category 1 and Category 2
employment sites assessed and in many cases such sites are rejected
for residential development through the HELAA analysis on the basis
of landowner intentions and therefore lack of availability. Category 1
and 2 employment sites are referenced as a policy constraint in the
HELAA, despite Policy E1 indicating a possibility of re-development /
intensification to include residential use in the future. This
inconsistency between the Policy and the HELAA should be addressed.

The HELAA states that all employment sites with the potential to
deliver housing have been included in the assessment, but there is no
publicly available evidence that the Category 3 sites have been
assessed (the Interim ELNA assesses Category 1 and Category 2
employment land). There is no clear evidence that a systematic
analysis of the constraints (and mechanisms to overcome these) have
been considered for sites that are, or have previously then rejected
from the HELAA.

Policy E1 is therefore not effective. This exacerbates unmet need and
ignores concerns about not dealing with cross boundary matters.

Policy E1 is also not Consistent with National Policy, specifically
paragraph 123 of NPPF. Oxford is clearly an area of high housing
demand, and the plans' strategy outlines a desire to take the positive
approach advocated by national policy, but our submissions show that
the policy has not gone far enough.

Addressed through additional background
paper 6c.

Addressed through additional background
paper 6¢

Noted

Noted
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

It is essential that Oxford does all it can to meet its own housing needs
and therefore some flexibility on all category of employment sites
should be provided. Conversely, there may be circumstances where
employment retention on some Category 3 sites should be
considered.

Whilst we note that demand for employment space has remained
strong, it is likely that less office space is required by some businesses
located in the city than prior to the pandemic, creating opportunities
for conversion of sites from commercial to housing, and thus more
accommodation of housing need within the city than otherwise
considered.

These comments are addressed as part of a
Statement of Common Ground with West
Oxfordshire District Council.

Refer to Statement of
Common Ground with
West Oxfordshire District
Council for response.

It is unclear how the Council has gone about categorising employment
sites and what account has been taken for the potential to change
category through intensification and/or modernisation? A change in
occupier on a category 3 employment site could, for example, elevate
it to a category 2 site. However, there appears no mechanism in the
LP40 to change category outside of a review of the Local Plan. Suggest
an annual review of employment site categories

BGP 6¢ sets out how sites categorised. Review
process undertaken to support each Local Plan
every five years. Every year is too intensive.
Need sufficient time to allow sites to evolve
and develop. every 5 years is appropriate
timescale to review employment sites

None

It is unclear how the requirement for no overall loss of jobs on a site
can be justified when the 'number’ of jobs is often quite fluid and
changeable with market conditions and rarely would stay as a
constant specific number. The policy wording is quite restrictive and
potentially unachievable/unenforceable. A percentage threshold
number based on existing job numbers is proposed as a better
approach.

These comments are addressed as part of a
Statement of Common Ground with
Oxfordshire County Council.

Refer to Statement of
Common Ground with
Oxfordshire County Council
for response.
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
The Plan as currently drafted is unlikely to mee the Oxford and Oxford | While the Interim ELNA Report (2022) showed | None
Fringe (in neighbouring districts) employment land requirement. a potential undersupply Background Paper 6a

updates the supply position for the city. The
This suggests that there is a need to maximise the employment uses updated 2023 employment land supply
delivered on already allocated sites both within the City and in position clearly presented in BGP6a clearly
neighbouring sites such as Begbroke Science Park. It is likely that there | shows Oxford has a potential surplus supply of
will also need to be a review of site allocations in and around Oxford office/ R&D.
during the Plan period with a view to identifying additional capacity.

Plan sets out that Oxford is in a strong position

to meet employment land needs for the plan

period within the city’s administrative

boundary.
Suggest widening the definition of ‘employment’ uses from traditional | Noted None
E(g) and B class uses to also include university research buildings (Use
Class F1) which are akin to R&D uses.
Suggest that employment supply is monitored to ensure that the city’s | Background Paper 6a provides a clear None
employment needs can be met and appropriate unmet employment employment land supply position detailing that
needs conversations happen to ensure sufficient supply is delivered to | Oxford is in a strong position to meet its
meet identified need. Text suggested to this effect. employment land needs (in particular for

office/ R&D uses) for the plan period).
The HENA report, which has both high and low growth scenarios, Background Paper 6a shows that Oxford isina | None

suggests that Oxford and the Vale of White Horse will only require an
additional 1.3 to 1.5 million square feet of office space by 2040 and an
additional 1.6 to 2.4 million square feet of laboratory space. It is clear
that existing employment sites cannot absorb this demand,
particularly if the Draft Plan imposes general height restrictions across

strong position to meet its employment land
needs for office/ R&D within the plan period
with a likely significant surplus of supply.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

the City and allows for residential uses to compete on employment
sites (Policy E1)

Policy E1 is unjustified as there is no requirement for extra
employment to provide extra housing, only permission to do so.

Work from home leads to reduced need for space with different
workgroups having office days on different days of the week. This is
an economic decision taken by the employer. OCC has no role in this.

Noted

Noted

None

None

POLICY E2

All respondents 8.24

supporting policy

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE
Yes Noted
POLICY E2
All respondents 168.2 174.8
raising
objections on
this policy
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Keep succinct with a focus on the reason for Succinct summary Insert either ‘main/ minor modification’ or
unsoundness ‘none’
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Recommended that Policy E2 is amended to See below for proposed modification to expand | Main

ensure sufficient flexibility is retained to reflect | the categories of employment sites where B8

potential for a diverse range of significant uses are supported to include Category 2 as well

employment uses and sites in the city. B8 uses | as Category 1 sites.

are essential to the local economy as the enable

an additional range of direct/ indirect

employment opportunities cannot provide.

It is recognised that land use for warehousing Suggest modification to Policy E2 expand the Main

and storage should be prioritised for more
efficient uses in most cases. However, there is
an identified need for B8 land in the city.
Traditional distribution warehouses should not
be displaced to the districts unless appropriate.

The policy only supports B8 uses where these
are essential to support the operational use of
Category 1 sites but this may be overly
restrictive as online shopping requires local
storage and distribution if it is to be sustainable.

We question whether the policy could be
tightened up to make it clearer that where a use
meets a Category 1 employment use rather than
site (assuming that some sites have a mix of
employment categories), this will be supported.

categories of employment sites where B8 uses
are supported to include Category 2
employment sites as well as Category 1 sites.

Suggested change to first paragraph of policy:

Planning permission will only be granted for
new or expanded warehousing and storage uses
if it is within an existing employment site (of any
category) and where it can be demonstrated in
the planning application that the use is essential
to support the operational requirements of a
Category 1 and/ or Category 2 employment
sites.

This modification would not work as
employment sites fall into one of the three
categories rather than having a mix of
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

The last sentence of the policy could be
expanded to refer to potential impacts on the
amenity of existing and future users and
residents.

employment categories. See proposed

modification above on widening the range of

sites where B8 uses are supported.

Noted
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POLICY E3

All respondents || 8.25 174.9

supporting policy

COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

Yes

Noted

Affordable workspaces tend to be found in older buildings which have
been converted and therefore it may not be difficult to viably
incorporate these into larger commercial developments. If this
approach is viable, we support it to assist businesses who would not
normally be able to afford to rent in the City, provided that this policy

doesn’t result in vacant units.

Broad support providing it does not result in vacant units.

POLICY E3
All respondents 125.2 136.11 144.2 148.6 152.3
raising 163.2 168.3 171.4 172.6 173.6
objections on 194.2 196.7 202.14
this policy
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

Within the ‘Glossary’ an example of a reduction
in commercial rent is provided “(e.g., 50% of

The example of a 50% reduction in market rent
in the glossary was purely illustrative. If it is

None (but will keep under review until all
responses on this topic are reviewed).
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
market rent)”. It is not clear whether this is causing confusion, the City Council can remove
expected to be a blanket approach. Consider it through a minor modification. Will re-review
that the level of rent should be determined on once all responses have been considered.
basis of size and scale of a particular building,
taking into account level of demand and
deliverability/ viability considerations.
Could this approach also be applied to retail We are not looking at this at the moment None
units in order to provide affordable premises for | through the Local Plan 2040, but the Council are
local independent retailers. exploring more widely how to encourage
affordable premises for independent retailers.
Provision of affordable workspaces on sites Suggest that amendment is not required asitis | None
identified in Policy E3 should not prejudice likely that a small amount of AW would be able
owners of plots who are not party to to be delivered within most development
Masterplans which may/ may not be prepared opportunities.
by third parties. Any provision of affordable
workspaces should be subject to viability
assessment to ensure it does not prevent
appropriate development coming forward.
Suggest the following amendment to the policy:
Development proposals delivering commercial
development on the following sites are expected
to deliver (subject to viability) affordable
workspace as part of their masterplans:
Rents in Oxford are high and increasing due to There is already a significant supply of None

the supply/ demand imbalance of R&D/ lab
space —i.e., insufficient supply to meet demand.

office/R&D floorspace coming forward within
the plan period in the city. While this will go
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
This should be addressed by increasing the some way to addressing the supply/demand
overall supply of employment floorspace which | imbalance, given Oxford’s situation with two
will ultimately address this supply/ demand world-class universities contributing to
imbalance. Policy approach in E1 supporting the | research/ spin-outs etc., and Oxford’s
loss of Cat.3 sites to residential is counter constraints (small city/ green belt/ flood risk/
intuitive as these sites could be converted heritage), it is likely that the city will continue to
(through the re-use and refurbishment of be a desirable location for businesses to locate
existing buildings) to provide affordable to, or spin out from. As such, simply allowing
workspaces. This is particularly relevant on Cat.2 | employment floorspace to grow without
and Cat.3 sites. supporting the inclusive economy is unlikely to
deliver wider economic benefits.
Viability testing currently shows that for office/ | Viability Study did show that at the threshold None

R&D developments outside the core city centre
area that it is unviable for the delivery of
affordable workspaces.

Suggest a more appropriate approach would be
to encourage consideration of AW in CEPP

policy

and percentages tested (i.e., 10% floorspace
over 1,000sqm) at the lower rental bracket
(£340/sgm) that affordable workspaces were
unviable. However, all of the sites in question
are looking to bring forward an element of R&D
to meet demand which is able to command
significantly higher rents (recent lease data
(November 2022) from ARC Campus shows
rents for laboratory space in excess of
£680/sqm).

The policy does not prescribe an amount of AW
to be delivered only that the sites in question
are “expected to deliver affordable workspace
as part of their masterplans”.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Support overall principle of policy but
concerned that policy lacks clarity on certain
concepts and the definition of particular
references. The Council must provide
appropriate and robustly justified evidence to
validate its requirements

Noted

None.

This policy should not apply to The Oxford
Science Park (TOSP), and we request that it be
deleted from the list of sites included under
Policy E3.

It is essential that TOSP has complete flexibility
to determine the rents and terms provided for
space on so it can respond to market conditions
and meet tenant and occupier needs.

TOSP has ‘The Magdalen Centre,’ - one of the
largest innovation centres in Europe. A range of
lab and office space is provided, some already
fitted, with shared lab equipment suites,
management and support services. Planning
permissions recently granted by Oxford City
Council provide for a range of differing occupier
needs, including Plots 16 and 23-26 and an
application is pending determination at Plot 27
for a development specifically designed for
start-up accommodation.

It appears as though TOSP would be able to
demonstrate compliance with the policy as it
seems to be already supporting the delivery of
affordable workspace on site.

None
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Policy E3 lists the 'Kassam Stadium and Ozone Policy E3 only applies to commercial None
Leisure Park'. This conflicts with the Policy for development so it would only be any
this site (Policy SPS2) which promotes Kassam commercial development that came forward at
Stadium redevelopment for residential use, with | the sjte that had to apply with it. The residential
commercial being only applicable for the Ozone development allocated as part of Policy SP2
Le'-"‘fre Park. The.stadlum is therefore not would not be expected to deliver affordable
applicable for delivery of affordable workspace, .
. . . e o workspace as part of Policy E3.
making this policy not Justified because it is not
an appropriate strategy for is not consistent
with the evidence. Suggest changing Kassam
Stadium and Ozone Leisure Park to just Ozone
Leisure Park.
Policy E3, in the absence of any detail, should Noted None
make clear that the nature of such workspace
will be agreed on a site-specific basis and that
the amount and terms for what can be provided
will be subject to development viability.
It is unclear how a larger company should be Noted None

expected to support a smaller rival, as policy
that only included social enterprises justified,
seems to be too much interference in normal
market operation.
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POLICY E4

All respondents 8.26 124.4 148.7 149.3 177.7
supporting policy || 178.12 196.8

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

Yes Noted

Stong support for inclusion of policy E4 (OxLEP) Noted

How would proposals for student accommodation be

considered?

Currently the ratio for student accommodation to residential development is 2.5 student
units per residential dwelling. As such proposals for student accommodation would be
considered as follows using the current ration: 2.5x 50 = 125. As such, the policy would
apply at present to schemes of 125 student rooms or more.

Supports the approach to CEP’s and has established such | Noted
Plans at Oxford North with great success.
Supports the requirements for Community Employment | Noted
and Procurement Plans and the associated benefits.
Support approach to CEPPs Noted
POLICY E4
All respondents 125.3 130.2 152.4 168.4 170.3
raising 171.5 174.10 187.2 194.3 202.15
objections on
this policy
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Policy E4 (as drafted) is too prescriptive and
includes certain requirements outside the scope
of planning. Suggest policy is softened and
requirements amended to ensure deliverability.

Numerous representations request that Policy
E4 introduces more flexibility. Concerns are
related to the viability of schemes, ensuring that
the criteria are within the scope of planning etc.
Several criteria will be wholly dependent on
specific property ownership / lease structures
and are commercial property matters.

Main modification proposed to policy to clearly
show that the policy should include some
flexibility within policy. The word “address” in
the final sentence of the first paragraph can be
interpreted too broadly. Suggest this is altered
to “considered” to provide clarity about the
intended flexibility of the policy and align it to
the sentiment of the supporting text.

Final sentence of 1t paragraph to be amended
as follows:

CEPPs will be expected to address consider all the
following criteria:

Main

Policy would be difficult for R&D development
to comply with as R&D uses draw on a wide
range of skills, many of which are highly
specialised and rely on an international talent
pool.

Policy does not distinguish if the CEPP would
apply to tenants as well as the developer. It
would be wholly unreasonable to require the
developer to enforce tenants to commit to the
CEPP criteria, including commitments to paying
all employees Living Wage, potentially

Flexible approach to policy has been made clear
through a main modification — see above.

None
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
undercutting Oxford’s ability to remain

competitive comparative to other life science

clusters in the UK and abroad.

It is not considered that this mandatory

planning requirement is justified. It does not

account for the nuances between different non-

residential uses. It is requested that the policy

wording excludes specialist commercial science.

Unjustified, as too much government Noted None

interference in the operation of business.
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POLICY ES

All respondents || 8.2 124.5 177.8

supporting policy

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE
Yes Noted

Policy identifies the importance of tourism as an important contributor to the | Noted

local economy and identifies locations where it is to be supported. It also

recognises the role that university provided accommodation can play in

meeting out-of-term time demand for bedspaces in the city, which can also

support the local economy

Support Policy E5 Noted

It is important that tourist and short-stay accommodation is provided in
Oxford to support the economy and maximise the length of time visitors stay
in Oxford.

The policy should include a reference to change of use in the first sentence.
Currently it only covers new development but change of use of existing
buildings is also key, for example the former Boswells store.

POLICY E5
All respondents 6.1 28.6 71.12 118.3 136.12
raising 164.7
objections on
this policy
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Policy too restrictive to allow for suitable short
stay accommodation. Allocate the site at 2 New
High Street and alter the boundary of the
Headington District Centre

The policy is drafted to ensure that new tourist
accommodation is located in city/ district
centres and other suitably accessible sites.

None

Short-term accommodation should be subject to | The implementation of a tourist tax is outside None
a tourist tax, along with other types of hotel/ the scope of a Local Plan

B&B/ etc. accommodation to help maximise

Oxford's local income.

LP2040 should be more positive in addressing We have produced an evidence base including a | None

the identified need for hotel beds so the city.
Suggest that Policy E5 makes specific reference
to the number of hotel rooms required to meet
the need. A more positively worded policy
approach is required which states:

‘The Council will take a positive approach to
meeting the significant need for hotel rooms, by
supporting the development of new hotels and
short-stay accommodation, subject to the
following criteria....

study which has worked out demand for
bedspaces in the city. We recognise that
delivering hotel and short-stay accommodation
is one aspect of helping the visitor economy.
However, we also have to balance a lot of other
competing interests in a small land area (i.e.,
homes/ jobs/ shops). Restricting the locations
for hotel spaces to accessible locations means
that we can encourage non-car modes and
ensure that hotels are located in locations with
good public transport links, or good access to a
range of shops and local services.

Development management officers need to
know the conditions when planning permission
will be granted or not. As such policy is worded
policy (planning permission will only be
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
granted), rather than will not be granted
(negatively).
Policy should be more open to larger hotels Policy E5 already allows the loss of larger hotels | None.
(more than 10 bedrooms) being converted to to residential uses provided evidence of non-
residential use. These sites could provide much- | viability can be demonstrated (criteria e).
needed homes. Given the number of new hotels
being built in the city, it is likely that hotel
provision will remain acceptable
Policy E5 is considered unsound because it is not | City’s Economic Strategy 2022-2032 stresses the | None
coupled with a positive strategy to manage and | importance that the visitor economy plays int he
enhance tourism. city and provides a clear strategy for developing
the visitor economy —in fact it is one of the
P(?Iicy ES is ineffective since it i_‘c’ not pél_anced three elements that the Delivery Plan of the
with proposa!s to aI_Iocate tour!st facilities and Economic Strategy focuses on.
accommodation. It is also considered therefore,
that the lack of policies or strategies to promote . )
tourism is unjustified, because the City Council The. City Centre Actlon Plan also focuS(.es on
has identified the importance of the issue, but Visitor and Tourism Management setting out a
not planned appropriately to engage with it. set of progress and actions to help enable a
healthy visitor economy.
CHAPTER 4
All respondents 8.38 75.5 84.7
supporting policy
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

Chapter considered sound (no reasons given)

Noted.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

The policy seems largely sound in principle, but as with the design policy
(S2), the proof of the pudding is in the eating. It is difficult to see, in the
places where building is to be allowed on playing fields/grazing fields, how
any biodiversity gain is to be meaningfully achieved. Whereas 'change of
use [on 'other green spaces'] will be accepted where it is accompanied by
sufficient reprovision, ideally onsite, and to the same standard or higher,
or if it can be demonstrated in the application that current provision is
surplus to requirements [para 4.7.3], the council has it appears itself
deliberately subverted this policy in purchasing for development
traditional grazing fields in the Iffley conservation area where biodiversity
retention is impossible and 'reprovision' is essentially implausible due to
lack of alternative sites. In addition this field and another grazing area
known as Redbridge Meadow have been removed from the Green Belt in
advance of the Plan in order to free them up for development - what is
then the purpose of having a green belt ? There are also several serious
issues with green belt removal and development outside the northern
boundary of the city.

Support welcomed. It should be noted that the current plan does not involve
allocations in Green Belt land or reviews of Green belt boundaries. The local
plan will be used to assess development proposals irrespective of the
ownership of the site.

CHAPTER 4

All respondents 28.12 30.15 38.4 53.2

raising 73.7 164.11 180.3 181.7
objections on

this 182.4 183.4, 184.4 202.20
policy/chapter

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Keeping green belt is Good. All the climate change Comment noted. None required.

parts are complete nonsense
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

A major failing of LP2036 was the disconnect
between lip service paid to biodiversity conservation
and combating climate change in the Plan wording,
and the reality of how its policies have worked and
been implemented. | fear the same mistakes are
about to be made again to the detriment of Oxford's
natural and historic/heritage environment and its
ability to make a just transition toward net zero,
which is tantamount to sacrificing all that makes
Oxford great on the altar of growth for growth's
sake.

There needs to be much better integration between
the objectives and high level strategic policies, which
are generally laudable, and the practical working of
site specific policies and planning decisions which so
often work against delivery of the Plan objectives,
except at the most basic level. One could start by
deleting policies that have been left behind by
events and which should never have been adopted
in the first place, if any value is to be placed on
evidence-based decision making. SPS13 for starters.

Comment noted. Matters relating to SPS13 are
addressed in the relevant summary.

None required.

A green biodiverse city that is resilient to climate
change needs to be acting far more urgently and
with much more vision than is displayed in this plan.
You are pussy footing around the edges of the planet
collapsing. With the runaway changes to our climate
and weather patterns and natural disasters, you are
ignoring any opportunities to make significant
changes that will contribute to our survival as human
beings. Wake up and take action.

The local plan's remit is to provide a framework
based that development schemes may be assessed
against. Broader changes may require statutory or
legislative action that are beyond the

None required.
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OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

It compromises the ability of present and future
generations to meet their own needs.

It does not 'require' but suggests and hopes for the
sustainable use of resources.

There are no specific targets or measures of e.g.
present carbon emmissions or over-use of resources
such as green space or water; the likely impact of
the Plan on these; or how that impact will be
measured or mitigated.

There is no policy on water use or contamination!
Water (in the natural environment and for domestic
use) is already under stress and this plan will
exacerbate the situation.

The plan includes a monitoring framework which
sets out the proposed approach for monitoring the
effectiveness of the Local Plan, as well as its impacts
in line with the requirements of Sustainability
Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment.

There are other data collection methods and
reporting mechanisms where developments need to
meet legal duties required as part of environmental
health/ sustainability responsibilities (e.g. in relation
to contaminated land, air quality, biodiversity net

gain).

Once the plan is adopted developments proposals
will be statutorily required to be compliant with the
policies contained in it.

None required.

1)

eParks and gardens, accessible greenspace and
amenity greenspaces — these spaces often play a role
in supporting people to socialize, take part in
informal recreation (particularly where facilities like
children/youth play and outdoor gym equipment are
present), and generally provide an escape from the
urban environment. Where relevant, applicants will
have to demonstrate consideration of how any loss
can be mitigated, especially if this is located in an
area which already suffers from a deficit of such
spaces according to an up-todate green
infrastructure/open space study.

eGreenspaces integrated on streets — streets can

The plan contains policies that address all these
areas: policies G1 to G6 relate to policies relating to
the protection of green infrastructure, standards for
new greening in new development, and enhancing
and protecting biodiversity. Other policies in the
plan relate to good quality design and the provision
of local community facilities.

The remit for developing a strategy for
improvements, enhancements and management of
green spaces (including allotments) in the city lies
with a dedicated directorate/service area in the
council. These would inform the development of
local plan policies as and when they emerge.

None required.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

provide critical links, connections and corridors for
biodiversity. They can also provide spaces for
neighbours to connect. We encourage greenspaces
in streets to have multiple functions, including edible
landscaping and community food growing.

2) A separate policy should be developed that
emphasises:

*No planning permission will be granted to any
development which causes reducing the number of
allotments or community gardens.

*The City Council precisely explains how new
allotment spaces can be created within existing
neighbourhoods as well as new developments. This
should include suggesting a concrete figure to be
achieved during the Local Plan period.

*Providing more support (financial and institutional
support) for local people to develop new community
gardens (local farms) in nearby open spaces or left
over spaces (if any).

The policies G1-G9 are ineffective, unjustified and
unsound the Policy Map and supporting Green Space
Oxford City Council Green Infrastructure Study 2022,
and therefore Local Plan has:

¢ No evidence or methodology as to how each green
space type (in the Plan, eg “Core”,“Supporting” ) is
determined.

¢ Green Infrastructure is marked incorrectly, both in

area, description, and accessibility on Policies Map.

The methodology and rationale for the green space
designations are set out in the policy wording and
supporting text for G1.

Site allocation policies note green spaces within their
boundaries and include requirements for their
protection or enhancement. Features that are of
particular importance in terms of local amenity,
character or ecological function, are specified and
highlighted for particular consideration.

None required.
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OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

¢ Accessibility — restricted, semi-restricted, open is
not visually marked, which would show much space
is in fact wholly unusable.

¢ Green space in allocated sites is not marked or
protected

e The 2022 Study is fundamentally flawed in
methodology and input data.

¢ The Local Plan has no overall assessment of green
space need per “Urban Village”, per habitant, or
deprivation, therefore allocation is site by site with
no strategic overview how much remains in each.

* No comprehensive strategy for sports provision
when most sites are earmarked for development
piecemeal.

¢ No allowance for population growth although four
times the predicted rate in 2007 or assessment of
local need or green deprivation

¢ Playgrounds are not marked

The Green Space survey 2020 must be rejected as
fundamentally flawed. The Green Space Survey of
2007 (Oxford City Green Space Study, Report For
Oxford City Council, 2005, updated 2007) needs to
be rerun to identify the per capita deprivation of
green space in each suburb or “Urban Village” of
Oxford. The OLP Policies Map and Local Plan must be
updated to:  Correct incorrect and sloppy boundary
markings. ¢ Add missing green areas with correct
designations as above. ¢ Visually mark restricted,
semi-restricted and fully accessible green spaces e
Add Development outside OCC’s boundary. ¢ Add
playgrounds with a policy to resist removal With

The Green Spaces Study is comprehensive and
includes data on accessibility, levels of deprivation,
playgrounds/sports facilities etc.

The Council has a dedicated directorate with the
remit for developing strategies for provision of
specific facilities or enhancement of green spaces
that are beyond what can be addressed through the
local plan or through planning.
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OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

close community consultation and review, a review
of per community green space remaining and a
strategic view taken of loss for each, with resolution
of specific examples above. Accessibility of green
space must be correctly marked to avoid developer
challenge and marked clearly on the Policies Map
with red (inaccessible, brown (some accessibility),
green (public access) as per the Green Space Survey
of 2005/2007. Playgrounds must be included with a
reprovision clause — this is currently only for specific
site policies.

Any further development of green areas in the Lye
Valley catchment we consider UNSOUND because it
conflicts with policies such as G6 ‘Protecting
Oxford’s Biodiversity including the Ecological
Network’ as it does not protect the biodiversity of
Lye Valley by not protecting the spring water supply
which insures the fen remains wet. Such
development also conflicts with Policy R6 ‘Soil
Quality’ as it does not help maintain enough spring-
flow which generates peat (sequestering carbon)
and critically protects peat from oxidation and
liberation of carbon dioxide, a greenhouse gas, the
emission of which works against the City Council’s
Net Zero ambitions for 2040. The concept of severe
off-site impacts outside a red line development
boundary and that biodiversity on one area can be
affected by what happens in a green area at some
distance away, does not yet seem to have really sunk
in. This comment applies not only to SSSI areas but
also to Local Wildlife Site and Oxford City Wildlife
Site areas which do not seem considered worthy to

See comments on Policies G6 and R6.

None required.
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OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

get any protection from offsite impacts. The whole
section of Green Infrastructure policies G1-G6 is full
of fine words and aspirations about protection of
wildlife, but this is not reflected in actual wildlife
protection when you examine the policy wording in
detail — there is too much reliance on ‘mitigation’ for
damage and for example translocation of reptiles
away from any development site with an uncertain
survival for them in future.

[The] Trust has concerns that the policies and
supporting text of this part of the Local Plan are
generic and in particular, do not pay sufficient regard
to the wider green setting of Oxford, and its diverse
species.

The Trust is very concerned that there is no specific
policy relating to the Oxford Green Belt within
Chapter four. It is concerning that the Council have
not included a specific policy to protect this specially
designated land.

The Trust is not convinced that the policies are
capable of being both scaled for smaller
developments across the city and applied to larger
major development. It is difficult to see how
genuine networks will be protected and enhanced,
or how the wider landscape has been considered
(including views).

The policies contained in the plan have been
developed on the basis of evidence collated
specifically for the Oxford context. As a planning
document the level of detail and analysis would not
necessarily extend to what may be found in an
ecological survey or assessment. The policies
provide a framework by which development
proposals may be assessed, and specific matters will
be addressed at application stage.

The Core Gl network designation set out in policy G1
bestows the highest level of protection on green
spaces included in this category, including Green Belt
land. The policy is considered comprehensive
enough to protect such sites from inappropriate
development.

None required.

Insist that local water company fulfils its legal
obligations with regard to sewage discharge and
flood mediation.

Comments noted

None required.
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OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Develop a greater understanding of what constitutes
workable natural environment. Just planting a tree
or grass will not do, especially if you have taken
down established trees to do so. It takes 25 years for
a tree to make a substantial contribution to
combating global warming, and we don't have 25
years to get it fixed. Long-established species-rich
grassland is actually 4 times better at it, but very
rare, and even moderately good grassland is difficult
to replace.
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POLICY G1

All respondents 8.29 32.3 82.1 133.6 164.9
supporting policy || 193.1
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

Strongly support this policy, in particular

- the protection for existing green infrastructure;

- specific protection for ancient woodland or ancient or veteran trees and
important hedgerows;

- presumption to retain existing trees;

- and a robust compensation framework where trees are unavoidably lost.

It will also make a positive contribution to requirements for biodiversity net
gain and nature recovery networks, as well as reflecting the aspirations of
national policy in the England Trees Action Plan and National Model Design
Code.

Support welcomed.

We applaud the explicit inclusion of hedgerows in the draft plan.
Wolvercote has many ancient hedgerows that need preserving, and we are
disappointed the Oxford North development has been allowed to destroy
so many hedgerows. Greater emphasis needs be given to protecting or
creating wildlife corridors to encourage biodiversity. (see WNP Policy
GBC1).

Support welcomed.

The Trust strongly supports the protection of the existing green and blue
infrastructure networks in the city although there are concerns that the
Green Belt is not specifically referenced within the policy text nor the
supporting text.

The Trust feel it is of critical importance that the wording within Policy G1
and its supporting text provide a strong level of protection for all green
spaces regardless of size and type to ensure they are not lost to
development or alternative uses.

Support welcomed.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

OHFT welcome the recognition that, for supporting green and blue spaces
(G1B), planning permission will be granted if harm or loss to these spaces is
mitigated by reprovision, ideally on site. The identification of the types of
green spaces labelled as G1A, G1B and G1C is not very clear on the policies
map and this should be addressed.

Support welcomed.

| think that some of the sites proposed for development actually ought to
be assigned blue/green infrastructure status (especially 'Land at Meadow
lane' and 'Redbridge Paddock'.

All unbuilt-on land contributes to blue-green infrastructure, eg
sequestration of rainwater - and if the land is non-biodiverse, the council
should prioritise it for planting/rewilding.

Support welcomed.

POLICY G1
All respondents 235 44.7 70.6 79.1 113.4
raising 122.1 136.13 151.4 153.7 160.1
objections on 168.5 189.5 59.18 41.3 33.3
this 180.1 (181.2, 182.2, 177.9 196.9 152.5 153.7
policy/chapter 183.2, 184.2)

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

(23.5) Only covers green and blue infrastructure. The | This is incorrect. The features listed in the
biodiversity points list at Appendix 4.2 include
features that will support building dependent
species, for example, bat boxes and bird boxes
(including consideration of building-dependent

'Built Environment' is an extremely important habit
in its own right and should be covered as a separate
entity. There are species who need a built
environment such as cavity nesting birds (swifts,
house sparrows, both red listed) and there are those
that can adapt to one, all should be encouraged with
ecological enhancements such as integrated bird
bricks, hedgehog highways, bat bricks and bee bricks.

species.), these were included in recognition of the
fact that Oxford has several notable species that rely
on built environment to support their life cycle.
Guidance such as the BS standards could be flagged

None required.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

as part of supporting guidance that will be included
in the Technical Advice Note envisaged to be
produced to support the policy in future.

(33.3)

Para 4.6. It is not clear why the Oxford Canal is not
mentioned alongside the two rivers, as it fulfils all of
the functions suggested for Core GBI.

It is not clear if the Oxford Canal is considered core
GBI. Policy G1 is not effective in that it relies on a
policy map to identity which GBI assets fall within
G1A or G1B.

The interactive policies map seems to indicate that
the Oxford canal at Jericho (as an example) is not
considered to be GBI.

(41.3) Policy G1 — Protection of Green Infrastructure
It is not possible to take these aspirations seriously
when the development policies of Oxford City
Council of prioritising development land for
employment, inflating housing demand and ‘unmet
need’ and exporting inflated ‘unmet housing need’
to neighbouring districts has resulted in the
destruction of so much Green Belt countryside,
biodiversity and habitats, which can never be
rectified or enjoyed by future generations. In SODC
alone nearly 2,000 of Green Belt countryside has
been destroyed to make way for ‘Oxford’s unmet
housing need’. All other neighbouring districts have
been similarly adversely affected, with substantial

The plan does not allocate new employment land
and does not involve any reviews of current Green
Belt boundaries or site allocations with the Green
Belt.

None required.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

losses in Green Belt countryside to feed Oxford City’s
empire expansion plans.

(44.7) The plan relies too much on simply exporting
into the Green Belt where few pieces of analysis have
been used to provide justification for the proposals.
Create a plan based on evidence of Renewal and
Redevelopment of areas within the city.

The plan does not include any site allocations in the
Green Belt, or involve any reviews of current Green
Belt boundaries.

None required

(59.18) The hierarchy of value of green/blue spaces
does not reflect the nature of the City's exceptional
environment of numerous waterways and
conservation areas, whose back gardens are
vulnerable to overdevelopment and loss to nature
networks, and whose front gardens are offered no
protection from conversion from gardens to car
parks. Such incremental developments will lead to
significant loss of UGF.

Failure to recognise these threats fails to fulfil the
Plans objective 'The city has a green and blue
network that is protected and enhanced'

Suggested changes:

Add

[d] building on residential garden land in designated
Conservation Areas will only be permitted if it does
not in any way harm the specific character and
features of the Area

[e] Removal of front boundary walls or use of
impermeable surfaces in front gardens will only be
permitted in exceptional circumstances

Applications for development on residential garden
land will not be assessed in isolation but will be
subject to meeting the requirements of various
policies in the local plan as appropriate/relevant,
including impacts on local character and appearance,
quality of living conditions, impact on neighbouring
amenity, protection of existing green infrastructure,
and biodiversity and greening factor requirements.

None required.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

(79.1) The detailed assessment of green spaces and
infrastructure are inconsistent and carry forward
inaccuracies and fail to update based on new
information available to the planning department as
evidenced by the continues inclusion of SPS13 as a
site for development when the adjacent field (HELAA
site 388), presenting the same conditions in terms of
wildlife sanctuary and flood risk is excluded because
of flood risk.

Specific matters relating to SPS 13 are addressed in
the relevant summary.

None required.

(70.6) It is not possible to take these aspirations
seriously when the development policies of Oxford
City Council of prioritising development land for
employment, inflating housing demand and ‘unmet
need’ and exporting inflated ‘unmet housing need’ to
neighbouring districts has resulted in the destruction
of so much Green Belt countryside, biodiversity and
habitats, which can never be rectified or enjoyed by
future generations.

The plan does not allocate new employment land
and does not involve any reviews of current Green
Belt boundaries or site allocations with the Green
Belt.

None required

(86.2) This policy generally claims protection of
green infrastructure. Taking into account the limited
number of allotments as key urban green spaces and
the long waiting list that requires several years for
individuals to get access to a plot, the protection of
allotment spaces must be clearly demonstrated.

This policy should clearly emphasise that no planning
permission will be granted to any type of
development that may end up losing allotment
spaces.

Allotments currently in use are already identified as
forming part of the core green infrastructure
network as defined in the policy. Formal allotments
benefit from protection that can only be removed
via application to the secretary of state.

None required.

(92.4) Oxford City Council's green aspirations are
farcical.

Comment noted
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OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

The greenwash being applied by the council in
respect of its plans are of the same order of
towering hypocrisy that one might hear from
Vladimir Putin burnishing his democratic credentials.

Like some ageing, anti-democratic tyrant, Oxford
City Council is stuck in the past. It's stuck in a 1980s
Thatcherite mould of predict-and-provide,
promoting building on the countryside with no
regard to carbon emissions, agricultural productivity,
nor environmental sustainability. To say nothing of
the basic impracticality of promoting housing
outside the city while inhibiting car use and not
providing sustainable transport alternatives. It's
embarrassing that such a famous city, lovingly
nurtured over the centuries by men and women of
vision, is now being brought so low by the current
incumbents.

(113.4) Policy G1 designates several collegiate
guadrangles as ‘Core Green Spaces’, and in doing so
imposes inappropriate and unnecessary constraint.
Not only does their designation as a ‘green network’
mischaracterise them, but these spaces are already
afforded suitable protection by heritage
considerations and the setting of Listed Buildings.
The designation mischaracterises their urban
function and fails to recognise how they often fulfil
important operational requirements which could not
be achieved if protected as Core Green Spaces.

The criteria for designating sites as ‘Core GI’ spaces
include heritage significance, or contribution to the
setting of a heritage asset. The policy does not
preclude the use of such sites if they do not detract
from their heritage significance or performing the
key Gl function as applicable.

None required.

(148.8) TWO welcomes the general approach to the
policies set out in Chapter 4 of the LP40. However,

Supporting Gl designation indicates that the site is
carrying out an important Gl function in its location,

None required.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

there appear to be overlaps between the policies set

out in Chapter 4 and also conflicts with the wider
aspirations of the LP40. TWO suggests that there is a
presumption to protect all green space unless it is
demonstrated that there are benefits in its loss and
that all efforts have been made to mitigate the loss,
either on site or off-site.

Policy G1 refers to protection of green infrastructure

(GI). The LP40 defines core and supporting Gl. This is
difficult to differentiate on the interactive policies
map and will result in difficulties in interpretation

given the scale of mapping involved. In addition, it is

questioned how the land has been identified and
defined.

The policy is very strict and does not allow any loss
of or harm to any Core Gl. This is too restrictive. In
relation to Supporting Gl, the policy requires re-
provision ideally on site. It is hard to see how this
can be achieved without demolition of buildings?
The policy should be amended to provide some
flexibility, especially given the inaccuracy in the
mapping and assessment criteria and clarity
provided around how the Council considers
mitigation on site could be achieved.

In relation to loss of trees on a site, it is not always
possible to re-plant on the site and make efficient
use of the land. As such, some cascade to planting
trees nearby or providing financial contributions to
fund compensatory tree planting elsewhere should

albeit with the possibility that such a function could
be carried out at another location. The loss of sites
designated as ‘supporting green spaces’ would be
resisted and would only be considered if reprovision
can be carried out to an equivalent standard or
higher, ideally onsite.

With respect to trees, the policy already includes
provisions for situations where the loss of trees
cannot be avoided.
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OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

be considered.

As drafted the policy is not effective and will impact
on the wider development policies in the plan
seeking to make efficient use of land. It would make
sense to combine the criteria in this policy with
those in policy G6.

Suggested changes:

1. Provide more detailed mapping to accurately
define the location of the Gl features and change the
colour coding to better differentiate between the
categories.

2. Provide more flexibility in the policy to ensure it
takes a positive approach to development.

3. Consider combining the policy with Policy G6.

(152.5) The below extract is taken from the draft
Policies Map. This indicates that two undeveloped
plots (Plot 2000 and Plot 3000) are identified within
the existing Gl network at ARC Oxford — classified
under G1B.

[see letter for map]

ARC consider the identification of these sites as
forming part of the existing Gl network is unsound
for two main reasons. Firstly, these plots form
undeveloped land within a Category 1 employment
site that is allocated for development within the
draft Local Plan (see Policy SPS1). ARC Oxford is
recognised as a key contributor to delivering the

We have reviewed the site and agree that the
criteria has not met for inclusion as part of the Gl
network. A modification has been proposed to the
policies map to make a correction.

Main modification:
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OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

draft Local Plan’s employment needs and it is
therefore unreasonable to ascribe a level of
protection that would prevent there coming
forward, particularly under the requirement to
achieve the same standard or higher — which would
involve the reprovision of open space. This therefore
risks the ability of development to come forward and
compliance with Paragraph 35(a), (b) and (c).

Secondly, the draft Local Plan already recognises
that the knock-on effect from this designation would
be difficult to achieve in combination with the
provisions of draft Policy G3 and the need to provide
a 0.2 increase above a baseline Urban Greening
Factor (UGF) score.

(153.7) Section 4.8 We reject the use of any Green
Belt for housing or other development. All greenfield
sites should be conserved for their various uses, for
the very long-term. We are also concerned about the
traffic implications of more housing where there are
probably going to be limited facilities, as is common
in new developments. We want full use of the
existing built environment as well as dual use of car
parks, and some car parks devoted solely to high-
density housing.

Section 4.9 Allotment space demand is bound to
grow with increasing population, and with factors
driving up food prices whether in the UK or globally
— to which specialists in the area of food policy
periodically refer. Allotments should be conserved.

The plan does not include any site allocations in the
Green Belt, or involve any reviews of current Green
Belt boundaries.

Allotments currently in use are already identified as
forming part of the core green infrastructure
network as defined in the policy. They are
recognised in the NPPF for their role in promoting
healthy lifestyles and formal allotments benefit from
protection that can only be removed via application
to the secretary of state.

Applications for development on residential garden
land will not be assessed in isolation but will be
subject to meeting the requirements of various
policies in the local plan as appropriate/relevant,

None required.
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OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

p.69 4.11 We reject hedgerow and tree loss to
development in principle. In terms of biodiversity,
shelter from heat and as assistance to drainage
management, we need these features of this City
not to be attenuated by the whims of careless
developers or planners.

p.70 We reject new housing being sited on garden
land. Rather than ‘cramming’, the City Council
should be using car parks to support building up to
the maximum that customary viewing cones permit.
This allows planning to ensure good space in homes,
including for home offices. p.71 We do not agree
with finding excuses to reduce tree cover.

including impacts on local character and appearance,
quality of living conditions, impact on neighbouring
amenity, protection of existing green infrastructure,
and biodiversity and greening factor requirements.

(160.1) Headington Neighbourhood Plan Policy GSC1
Protecting Green Spaces seeks to protect the Lye
Valley as a key Site of Special Scientific Interest in
Headington.

We note that several policies (SPE 7 Nuffield
Orthopaedic Hospital; SPE 8 Warneford Hospital; SPE
14 Slade House) seek to protect the water systems
which feed the Lye Valley. We suggest this would be
best achieved through supplementary planning
guidance for the Lye Valley and its water catchment.
(LYE VALLEY)

Work is ongoing on a hydrogeological study of the
Lye Valley which is due to complete this year. The
expectation is that this will better inform an
understanding of the natural process of the area, the
influence of development on them, and will inform
additional guidance that will supplement the Local
Plan. At present, the Plan protects ecological sites
such as Lye Valley through policy G6, requiring
adverse impacts from development to be
appropriately mitigated, this includes changes in
surface/ground water flows.

None required.

(161.2) Allotments are not statutorily protected, and
where they are demonstrably under used, not fit for
purpose, or could be (re)provided elsewhere there
can be a case to remove them.

Whilst Policy G1 provides an overall strategy for

Sites designated as ‘Core G’ spaces are considered
to perform key green infrastructure functions that
are specific to the location e.g. flood storage,
ecological value, food production, community value
etc, or form part of the setting of a heritage asset.

None required.

206




COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Green Infrastructure, and a ‘gateway’ to following
more detailed policies on specific biodiversity, or
flood management, issues etc, it covers too many
types of Gl including those that have national
protection and some that can be allowed to be lost
according to national policy. This approach brings a
level of ambiguity to the policy, and it is unclear
where allotments fit into the hierarchy, which makes
the strategy ineffective and not fully justified.

Most importantly, Policy G1 does not properly reflect
the ‘internal balancing exercise’ set out in in the
Framework, at paragraph 103.

Morrell proposes that the following is included in
Policy G1:

Existing open space, indoor and outdoor sports and
recreational facilities should not be lost unless:

a) an assessment has been undertaken which has
clearly shown the open space, buildings, or land to
be surplus to requirements; or
b) the loss resulting from the proposed development
would be replaced by equivalent or better provision
in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable
location; or
c) the development is for alternative sports and
recreational provision, the benefits of which clearly
outweigh the loss of the current or former use

Allotments currently in use are already identified as
forming part of the core green infrastructure
network as defined in the policy and it is not
considered that there is any ambiguity in the policy
wording. Allotments are recognised in the NPPF for
their role in promoting healthy lifestyles and formal
allotments benefit from protection that can only be
removed via application to the secretary of state.

The policy does not preclude the use of such sites if
they do not detract from performing the key Gl
function as applicable e.g. outdoor sports pitches.

The provision of sports and leisure facilities has been
addressed in Policy C3 (Protection, Alteration and
Provision of Local Community Facilities).

(122.1) Whilst Policy G1 works well as an overall
strategy for Green Infrastructure, and a ‘gateway’ to
following more detailed policies on specific

See previous response

None required.
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biodiversity, or flood management, issues etc., it
covers too many types of Gl including those that
have national protection and some that can be
allowed to be lost according to national policy. This
brings a level of ambiguity to the policy, and it is
unclear where sports pitches fit into the hierarchy,
which makes the strategy ineffective and not fully
justified.

The Colleges suggest that the Plan could be made
sound by reinstating current Policy G5, but with
some additional amendments to ensure it remains
up to date, and critically, that is promotes a
positively prepared strategy for sports provision.

(124.6) The Policy categorises spaces into 3 groups:
A) Core; B) Supporting; and C) All Other. The grounds
of Mansfield College are categorised as Private Open
Space (group G1B). The justification behind this
categorisation is unclear especially as many other
smaller areas of space associated with other colleges
are not categorised in the same way. The
background paper sets out reasons why sites may be
categorised as important Green infrastructure
including biodiversity reasons, heritage reasons or
climate change reasons. There is no assessment on
the biodiversity of the site, it doesn’t appear to be
recorded as important from a heritage point of view
(acknowledging that the adjacent buildings are
listed), nor is the site within the floodplain. For
Category G1B sites the policy allows for planning
permission to be granted where any harm/ loss is
mitigated through ‘sufficient reprovision’, although

Supporting Gl designation indicates that the site is
carrying out an important Gl function in its location,
albeit with the possibility that such a function could
be carried out at another location. The loss of sites
designated as ‘supporting green spaces’ would be
resisted and would only be considered if reprovision
can be carried out to an equivalent standard or
higher, ideally onsite.

None required.
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this is not defined. The policy also identifies that this
should be on site. There is no consideration in the
policy for those sites which have restricted space
and no other options for development
opportunities, such as Mansfield. The competing
need of the College and the Council’s desire to retain
green spaces which are not accessible to the public
could be considered to sterilise the College’s ability
to meet the needs of its students, particularly in
relation to student accommodation.

[Suggested policy rewording]

Planning permission will only be granted for
proposals which affect Supporting Green and Blue
spaces where any harm/ loss is mitigated by
ensuring sufficient reprovision, ideally onsite, and to
the same standard or higher, OR where it can be
demonstrated that reprovision is not possible with
alternative forms of development. These spaces are
designated G1B on the proposals map

(126.4) For Category G1B sites, the policy allows for
planning permission to be granted where any harm/
loss is mitigated through ‘sufficient reprovision’,
although this is not defined. The policy also identifies
that this should be on site. There is no consideration
in the policy for those sites which have restricted
space and no other options for development
opportunities, such as Wycliffe Hall.

The suggestion is similar to the flexibility already
allowed for in Policy G1 for extensions in residential

G1B designation indicates that the site is carrying
out an important Gl function in its location, albeit
with the possibility that such a function could be
carried out at another location. The loss of sites
designated as ‘supporting green spaces’ would be
resisted and would only be considered if reprovision
can be carried out to an equivalent standard or
higher, ideally onsite.

None required.
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garden land.

The policy should ensure there is flexibility within
point (f) to allow for a loss of tree canopy cover
where the quality of trees and biodiversity of the site
is improved. It is not considered that the Urban
Greening Factor is the most appropriate method to
do this and therefore an amendment to the policy is
suggested below.

Suggested Amendment: 1. Provide more flexibility
in the policy to ensure it takes a positive approach to
development.

G1B: Supporting Green and Blue spaces Planning
permission will only be granted for proposals which
affect Supporting Green and Blue spaces where any
harm/ loss is mitigated by ensuring sufficient
reprovision, ideally onsite, and to the same standard
or higher, OR where it can be demonstrated that
reprovision is not possible with alternative forms of
development. These spaces are designated G1B on
the proposals map.

G1C: All other Green and Blue spaces Planning
permission will only be granted for proposals which
affect all other Green and Blue spaces where any
impacts are mitigated by ensuring sufficient
reprovision, ideally onsite, and to the same standard
or higher, or if it can be demonstrated in the
application that current provision is surplus to
requirements, OR where it can be demonstrated

G1C designation aligns with the level of protection
required by the NPPF and it is not considered
necessary to add further flexibility.

The policy requirements for trees in G1 applies to all
types of development, G3 (Urban Greening Factor) is
only applicable to major development.
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that reprovision is not possible with alternative
forms of development. ... f) where loss of trees
cannot be mitigated by tree planting then alternative
forms of green infrastructure should be incorporated
that will mitigate the loss of trees,{-using-the-Urban
score-as-a-minimuml-(as well as meeting any other

requirements as set out in policy G3).

(136.13) There are concerns about the consequences
of the policy to allow building on residential garden
land. We would like to see a requirement for
consultation with surrounding residents, beyond
what is generally required, as in some locations this
may have a significant impact upon the amenity of
nearby homes. We also believe that there is unlikely
to be a circumstance in which ancient woodland, or a
veteran/ancient tree, should be developed upon.

Applications for development on residential garden
land will not be assessed in isolation but will be
subject to meeting the requirements of various
policies in the local plan as appropriate/relevant,
including impacts on local character and appearance,
quality of living conditions, impact on neighbouring
amenity, protection of existing green infrastructure,
and biodiversity and greening factor requirements.

Exceptional circumstances for the loss of
ancient/veteran trees or woodland are set by
national policy and are not expected to be invoked
as a matter of course.

None

(151.4) The Local Plan fails to reflect the importance
of the Oxford Green Belt to the spatial planning of
Oxford.

A clear policy approach to the Oxford Green Belt
should be established, that sets out the national
planning context but also identifies how this is
interpreted in the local context.

The plan does not include any site allocations in the
Green Belt, or involve any reviews of current Green
Belt boundaries.

None required.
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(168.5) Logicor acknowledge the need for the
redevelopment of the Unipart site (Site SPS7) to
consider any existing Green Infrastructure (Gl)
features of the site and incorporate them into the
wider masterplan and development strategy for the
site. However, this needs to be clearly balanced with
other ecological and environmental requirements to
be implemented as part of any development of the
site, specifically in the context of achieving a viable
and developable scheme.

The policy sets out the criteria used to apply Gl
network designations, and in the case for Supporting
(G1B) and Other (G1C) spaces, the criteria for
mitigation for loss and reprovision as applicable.

None required.

(177.9, 196.9) Policy G1 refers to protection of green
infrastructure (Gl). The LP40 defines core and
supporting Gl. This is difficult to differentiate on the
interactive policies map and will result in difficulties
in interpretation given the scale of mapping
involved. In addition, it is questioned how the land
has been identified and defined, for example, areas
within Christ Church that are shown as “core” Gl are
actually paths and compost bins.

In addition, the policy is very strict and does not
allow any loss of or harm to any Core Gl. The policy
should be amended to provide some flexibility,
especially given the inaccuracy in the mapping and
assessment criteria and clarity provided around how
the Council considers mitigation on site could be
achieved.

In relation to loss of trees on a site, it is not always
possible to re-plant on the site and make efficient

use of the land. As such some cascade to planting

trees nearby should be considered.

Sites designated as ‘Core GI’ spaces are considered
to perform key green infrastructure functions that
are specific to the location e.g. flood storage, wildlife
corridors, ecological value etc, or form part of the
setting of a heritage asset. The policy does not
preclude the use of such sites if they do not detract
from performing the key Gl function as applicable.

Each of the Green Infrastructure related policies in
the plan addresses a bespoke element of
greening/environmental gain which merit their
standalone policy.

With respect to trees, the policy already includes
provisions for situations where the loss of trees
cannot be avoided.

None required.
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As drafted the policy is not effective and will impact
on the wider development policies in the plan
seeking to make efficient use of land. It would make
sense to combine the criteria in this policy with
those in policy G6.

Suggested changes:

1. Provide more detailed mapping to accurately
define the location of the Gl features and change the
colour coding to better differentiate between the
categories.

2. Provide more flexibility in the policy to ensure it
takes a positive approach to development.

3. Consider combining the policy with Policy G6.

(180.1) [See letter for full rep with context and
background]

Some of these greenfield sites include Residential
green garden land and these areas are also critically
important for rainwater infiltration within the Lye
Valley fen calculated rain catchments. We therefore
object to the city council’s stated aim that: ‘Planning
permission will be granted for new dwellings on
residential garden land’ ... with only certain
biodiversity provisos. If the garden is within the
known calculated rainwater catchment zones of Lye
Valley fens, development should be directed away
from it. Even with SuDS there is always loss of green
area. Simply requiring the application of Policy G4
‘Mandatory Biodiversity Net Gain‘ in developing

Applications for development on residential garden
land will not be assessed in isolation but will be
subject to meeting the requirements of various
policies in the local plan as appropriate/relevant,
including impacts on local character and appearance,
quality of living conditions, impact on neighbouring
amenity, protection of existing green infrastructure,
and biodiversity and greening factor requirements.

Work is ongoing on a hydrogeological study of the
Lye Valley which is due to complete this year. The
expectation is that this will better inform an
understanding of the natural process of the area, the
influence of development on them, and will inform
additional guidance that will supplement the Local

None required
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such green garden land is just not good enough
when the higher and more important irreplaceable
biodiversity of Lye Valley depends on water
infiltration over the green area of such gardens.

Our stance therefore is:

- NO further urban development in any green area in
the fen catchments should be planned to allow
maximum ground-water supply to the fen to help it
survive in the face of accelerating Climate Change

- Redevelopment of any area already built should
incorporate re-greening of previously impermeable
surfaces to restore lost rainwater flow into the
ground - Reduction of run-off to road surface drains
which discharge to the Boundary or Lye brooks in
any redevelopment of any built site

- No new connections to road surface drains that
pour water into Lye or Boundary Brooks

- Innovative solutions to hold back and attenuate
high water volumes in road surface drains which
outpour damaging volumes of water to the Lye and
Boundary brooks should be considered.

Plan. At present, the Plan protects ecological sites
such as Lye Valley through policy G6, requiring
adverse impacts from development to be
appropriately mitigated, this includes changes in
surface/ground water flows.

(189.5) We would welcome clarity regarding the
canopy cover calculations. It was stipulated in
previous iterations of the draft plan that this has
been replaced in favour of the Urban Greening
Factor.

The UGF policy does not specify a certain level of
canopy cover, G1 sets requirement for no net loss. It
is envisaged that this will be set out in a forthcoming
Technical Advice Note.

None required.

(202.16) The policy is unsound and ineffective, as it
is mathematically impossible for a development
which reduces green space, to “reprovision”
elsewhere, which is also green space, further the

Reprovision considers not only the quantity in terms
of footprint, but also in terms of the quality. The
policy also indicates a preference for reprovision on
site.

None required.
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term is not explained in the glossary. Green space in
allocated sites is not even marked as such, it does
not even officially exist. G1 - Green Space Policy v.
Residential Gardens The conflict between Residential
gardens in designated green space protections in
Policy G1 must be resolved in favour of Green Space
protection, or Core Green space could be lost where
land is in both as in the Lye Valley example above.
G1 - It is unclear whether designated green space
designation prevails over residential garden building
in policy G1 ¢ G1 - para b) is entirely redundant.

Policy G1 Modification Requested:

e Clarification that green space designation is more
important than either residential garden policies, or
Local Plan allocation either as Area of XXX or as Site
¢ Inclusion and marking of ALL green space both in
and out of allocated sites with commensurate
protections

Allocated sites are only in areas that are determined
to not lie within core green infrastructure network.
The wording in allocation policies identifies
important natural features if present.

The plan is to be considered as a whole and
development proposals would not be permitted
where there policy requirements or the criteria for
any exemptions are not met.
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POLICY G2

All respondents ‘ 8.30 136.14

supporting policy

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

This is a positive policy. We are pleased that developers will be
responsible for maintenance of Gl for the first five years, but would like to
see them required to set out a plan for the management of Gl beyond this.

Support welcomed.

POLICY G2
All respondents 23.1 53.7 71.9 74.5 86.3
raising 133.7 164.10 189.6 194.4 168.6
objections on
this
policy/chapter
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

(23.1) Only covers green and blue infrastructure. The
'Built Environment' is an extremely important habit
in its own right and should be covered as a separate
entity. There are species who need a built
environment such as cavity nesting birds (swifts,
house sparrows, both red listed) and there are those
that can adapt to one, all should be encouraged with
ecological enhancements such as integrated bird
bricks, hedgehog highways, bat bricks and bee bricks.
Include reference to BS 42021: 2022
(https://knowledge.bsigroup.com/products/integral-
nest-boxes-selection-and-installation-for-new-
developments-specification-1/standard).

This is incorrect. The features listed in the
biodiversity points list at Appendix 4.2 include
features that will support building dependent
species, for example, bat boxes and bird boxes
(including consideration of building-dependent
species.), these were included in recognition of the
fact that Oxford has several notable species that rely
on built environment to support their life cycle.
Guidance such as the BS standards could be flagged
as part of supporting guidance that will be included
in the Technical Advice Note envisaged to be
produced to support the policy in future.

None required.
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(53.7)  would in general support the principles
outlined here. However, the assumption that green
spaces will always have multiple beneficial features
skates over the fact that some of the benefits of
green spaces for people are in fact mutually
exclusive. | see no recognition of this fact, nor do |
find credible plans for dealing with it.

To render the local plan more actively sound, you
need to:

-- recognize the widely differing uses of green and
blue spaces and develop and sequester funding for
appropriate management of those differences.
--employ, enable, and actively put into action at
regular intervals, staff able to assess the current
biodiversity value of green and blue spaces within
Oxford, develop plans to protect those various uses,
and to recognize and prevent them.

--mitigation should be a last resort, as it never copes
with the whole suite of biodiverse species on a site,
and,

--if you think it does, publish figures of how much it
would cost to conduct a complete biodiversity survey
of sample green sites within the city that had real
ecological value and go beyond the currently
woefully inadequate national criteria for
environmental assessment, protection and renewal.

The remit of the local plan is to provide a framework
that development schemes may be assessed against.
The remit for developing a strategy for
improvements, enhancements and management of
green spaces in the city lies with a dedicated
directorate/service area in the council. These would
inform the development of local plan policies as and
when they emerge.

None required.

(71.9) The proposed policy mentions the enhancing
of existing green or blue sites. At present there
appears to be no statutory requirement on the

On adoption the enhancement of existing green/blue
infrastructure according to the policy criteria will be
a requirement of any applicable development

None required.
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council to ensure the provisions in G2 are adhered
to.

The provisions in G2 should be made a statutory
requirement so that there is legal enforcement to
prevent the substantial damage to existing and
proposed green spaces as part of the local plan.

schemes. Planning Authorities are empowered by
existing legislation i.e., PCPA 2004.

(74.5) While we welcome reference to the setting of
heritage assets in this policy, it may be more than an
issue of setting. We advise acknowledging the need
to conserve the historic environment too, noting in
particular the potential for impacts on archaeological
remains.

See Historic England SoCG

See Historic England SoCG.

(86.3) This policy should emphasise blue and green
infrastructure integration within streetscapes, in
addition to patching of land. This should be made
more explicit in the policy wording to encourage this
creativity.

POLICY G2: ENHANCEMENT AND PROVISION OF NEW
GREEN AND BLUE FEATURES.

Planning permission will be granted for proposals
that include a variety of green infrastructure features
as a fundamental component in the design of new
development and part of every streetscape.

It is expected that the effect of a development
scheme on streetscape will be a consideration during
the design process, and the integration of green
infrastructure features is expected to be
demonstrated throughout. It is not considered
necessary to highlight streetscape considerations
separately.

None required.

(133.7) This policy states ‘For residential sites of 1.5
hectares and above, new public open space of 10%
of the area covered by residential development is
required’. In our view this is disappointingly

The level of provision for open space was determined
by various factors, including housing requirements,
urban design considerations and impact on overall
local plan viability.

None required.
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unambitious. Given the huge benefit that open
space contributes to quality of life in new
developments, we urge the Council to increase the
requirement from 10% to 15%.

(164.10) Policy G2 as drafted, however, tends to
focus on consideration of proposals that come
forward for development which have the potential
to impact upon Gl sites, rather than an onus to
protect and enhance sites in their own right
regardless of whether further development
proposals are involved.

The City Council should also identify locations within
the Green Belt that can be used for public benefit,
and the details of these could be set out within the
supporting text.

The Trust would also welcome reference to
improvements or enhancement to areas of green
space for biodiversity or recreation, and key
amongst potential opportunities could be the
beneficial use of the Green Belt. It is felt this is a
missed opportunity in the Local Plan.

Policy G1 sets out a framework for protecting sites
that provides biodiversity, recreation and other
benefits and these are indicated in the policies map.
The locations are informed by national/regional
designations, identification in the green spaces
study, and the knowledge of officers within the
Council.

The remit of the local plan is to provide a framework
that development schemes may be assessed against.
The remit for developing a strategy for
improvements, enhancements and management of
green spaces in the city lies with a dedicated
directorate/service area in the council. These would
inform the development of local plan policies as and
when they emerge.

None required.

(168.6) Logicor wish to emphasise their willingness
to provide enhanced green features of the Unipart
site (Site SPS7) through implementation of soft
landscaping and other ecological features through a
masterplan, as well as recognition of the Hollow
Brook as a blue feature and its link to the Green
Infrastructure (GI) network within and around the
site.

Each policy addresses a bespoke element of
greening/environmental gain:

e (2 sets out standards for new greening, the
quality to which it should be designed, the
way it should be managed and monitored
once planted.

e G4 isfocused on habitat creation to meet
specific requirements of environmental net
gain. It sets local criteria for off-site
delivery.

None required.
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[However they] are concerned that the significant
and potentially duplicate requirements of Policies G2
to G5, whilst commendable, results in an unjustified
and inappropriately prohibitive approach to
achieving ecological enhancement and biodiversity
gains on sites in Oxford.

e G3isagreening standard applied to larger
scales of development and sets a minimum
level of provision for greening for benefits of
people and environment, much of which
would not be delivered by BNG alone
(especially if BNG is delivered off-site).

e G5 ensures development includes features
that support species which are ignored by
BNG metric.

(189.6) The updated policy wording places emphasis
on providing buffers against busy roads to improve
air pollution, unsealing surfaces, and increasing
canopy cover. This requirement should be developed
as the draft plan progresses to provide further clarity
on the level of setback that is typically expected.

The requirement of public open space requires
further consideration on the basis that no clarity has
been provided as to whether this new space should
comprise hard or soft landscaping.

The wording in the supporting text sets out
examples of enhancement features and is not
intended to be prescriptive or an exhaustive list. The
use of such features would depend on the specific
scheme and design, and should be guided by local
context and opportunities on the site as well as in
the surrounding area.

None required.

(194.4) Further clarification is required as to what
type of residential accommodation this relates to
e.g. does it also include student or graduate
housing?

The policy is clear it applies to new residential
development, which is considered to be sufficiently broad,
clear and appropriate.

None required.
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POLICY G3
All respondents 8.31 82.2 137.1
supporting policy
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Support the use of the Urban Greening Factor to Support welcomed. None.
deliver biodiversity net gain (BNG) and maximise the
potential for nature recovery on smaller and more
urban or previously developed sites. Such sites may
already have a very low level of biodiversity and
therefore a BNG percentage increase alone may not
in practice deliver significant enhancements.
We would like to see lower socio-economic areas The policy requirements were deemed to be too None.
specifically highlighted for use of the UGF tool, given | onerous to be made mandatory for minor
that these areas have less access to green space in developments, which may be of a small scale or very
Oxford. For example, in these areas, non-major limited site footprint. However, all developers are
developments could be required to use the UGF encouraged to consider applying the methodology as
tool. set out in the policy and guidance notes in order to
derive the benefits.
POLICY G3
All respondents 23.2 86.4 124.7 175.5 177.10
raising 53.8 89.8 133.8 193.2 171.6
objections on 54.2 121.2 168.7 196.10 144.10
this 126.5 148.9 178.15
policy/chapter
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(53.8) Insufficient recognition of the difficulty and
implausibility of replacing the complete value of
green sites that are destroyed.

| would support the principle of providing green
infrastructure such as green roofs or walls
(biodiversity, though probably not net gain, water
retention and reduction in flood risk, temperature
management, and also greening infrastructure such
as solar panels) However, not all these uses are
mutually compatible.

Change the model of the plan to one informed by
green economics (Dieter Helm, and Doughnut
Economics can provide models).

Comment noted.

None required.

(23.2) Only covers green and blue infrastructure.
The 'Built Environment' is an extremely important
habit in its own right and should be covered as a
separate entity. There are species who need a built
environment such as cavity nesting birds (swifts,
house sparrows, both red listed) and there are those
that can adapt to one, all should be encouraged with
ecological enhancements such as integrated bird
bricks, hedgehog highways, bat bricks and bee
bricks.

This is incorrect. The features listed in the
biodiversity points list at Appendix 4.2 include
features that will support building dependent
species, for example, bat boxes and bird boxes
(including consideration of building-dependent
species.), these were included in recognition of the
fact that Oxford has several notable species that rely
on built environment to support their life cycle.
Guidance such as the BS standards could be flagged
as part of supporting guidance that will be included
in the Technical Advice Note envisaged to be
produced to support the policy in future.

No change proposed

(54.2) The requirement to ‘green’ sites and the tool
to measure this is broadly supported. We support
the reference to the UGF score not being mandatory
for smaller-scale development.

The policy is considered to be clear with respect to
the types of development that the requirements
apply to, the scores required in order to be
compliant with the policy, and how these may be
demonstrated.

None required.
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However, the wording is unclear on the expectations
of the policy and therefore not effective. For
example there are phrases such as:

‘Applicants are expected to assess’

‘...proposals should demonstrate’

‘...will need to be demonstrated’

The policy should also acknowledge the limitations
of brownfield manufacturing sites in providing urban
greening and this policy should seek to elaborate on
the weight to be given to the UGF score compared to
the potential loss of Category 1 employment
floorspace — the latter of course is protected under
Policy E1.

Improve clarity of policy wording and acknowledge
the limitations of brownfield manufacturing sites in
providing urban greening.

The required scores have been set at a level that are
expected to be achievable with feasibility in mind,
they are in fact lower than the Natural England
Framework recommended minimum scores.

(86.4) G3 must refer to G2 in order to be effective
for encouraging the multifunctionality specified in
G2.

POLICy G3: PROVISION OF NEW GREEN AND BLUE
FEATURES — URBAN GREENING FACTOR. An
appropriate proportion of natural green surface
cover, that include multi-functional benefits as per
Policy G2 — which may be comprised of both existing
and newly installed features — will need to be
demonstrated on certain proposals (as set out
below) and evidenced via submission of a completed
Urban Greening Factor(UGF)assessment.

The Local Plan needs to be read as a whole. Whilst
G3 sets out requirements for greening to meet
minimum standards of the policy, G2 sets out the
standard that should guide the design of new
greening (i.e. multi-functional).

None required.
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(124.7) It is recognised that the provision of new
green spaces as part of development proposals is
constrained however, this requirement puts
significant pressure on applicants who have limited
site areas and who have certain functions that also
need to be achieved in those spaces. Mansfield
College may seek to expand the provision of student
accommodation on the campus and this may involve
the loss of some of the current green space to
enable this to happen. The use of the policy to
prevent the loss of space would essentially sterilise
the potential for development at the site which, if
allowed, could achieve wider benefits such as the
release of general housing back into the market. It
is noted that the Urban Greening Factor works
alongside biodiversity net gain but provides a
‘simpler’ output. It is questioned why this additional
layer of calculations is required as where it has been
introduced elsewhere this tends to have been prior
to the introduction of the minimum net gain
requirements of Local Plans. It is considered that this
policy is not fully justified nor does it allow any scope
for flexibility where circumstances indicate that it
would sterilise development.

[Suggested Policy wording]

Applicants are expected to assess and submit the

UGF forms part of the recently adopted NE
framework, which is expected to be taken into
consideration in planning policies.

Each of the Green Infrastructure related policies in
the plan addresses a bespoke element of
greening/environmental gain which merit their
standalone policy.

G3 is a greening standard applied to larger scales of
development and sets a minimum level of provision
for greening for benefits of people and environment,
much of which would not be delivered by BNG alone
(especially if BNG is delivered off-site).

The required scores have been set at a level that are
expected to be achievable with feasibility in mind,
they are in fact lower than the Natural England
Framework recommended minimum scores.

None required.

224




COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

baseline score for the site pre-development, prior to
any site clearance, as well as the proposal as
built/post-development. The as built/post-
development score required for development
proposals will need to meet the following policy
criteria: Major development: proposals should
demonstrate that there would be no reduction in
baseline score and achieve a minimum score of: e
0.3 for residential or predominantly residential
schemes ¢ 0.2 for predominantly non-residential
schemes

Where it is demonstrated that meeting the above
UGF cannot be achieved it should be demonstrated
that all measures have been taken to maximise the
UGF on site.

All other forms of development — with the exception
of householder applications — are encouraged to
demonstrate how they have undertaken greening of
their site through use of the UGF tool, though this is
not mandatory.

(121.2)

eThere is a lack of balance in the proposed policy
however, which omits the opportunity to properly
consider the development of some redundant green
spaces or how the requirements of the policy are
considered alongside the further requirements of
Policy G4 - Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG).

e This policy is not effective and has significant

UGF forms part of the recently adopted NE
framework, which is expected to be taken into
consideration in planning policies.

Each policy addresses a bespoke element of
greening/environmental gain:
e G2 sets out standards for new greening, the
quality to which it should be designed, the

None required.

225




COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

overlap with the requirements of G4 (but without
the flexibility in Policy G4 to provide off-site
mitigation).

¢ Furthermore, Magdalen notes that where UGF has
been introduced elsewhere (in London) this tends to
have been prior to the introduction of the minimum
biodiversity net gain requirements in Local Plans.

Magdalen suggests that the Council gives serious
thought to the operation of Policy G3, and how it
overlaps with G4.

The Council should consider deleting Policy G3 from
the Plan, as it is currently performing a very similar
function to G4.

Alternatively, the Council must set out in policy, or
supporting text, how UGF and BNG calculations will
work in practice, and how an allowance will be made
to count the multiple benefits of green assets both in
‘greening’ and in ‘biodiversity’ (and all the other
public benefits that they bring). Perhaps this policy
would be better framed considering types of urban
greening, and how to deliver them in innovative
ways, rather than a stark calculation which is
required in the following policy.

way it should be managed and monitored
once planted.

e G4 isfocused on habitat creation to meet
specific requirements of environmental net
gain. It sets local criteria for off-site
delivery.

e G3isagreening standard applied to larger
scales of development and sets a minimum
level of provision for greening for benefits of
people and environment, much of which
would not be delivered by BNG alone
(especially if BNG is delivered off-site).

e G5 ensures development includes features
that support species which are ignored by
BNG metric.

G3 is a greening standard applied to larger scales of
development and sets a minimum level of provision
for greening for benefits of people and environment,
much of which would not be delivered by BNG alone
(especially if BNG is delivered off-site).

The required scores have been set at a level that are
expected to be achievable with feasibility in mind,
they are in fact lower than the Natural England
Framework recommended minimum scores.

(126.5) this requirement puts significant pressure on
applicants who have limited site areas and who have
certain functions that also need to be achieved in
those spaces. Wycliffe Hall seeks to expand the
provision of student accommodation on the campus

G3 is a greening standard applied to larger scales of
development and sets a minimum level of provision
for greening for benefits of people and environment,
much of which would not be delivered by BNG alone
(especially if BNG is delivered off-site).

None required.
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to allow for the release of private rented
accommodation to the open housing market as well
as address shortfalls in its academic facilities. This
may involve the loss of some of the current green
space to enable this to happen. The use of the policy
to prevent the loss of space would essentially
sterilise the potential for development at the site
which, if allowed, could achieve wider benefits such
as the release of general housing back into the
market. Itis noted that the Urban Greening Factor
works alongside biodiversity net gain but provides a
‘simpler’ output. It is questioned why this additional
layer of calculations is required as where it has been
introduced elsewhere this tends to have been prior
to the introduction of the minimum net gain
requirements of Local Plans. It is considered that this
policy is not fully justified nor does it allow any scope
for flexibility where circumstances indicate that it
would sterilise development.

[Suggested wording]

Applicants are expected to assess and submit the
baseline score for the site pre-development, prior to
any site clearance, as well as the proposal as
built/post-development. The as built/post-
development score required for development
proposals will need to meet the following policy
criteria: Major development: proposals should
demonstrate that there would be no reduction in
baseline score and achieve a minimum score of: e
0.3 for residential or predominantly residential

The required scores have been set at a level that are
expected to be achievable with feasibility in mind,
they are in fact lower than the Natural England
Framework recommended minimum scores.
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schemes ¢ 0.2 for predominantly non-residential
schemes

Where it is demonstrated that meeting the above
UGF cannot be achieved it should be demonstrated
that all measures have been taken to maximise the
UGF on site.

It is noted that the Urban Greening Factor works
alongside biodiversity net gain but provides a
‘simpler’ output. It is questioned why this additional
layer of calculations is required as where it has been
introduced elsewhere this tends to have been prior
to the introduction of the minimum net gain
requirements of Local Plans. It is considered that this
policy is not fully justified nor does it allow any scope
for flexibility where circumstances indicate that it
would sterilise development.

G3 is a greening standard applied to larger scales of
development and sets a minimum level of provision
for greening for benefits of people and environment,
much of which would not be delivered by BNG alone
(especially if BNG is delivered off-site).

The required scores have been set at a level that are
expected to be achievable with feasibility in mind,
they are in fact lower than the Natural England
Framework recommended minimum scores.

None required.

(126.5) It is recognised that the provision of new
green spaces as part of development proposals is
constrained however, this requirement puts
significant pressure on applicants who have limited
site areas and who have certain functions that also
need to be achieved in those spaces. The use of the
policy to prevent the loss of space would essentially
sterilise the potential for development at the site
which, if allowed, could achieve wider benefits such
as the release of general housing back into the
market.

See officer response above

None required.
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It is noted that the Urban Greening Factor works
alongside biodiversity net gain but provides a
‘simpler’ output. It is questioned why this additional
layer of calculations is required as where it has been
introduced elsewhere this tends to have been prior
to the introduction of the minimum net gain
requirements of Local Plans. It is considered that this
policy is not fully justified nor does it allow any scope
for flexibility where circumstances indicate that it
would sterilise development.

[Suggested Policy wording]

Applicants are expected to assess and submit the
baseline score for the site pre-development, prior to
any site clearance, as well as the proposal as
built/post-development. The as built/post-
development score required for development
proposals will need to meet the following policy
criteria: Major development: proposals should
demonstrate that there would be no reduction in
baseline score and achieve a minimum score of:
0.3 for residential or predominantly residential
schemes ¢ 0.2 for predominantly non-residential
schemes

Where it is demonstrated that meeting the above
UGF cannot be achieved it should be demonstrated
that all measures have been taken to maximise the
UGF on site.

All other forms of development — with the exception
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of householder applications — are encouraged to
demonstrate how they have undertaken greening of
their site through use of the UGF tool, though this is
not mandatory.

(144.10) The Urban Greening Factor policy requires
developments to provide a level of green
infrastructure on site with no ability for off-setting as
would be the case with biodiversity net gain. RLMIS
support the encouragement of the inclusion of green
spaces but this would be considered in the normal
realm of planning considerations. On sites where
land ownership beyond the site is limited and the
required levels cannot be achieved this policy could
sterilise development opportunities at the site and
limit how efficiently the land can be used. Given that
the Draft Local Plan requires the provision of
biodiversity net gain at a level of 10% and this
enables off site provision to avoid the sterilisation of
sites it is considered that this policy is surplus to
requirements.

The required scores have been set at a level that are
expected to be achievable with feasibility in mind,
they are in fact lower than the Natural England
Framework recommended minimum scores.

None required.

(148.9) It is recognised that the provision of new
green spaces as part of development proposals is
constrained however, this requirement puts
significant pressure on applicants who have limited
site areas and who have certain functions that also
need to be achieved in those spaces. The use of the
policy to prevent the loss of space would essentially
sterilise the potential for development which, if
allowed, could achieve wider benefits such as the
release of general housing back into the market. For

UGF forms part of the recently adopted NE
framework, which is expected to be considered in
planning policies.

G3 is a greening standard applied to larger scales of
development and sets a minimum level of provision
for greening for benefits of people and environment,
much of which would not be delivered by BNG alone
(especially if BNG is delivered off-site).

None required.
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example, at Oxford North where the site was
greenfield land it would seem impossible to recover
this position through other greening features. As
such the criteria to have “no reduction in baseline
score” is unlikely to be achievable and the criteria
should be deleted.

It is noted that the Urban Greening Factor works
alongside biodiversity net gain but provides a
‘simpler’ output. It is questioned why this additional
layer of calculation is required as where it has been
introduced elsewhere (mainly in London) this tends
to have been prior to the introduction of the
minimum biodiversity net gain requirements in Local
Plans.

This policy is not effective and seems to repeat the
requirements of policy G1 and G4 but without the
flexibility in Policy G4 to provide off-site mitigation.

Delete Policy G3 as it is covered by policy G1, oras a
minimum delete the wording: “....Major
development: proposals should demenstratethat

I o] Lctiond " I
achieve a minimum score of:....”

The required scores have been set at a level that are
expected to be achievable with feasibility in mind,
they are in fact lower than the Natural England
Framework recommended minimum scores.

(133.8) While Oxford is using UGF for “its simplicity”,
it is also intended to produce an alternative
biodiversity measure, to avoid prescriptiveness and
to allow developers to freely choose their
components to create an on-paper case for their
biodiversity impacts. We consider this to be (a)

G3 is a greening standard applied to larger scales of
development and sets a minimum level of provision
for greening for benefits of people and environment,
much of which would not be delivered by BNG alone
(especially if BNG is delivered off-site).

None required.
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confusing and (b) a risk to public accountability. We
therefore urge the Council not to allow developers
to use UGF calculations to evade meeting the DEFRA
10% biodiversity uplift requirement.

The University Hospital Trust is concerned that it is
not clear that interventions to achieve UGF may
overlap with biodiversity net gain and other
requirements of the chapter, rather than being
required multiple times to achieve each
requirement.

It is agreed that wording could be added to
supporting text to clarify this.

Modification proposed.

(168.7) The delivery of large industrial schemes
requires the use of artificial surfaces to allow for
appropriate operation and function. Therefore,
there is a risk that the requirements of Policy G3
could be unfairly prejudice the delivery of large,
significant industrial sites such as at Unipart (Site
SPS7).

Logicor are concerned that the significant and
potentially duplicate requirements of Policies G2 to
G5, whilst commendable, results in an unjustified
and inappropriately prohibitive approach to
achieving ecological enhancement and biodiversity
gains on sites in Oxford.

Each green spaces policy addresses a bespoke
element of greening/environmental gain:

e G2 sets out standards for new greening, the
quality to which it should be designed, the
way it should be managed and monitored
once planted.

e Gdisfocused on habitat creation to meet
specific requirements of environmental net
gain. It sets local criteria for off-site
delivery.

e G3isagreening standard applied to larger
scales of development and sets a minimum
level of provision for greening for benefits of
people and environment, much of which
would not be delivered by BNG alone
(especially if BNG is delivered off-site).

e G5 ensures development includes features
that support species which are ignored by
BNG metric.

None required.
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G3 is a greening standard applied to larger scales of
development and sets a minimum level of provision
for greening for benefits of people and environment,
much of which would not be delivered by BNG alone
(especially if BNG is delivered off-site).

The required scores have been set at a level that are
expected to be achievable with feasibility in mind,
they are in fact lower than the Natural England
Framework recommended minimum scores.

(171.6) We obiject to the requirement for Urban
Greening Factor (UGF) assessment and to the
introduction of minimum scores to be achieved. The
NPPF state that Local Plans should take a strategic
approach to maintaining and enhancing networks of
habitats and green infrastructure (paragraph 181)
and local planning authorities should take
opportunities to improve biodiversity when
assessing individual applications (paragraph 186).
UGF is used in The London Plan and in other major
cities across Europe, but there is no evidence that its
use is justified in Oxford.

It is requested that this policy be deleted. The
objectives of the policy would be met though other
policies in the Local Plan, in particular Local Plan
Policies, G2, G4 and G5 that seek a net gain in
biodiversity.

UGF forms part of the recently adopted NE
framework, which is expected to be taken into
consideration in planning policies. Each of the Green
Infrastructure related policies in the plan addresses a
bespoke element of greening/environmental gain
which merit their standalone policy. G3 is a greening
standard applied to larger scales of development
and sets a minimum level of provision for greening
for benefits of people and environment, much of
which would not be delivered by BNG alone
(especially if BNG is delivered off-site).

The required scores have been set at a level that are
expected to be achievable with feasibility in mind,
they are in fact lower than the Natural England
Framework recommended minimum scores.

None required.

(193.8) [See letter for full rep]

The current policy wording is considered to be
appropriate.

None required.
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Whilst the Trust support the intention of Policy G3,
clarity is required. The policy as drafted states that
for major applications, a UGF of 0.3 is required for
predominantly residential schemes and a score of
0.2 for predominantly non-residential schemes. It
then states that all other forms of development
should show how UGF has been taken into account.
It is assumed here that “all other forms of
development” relates to minor applications but
explicit wording should be included to make that
clear, if indeed that is the intention.

Suggested wording is included below:

“[Al-etherforms-of-development] All minor
development — with the exception of householder
applications — are encouraged to demonstrate how
they have undertaken greening of their site through
use of the UGF tool, though this is not mandatory”.

(196.10) this requirement puts significant pressure
on applicants who have limited site areas and who
have certain functions that also need to be achieved
in those spaces. The use of the policy to prevent the
loss of space would essentially sterilise the potential
for development which, if allowed, could achieve
wider benefits such as the release of general housing
back into the market. For example, at Oxford North
where the site was greenfield land it would seem
impossible to recover this position through other
greening features. As such the criteria to have “no
reduction in baseline score” is unlikely to be

See previous responses.

None required.
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achievable and the criteria should be deleted.

It is noted that the Urban Greening Factor works
alongside biodiversity net gain but provides a
‘simpler’ output. It is questioned why this additional
layer of calculation is required as where it has been
introduced elsewhere (mainly in London) this tends
to have been prior to the introduction of the
minimum biodiversity net gain requirements in Local
Plans.

This policy is not effective and seems to repeat the
requirements of policy G1 and G4 but without the
flexibility in Policy G4 to provide off-site mitigation.

Delete Policy G3 as it is covered by policy G1, or as a
minimum delete the wording: “....Major
development: proposals sheuld-demonstrate-that

I "y uction . I

POLICY G4

All respondents 8.32 82.3 121.3

175.6

30.10

supporting policy || 75.4

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE
General support — no comment N/A
General support — in particular encouragement of BNG delivery above N/A

10% and aligning offsite BNG with Nature Recovery Network/emerging
nature recovery strategy
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General support — also support setting a higher target for BNG than 10% -
this more ambitious target would increase chances of at least 10% net
gain on average across Local Plan area given that some sites won’t be
able to deliver within city.

This is addressed later in the summary for this policy.

General support — recognise need for BNG and welcome flexibility to
deliver BNG off-site.

N/A

General support — but reiterate concerns about potential double-counting
between BNG and UGF requirements. Council needs to be clear on how
each set of requirements will work in practice.

Noted — the topic of how the different policies work together is
addressed in greater detail under the responses to policy G5, as well as
the background papers.

General support — however note that Council appears set on defaulting to
bottom of the hierarchy which appear in conflict with net gain — concern
particularly in relation to allocation SPS13.

Specific comments on sites are addressed in the responses against the
specific allocations policy.

POLICY G4

All respondents 20.3 89.9 136.15 137.2 151.5
raising 153.8 155.2 168.8 174.11 181.3
objections on 191.1 81.3 28.8 38.2 58.6
this 180.2 181.3 183.3 184.3 178.16
policy/chapter 202.53

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

Biodiversity already exists in these areas —

development should not be allowed to destroy
and then mitigate with features like bird boxes.

Policy G6 requires applicants to accord with the
mitigation hierarchy where proposals could
impact upon semi-natural habitats or protected
species. Equally, there are other mechanisms
within the Local Plan that seek to protect the
green space we have (including habitats) for

No change proposed
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example G1’s green infrastructure network.
Making best use of land can sometimes
necessitate loss of existing features, where this
happens, there are also mechanisms that
require replacement to an equivalent value or
higher (e.g. the UGF policy G3 and the
requirements of BNG set out in national
legislation and policy G4).

Number of responses flag disappointment
Oxford is not setting Biodiversity Net Gain target
above legal minimum similar to other
authorities (e.g. BANES and Kent).

Meanwhile, OLNP state that going with
minimum of 10% is a high risk approach and flag
that Defra has indicated that 10% BNG is in fact
the minimum needed to avoid net loss, rather
than to deliver any actual gain.

We have set out in the background paper our
reasoning for not exceeding 10% net gain and
why we have instead opted to prioritise strong
policies to ensure onsite delivery of greening
(policy G3) and onsite features not recognised in
the BNG methodology (policy G5) which are
better suited to many constrained sites in city.
Our reasoning is also set out within the
statement of common ground with Natural
England.

No change proposed

A BNG target of 20% should be set for Oxford.
Whilst no longer moving forward, Oxfordshire
Plan 2050 proposed a 20% standard across
county and this was one of Oxfordshire
Biodiversity Advisory Group’s
recommendations.

OLNP have evidence base/rationale for local
authorities justifying 20% minimum biodiversity

See response above. However, it should also be
noted that policy G4 does not limit BNG delivery
to 10%. The policy strongly encourages delivery
that exceeds 10% and for sites where this is
possible, applicants will be encouraged to
explore this.

No change proposed.
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net gain and policy should be reworded to
reflect this.

BNG requirement should be increased to 30% or
50% preferably.

See above.

No change proposed

BNG requirement should not be subject to
viability testing but be delivered as stated.

Noted. Viability testing is a requirement of the
Local Plan making process. The 10% mandatory
BNG target is set out in national legislation and
not subject to viability arguments from
applicants.

No change proposed

The stock of land lost to development is as much
a problem for biodiversity loss (e.g. concreting
over natural surfaces), and also exacerbates
impacts of climate change on remaining
features (e.g. increase in heat island effects).

This policy addresses habitat creation via the
specific parameters of the national BNG
requirement. The Local Plan includes other
policies to protect and enhance the land in
other ways (e.g. greening policies of G1 to G3).

No change proposed.

BNG is not an adequate proxy for total
biodiversity as there is no assessment of
invertebrates, fungi or any species other than
vascular plants plus a few protected species. No
loss of conservation status should be
acceptable.

This is agreed and it is part of the reason that
the Local Plan also includes additional
requirements via policy G5 for providing other
types of biodiversity enhancement (particularly
in support of priority species), that are not
accommodated via the national BNG metric.
Policy G6 sets out the requirements for
assessing/addressing existing biodiversity on
site as well as protections for designated
ecological sites.

No change proposed.

Council does not understand implications of
BNG requirements and appears set on
defaulting to bottom of the sequential hierarchy

The implications of BNG legislation are well
understood by the Council. The Local Plan
includes strong policies on protection of

No change proposed
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for numerous sites. Delete policy SPS13 — can
only deliver BNG on paper via off-site
compensation measures likely to be outside
Oxford without benefit to the specific attributes
of the site.

biodiversity, including protection of a network
of ecological sites, requirements for assessment
of biodiversity on relevant applications, and
standards for mitigation where necessary. Site
allocations with specific local biodiversity
concerns flag this within the policy
requirements and these will need to be met
alongside requirements of strategic policies
before applications are permitted. See the
relevant allocation summaries for specific
responses to comments raised on those sites.
[Check the SPS13 bits are picked up in that
analysis.]

Concerns flagged about importance of ensuring
monitoring of the policy and delivery of BNG
elements including maintenance of new
planting—though acknowledge Council’s limited
resources on enforcement.

Maintenance and management expectations for
general new greening are set out in policy G2.
Delivery of habitat associated with BNG is
associated with particular
monitoring/management requirements set out
in the national legislation (e.g. enforced by
condition, managed for 30 years minimum,
onsite delivery monitored by Council, recorded
on National register where delivery is off-site).

No change proposed

Off-site BNG hierarchy fails to recognise that
offsite mitigation in a National Character Area
(NCA) is given the same weight in the
Biodiversity Metric as for offsite mitigation
within the local authority area and will have the

The requirements of policy G4 do not seek to
replicate the incentives in the national
biodiversity metric (which will apply anyway) —
the local policy instead merely sets out the City
Council’s strategic preference for where off-site

No change proposed
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same benefits in terms of net gain. In order for
the G4 to be consistent with the metric, the
policy should allow offsite delivery in the
relevant NCA at each stage of the hierarchy set
out in G4.

delivery should go—which is primarily to be
guided by the county Nature Recovery mapping
where sufficient local sites are not available.
Whilst we acknowledge that the NCAs are a
useful device for considering impacts on the
natural environment, they don’t provide much

local benefit in relation to exporting the value of

biodiversity from urban to rural environment
where off-site delivery is required—which is a
particularly relevant issue for the city.

Comment asserting the difficulty in balancing
the ability to achieve viable schemes against
multiple requirements, particularly in the case
of achieving BNG, Urban Green Factor (UGF) and
other enhancements on sites required by
Policies G1 to G5.

The requirements of policies G1-G6 each
address specific issues in relation to the natural
environment. The responses to the policies can
often achieve multiple benefits that address
mutliple requirements at once. We address the
differences in greater detail in the responses
under policy G5.

In relation to viability specifically, the whole
plan assessment takes into account and has
tested the combination of all the policies
cumulatively.

No change proposed

Concern about potential duplication of
requirements across G2 to G5 is unjustified and
prohibitive approach to achieving ecological
enhancement and BNG in Oxford.

See response above

See response above

Oxfordshire Local Nature Partnership
acknowledges the issues relating to perceived

The BNG target being set at 10% was not based
directly upon viability concerns but rather the

No change proposed
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viability. A viability assessment conducted for
Kent found the following headlines: - A shift
from 10% to 15% or 20% BNG will not materially
affect viability in the majority of instances when
delivered onsite or offsite. - The biggest cost in
most cases is to get to mandatory, minimum
10% BNG. The increase to 15% or 20% BNG in
most cases costs much less and is generally
negligible.

effectiveness of delivery of more than 10% for
sites within the city as is explained in the
Background Paper and Statement of Common
Ground with Natural England. The Local Plan
seeks to prioritise onsite delivery of features
that support a range of biodiversity through
other policies (e.g. G3 and G5), as opposed to
setting a higher BNG target which would likely
result in higher off-site delivery elsewhere
outside the city—at least until sufficient market
for BNG delivery is established locally.

Since the drafting of this policy the secondary
legislation for BNG has been published. This
policy and supporting text will therefore need to
be reviewed in light of this.

Policy also needs to reflect that the emerging
work of the Nature Recovery Network will be
replaced by the LNRS eventually.

Noted, where required, the policy
wording/supporting text will be updated.

The policy already sets out at para 4.27 that the
NRN is to be replaced by LNRS eventually and
will form the basis for guiding offsetting in
future.

Update to supporting text to reflect BNG
introduction as follows:

4.26 Under the Environment Act 2021 all new
planning applications must deliver biodiversity
net gain, with an initial requirement of 10%
expected-to-be net gain that was introduced for

large sites in January-February 2024 and is
expected to be introduced for small sites in April

20242 . There are certain exemptions, including
householder applications, to which this
requirement does not apply. The 10% target
should be considered as the minimum and
applicants are strongly encouraged to explore
options for delivery of net gain that exceeds this
10% wherever possible.
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Amend footnote as follows:
Expected introduction dates based on central
government guidance at time of writing.

Biodiversity net gain is not sensible/effective in
many cases and often relies on
inaccurate/inappropriate responses. Policy
does not have sufficient commitment or effort
to make the objectives of the Plan a reality.

Noted. The Local Plan includes various policies
to support biodiversity, including G5 also, as
well as the greening requirements of G2 and G3.
This sets out a strong, multi-faceted framework
for delivery that fits with Oxford’s local context.

No change proposed

Must include provision for where the habitat is
not swappable, it is not permitted.

Noted — The functioning of BNG delivery in the
context of the requirements of the Environment
Act will be guided by that legislation and the
functions of the Biodiversity Metric. This policy
sets out the Council’s preferences where the
national legislation are not so specific. In
addition, policy G6 sets a hierarchy of protection
for the most valuable ecological sites in the city
as well as requirements for applicants to
address in relation to habitat/species identified
on site.

No change proposed

A number of respondents supported Friends of
Lye valley response — the key points of which
are dealt with above.

Noted — the key elements from that response
are addressed above.

N/A

POLICY G5

All respondents 8.33 82.4

137.10 54.7

178.17

supporting policy
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General support — no comment N/A
General support - in particular, requirement for planting of native species | N/A

and/or species
beneficial to UK pollinators.

General support — whilst the policy is broadly supported, there should be
an allowance made for alternative biodiversity solutions and/or to justify
reduced provision. This would support design solutions which recognise
site-specific conditions and recognise the challenges embedded into the
greening of constrained brownfield industrial sites.

Noted. An initial list of enhancements has been identified in the Council’s
Ecological Points list at the Appendix to the Local Plan because they are
particularly suitable to Oxford’s setting and the species present. In future,
it is envisaged that this list may be updated and any subsequent versions
will be published within the Technical Advice Note for Green
Infrastructure and Biodiversity.

POLICY G5

All respondents 233 42.1 43.1 52.1 53.9
raising 86.5 168.9 28.9 199.9

objections on

this

policy/chapter

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

Policy only covers green and blue infrastructure
— does not cover built environment which is an
important habitat in its own right (e.g. for cavity
nesting birds). All should be encouraged through
ecological enhancements with reference to BS
42021: 2022.

This is incorrect. The features listed in the
biodiversity points list at Appendix 4.2 include
features that will support building dependent
species, for example, bat boxes and bird boxes
(including consideration of building-dependent
species.), these were included in recognition of

No change proposed
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the fact that Oxford has several notable species
that rely on built environment to support their
life cycle. Guidance such as the BS standards
could be flagged as part of supporting guidance
that will be included in the Technical Advice
Note envisaged to be produced to support the
policy in future.

Appendix 4.2 as referenced in paragraph 4.32 is
welcome but it is not effective because the first
table in in Appendix 4.2 it is unclear that 'All
features (where applicable)' in Pot 1
requirements also applies to Minor and Major
developments, in addition to Householder
applications. This is clear in table on page 79.
Add: 'All features (where applicable)' to
appendix 4.2 first table Minor Development and
Major Development, sections to match the
Householder section

We agree, there is an error in the formatting of
the appendix as flagged which does make it
slightly unclear. We agree that the formatting
will need to be amended to ensure the table
more closely matches the one within the policy
itself.

Amend formatting of the table in Appendix 4.2
to ensure it is clear that the mandatory features
in pot 1 are applicable to all types of
development.

Appendix 4.2 second table Pot 1 is unclear that
swift bricks are equal to and usually better than
swift boxes and general bird boxes. Not
consistent with national policy because only
swift bricks are specifically mentioned (NPPG
Natural Environment 2019 paragraph 023). Swift
bricks are the default type of integral nest box
for small birds.

The (now deleted) para 23 of Planning Practice
Guidance for Natural Environment did reference
swift boxes, however the PPG is guidance, and
the specific reference to swift boxes is
considered to be given in context of an example
(it uses the term such as) of the kind of small
features that could achieve benefits for wildlife.
The table of features in the biodiversity points
list was selected to be proportionate in what is

Amend biodiversity points list in Appendix 4.2 as
follows:
At least one swift box or swift brick

244




COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Amend 'At least one swift box' in Appendix 4.2
second table Pol 1 (part 1) section to 'At least
one swift box/swift brick'. Also, amend 'At least
one bird box per dwelling..." in Appendix 4.2
second table Pol 1 (part 2) section to 'at least
one bird box or swift brick per dwelling.

As 'universal' nest box/brick for small bird
species, swift boxes and bricks may be installed
in any location not just in 'identified swift
hotspots'. Integrated nesting bricks are
preferred for various reasons inc longevity,
maintenance, temp regulation and aesthetic
integration. Please delete 'if within an identified
swift hotspot' and replace with ‘city-wide’.

required of development, securing the most
fitting features for the location and types of
species present. For householder development,
the focus is only requiring features where there
is particular benefit. There are clear hot spots in
the city where swifts are present and swift
boxes/bricks would be most fitting. It is agreed
that a swift brick would be as acceptable as a
swift box however and we are happy to amend
as such.

The requirement of minor/major development
is at least one bird box per dwelling (resi) or per
1000m2 footprint (non-residential). The
requirement includes consideration of building
dependent species and as such does not prevent
universal, or swift boxes. It is envisaged that a
supporting Technical Advice Note will provide
more advice/guidance on the best
features/design of features and additional detail
can be included here.

Policy undermined by commitment to
government policy. Current metrics not fit for
purpose so compliance not effective.

Unclear on the commitment that is being
flagged as undermining Policy G5 and it is
unclear as to why the metric is considered not
fit for purpose. G5 has been devised as a way to
provide benefits for nature that address priority
species which BNG legislation may not be able

No change proposed.
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PROPOSED ACTION

to support, especially if off-site BNG delivery is
relied upon by a proposal.

Does not comply with duty to cooperate

Unclear on why the policy is not considered to
comply with the DtC, comment does not provide
further explanation.

No change proposed.

Should encourage edible landscaping to make
clear food growing spaces can contribute to
biodiversity.

Where green infrastructure is incorporated into
a scheme, it should be designed to provide
multi-functional benefits as outlined in policy
G2. We agree food growing spaces can also
contribute to biodiversity (and vice versa) where
they are designed appropriately. Criterion i of
policy G2 already sets this out as one of the
benefits that should be explored:

I) Opportunities for edible planting or
community food growing

This needs to be read alongside the
requirements of policy G5 and does not need to
be repeated.

No change proposed.

Concern about the significant and potentially
duplicate requirements of Policies G2 to G5,
being unjustified and inappropriately prohibitive
approach to achieving ecological enhancement
and biodiversity gains. Policy should be
amended or removed from the Plan, unless
additional robust justification is provided in

BNG is only concerned with habitats not
protected or notable species. It is not a green
infrastructure standard, nor does it support the
inclusion of other types of non-habitat features
like bird boxes that are needed to support many
priority species. Each policy addresses a

No change proposed
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PROPOSED ACTION

support of the policy’s requirements, in
accordance with the draft national policy
guidance pursuant to addition Biodiversity Net
Gain (BNG) requirements.

bespoke element of greening/environmental
gain:

e G2 sets out standards for new greening,
the quality to which it should be
designed, the way it should be managed
and monitored once planted.

e G4 is focused on habitat creation to
meet specific requirements of
environmental net gain. It sets local
criteria for off-site delivery.

e G3isagreening standard applied to
larger scales of development and sets a
minimum level of provision for greening
for benefits of people and environment,
much of which would not be delivered
by BNG alone (especially if BNG is
delivered off-site).

e G5 ensures development includes
features that support species which are
ignored by BNG metric.

Unclear on why such prescriptive requirements
are needed alongside other policies like UGF
and BNG legislation.

See response above. These prescriptive
requirements help to support species that will
not be directly supported through those other
policies. We have sought to build in as much
policy into the working of the policy, so that
applicants can select the right measures for

No change proposed
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their proposal and site context in order to meet
overall points targets.

The policy states that ‘Proposals incorporating
invasive plant species will be refused’, without
deigning what constitutes an ‘invasive plant
species’

We would argue that the term invasive species
is a commonly used/accepted term. If
necessary/helpful, the future Technical Advice
Note flagged in the Local Plan--which is planned
to support the implementation of the
greening/biodiversity policies and support
applicants in interpreting their requirements—
could provide further guidance.

No change proposed — consider how Technical
Advice Note could further expand on guidance
to help applicants in meeting this requirement
in future.

POLICY G6

All respondents 8.34

supporting policy

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

General support — no comment N/A

POLICY G6

All respondents 234 53.10 79.2 89.10 1171
raising 137.3 153.9 174.12 191.2 28.10
objections on 30.11 38.3 58.7 59.19 202.17
this

policy/chapter
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OFFICER RESPONSE
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Policy only covers green and blue infrastructure
— does not cover built environment which is an
important habitat in its own right (e.g. for cavity
nesting birds). All should be encouraged through
ecological enhancements with reference to BS
42021: 2022.

See response to same comment under G5.
However, it should be noted G6 sets out
requirements to assess biodiversity on a
site/protection for biodiversity which could be
impacted, regardless of the type of site. If there
is potential for impacts on species of brownfield
sites, policy G6 would apply.

No change proposed

National guidance is ineffective, compliance
with it will make policy ineffective. Propose that
national legislation should be changed or higher
standards imposed locally above national.

The Local Plan process does not have the power
to change national policy. The purpose of local
policies is to set additional
protections/considerations than national
policy—for example, policy G6 protects locally
designated sites which have no protection
through national legislation.

No change proposed

Local Plan fails to act on biodiversity evidence
submitted by independent ecologists and
housing developers in relation to SPS13. SPS13
has clear biodiversity value and should be a city
wildlife site with allocation removed from LP.

Issues directly relevant to SPS13 are addressed
in the responses against that allocation. Policy
G6’s requirements will apply alongside any
requirements set by an allocations policy and
proposals will have to address these in any
application.

No change proposed

Approach to Irreplaceable habitats is unsound.
Policy G6 does not appear to contain any policy
on irreplaceable habitats, making it inconsistent
with the NPPF. Whilst no national agreed list,
county resource has listed what is considered
important and consider G6 should apply to
these habitats as following: Ancient Woodland;

Irreplaceable habitat is rightly protected via
national policy and it is not necessary to repeat
this in Local Policy. See statement of common
ground with Natural England for more detailed
response on this issue — whilst that response is
made in relation to policy G1, it also applies
under G6.

No change proposed
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Ancient/veteran trees (which are often outside
of ancient woodlands); Ancient Hedgerows;
Traditional unimproved meadows/ancient
grasslands; Fens.

Approach to UK priority habitats and species (or
habitats and species of principal importance) is
unsound and not in line with NPPF. Wording in
relation to ‘other features of interest’ is
ambiguous and as a result not likely to be
effective, due to the use of phrases such as
“seek to” and “wherever possible”. Prefer
wording in the previous Oxford City Local Plan
which used the same policy for priority habitat
and species as for LWSs and OCWSs.

As above, this issue is addressed in responses as
part of statement of common ground with
Natural England-whilst that response is made in
relation to policy G1, is also applies under G6.

No change proposed

Some protection within G1 for some
irreplacable habitat but the Local Plan is missing
protection of lowland fen. A bespoke policy is
required to ensure protection of this habitat as
it is both priority and irreplaceable habitat and
cannot be created elsewhere due to unique
conditions that give rise to it.

See responses above to comments on
irreplaceable habitat and priority habitat.

No change proposed

Also important that the term “irreplaceable
habitat” is used in policy generally as this allows
cases to made (as the NPPF definition
intentionally allows as far as we understand, at
least until an agreed list of irreplaceable
habitats is created, by the use of the word

See responses above

No change proposed
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OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

“include” before the above list) in some
circumstances for other habitats

Ecological Networks - Conservation Target Areas
(CTAs), lack of recognition is unsound with
NPPF. The NRN builds on but does not replace
the existing CTA network. Policy should be
provided for CTAs and referenced in the
supporting text. CTAs are long-standing core of
the ecological networks referred to in the NPPF.
The majority of Local Plans of local authorities in
Oxfordshire have been including CTAs in them
for many years and we consider such policy is
essential to comply with the above referred to
paragraphs in the NPPF

Conservation Target Areas informed the
mapping of the Nature Recovery Network and
are incorporated into the core and recovery
areas. Policy G4 requires delivery of off-site BNG
to be guided towards the areas identified in the
NRN where onsite options are not available,
similar to the working of existing policy G2 in
how it focuses off-site BNG. The majority of the
Conservation Target Areas fall within areas of
the city that are then protected from
development via the green Infrastructure
Network and national green belt designations. It
is unclear what additional policy could establish
beyond these mechanisms for enhancement
and protection of these areas.

No change proposed.

Policy is unsound due to no policy on Ecological
Networks Ecological Networks - Nature
Recovery Network. Policy is needed on the
Nature Recovery Network, which alongside
CTAs, represent the main ecological networks as
referenced in paragraph 179 of the NPPF. Flag
that the NRN is being developed across the
county at moment.

The Nature Recovery Network (and the future
Nature Recovery strategy) is not a planning tool
in of itself. Our response to Natural England in
the statement of common ground addresses
how we have used the NRN (and will use the
future Nature Recovery Startegy) in the
formulation of the Local Plan.

No change proposed

Concern about the Flood Alleviation Channel
being an expensive temporary solution as far as

The OFAS scheme is not directly influenced by
the Local Plan process, neither is the ongoing

No change proposed
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OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

flooding is concerned and that more focus
should be put on measures that incorporate
natural responses (e.g. wetlands) similar to
those used at Lye Valley.

management of land in relaiton to flood risk
measures. Where new development comes
forward, over which the plan’s policies will have
influence, the Local Plan sets out requirements
for SUDS (and particularly green, natural SUDS

features) within policy G8, it also includes strong

policies on increasing green surface cover e.g.
policies G3 and G2.

Concern about Lye Valley’s future including
impacts of recent flooding and loss of ‘leaky
dams’ and subsequent risks for runoff, flooding
and sewage overspills. Flag need for a Special
Planning Document to constrain development
that reduces permeability and require Thames
Water to do more in relation to water
management.

Work is ongoing on a hydrogeological study of
the Lye Valley which is due to complete this
year. The expectation is that this will better
inform an understanding of the natural process
of the area, the influence of development on
them, and will inform additional guidance that
will supplement the Local Plan. At present, the
Plan protects ecological sites such as Lye Valley
through policy G6, requiring adverse impacts
from development to be appropriately
mitigated, this includes changes in
surface/ground water flows.

The Local Plan cannot influence how Thames
Water manage water in the area.

No change proposed — future guidance to be
informed by the Lye Valley study when
complete.

Absolute protection needed for designated sites
including from impacts of proximate
development. Extensions of protected areas
also needed and explicit protection of all sites
with peat.

Policy G6 sets out strong protections that are
proportionate to the ecological value and
sensitivity of different sites in the hierarchy of
designations. Where relevant, consideration of
impacts from development on sites nearby will

No change proposed
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OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

need to be considered/mitigated in order to
comply with the policy (e.g. adverse impacts on
the SSSls can occur from impacts arising outside
of the SSSI boundaries).

Additional local designations have been added
through the Local Plan process, including 2 new
LWS and and 3 new City Wildlife Sites —
designation of national sites like SACs and SSSls
is not within the city’s control.

Policy R6 provides protection for identified peat
reserves as well as requirements for mitigation
of impacts on peat reserves that may be
identified through the development process.

Council lacks courage/vision/determination to
properly apply the principles and does not seem
to plan in accordance with them.

Noted. We would flag that the policy framework
set out in the Local Plan 2040 is considered to
be a strengthening of the approach within the
current Local Plan 2036.

No change proposed

It would also be useful to include a
figure/diagram like Figure 4.2 on the mitigation
hierarchy near paragraph 4.35.

Noted —it is likely we will include some sort of
figure like that within future Technical Advice
Note addressing greening and biodiversity and
expanding on the guidance for applicants.

No change proposed — consider inclusion in
future Technical Advice Note

Council has not met duty to
cooperate/positively prepared policy because
the NRN includes waterways and these are
currently being negatively impacted by sewage.
Not effective to build homes whilst the sewage
infrastructure is failing and illegally discharging

The issues of water quality are addressed via
various policies in the Local Plan as is set out in
para 5.31 of chapter 5 (which the Council
proposes to modify with additional detail in
response to feedback from the Environment

No change proposed
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into waterways. No agreement made with
surrounding districts about rive quality and
impact of new housing county-wide. City should
minimise housing, permit no new development
until a plan is in place from Thames Water with
timelines/funds to improve the STW. No new
development until the STW has capacity to
manage.

Agency and as documented in the statement of
common ground with them).

In addition, the Council is actively engaging in
joint discussions with the Environment Agency
and Thames Water to address ongoing concerns
about water quality and these discussions and
the proposed future engagement are covered in
detail within the joint statement of common
ground between the three parties.

County-wide strategy on water quality is not an
issue within the Local Plan’s control.

Green belt is not covered sufficiently, only one
sentence. Given Oxford's history of removal of
numerous sites within the City's Green Belt,
failing to follow the 'exceptional' requirement,
this does not reflect 'protecting Oxford's
biodiversity including the ecological network'.
Add to policy:

The Green Belt should be recognised for its value
in climate resilience and enabling nature
networks to flourish, as well as its original
purposes [prevention of urban sprawl, keeping
land permanently open] and should not be
considered for development whether or not
reprovision off site is possible.

The Local Plan does not need to repeat national
policy (which protects green belt). The Local
Plan does not propose to remove any additional
sites from the green belt.

No change proposed
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There is no explanation, acknowledgement, or
policy regarding runoff from transport
infrastructure or the danger of flooding in FZ2,3s
from FZ1 development such as from
Headington, which has caused repeated
flooding in Northway/Marston, the Lye Valley
and Cowley Marsh and Barton Park. Increasing
and intensive urbanisation is a far greater cause
of floods than climate change, yet it is not even
acknowledged, Para 4.43 is simply wrong.

Flood risk is dealt with through policy G7, the
management of run off is dealth with through
policy G8. In addition, the greening policies,
particularly G3 have been formulated to ensure
development reduces impact of urbanisation by
including natural surface cover.

We are unclear why para 4.43 is wrong, it sets
out factually the potential impacts of climate
change in future, the role of OFAS and that this
will not address all problems alone however.

No change proposed

G6 is ineffective as it does not provide mapping
of the area where groundwater must be
protected.

G6 sets out that applicants will need to consider
adverse effects from development on the
ecological sites and the supporting text flags the
range of considerations including impacts on
surface and ground water flows. To address
these considerations, reference will need to be
made to various information sources depending
on the site and the development proposed- the
policy sets out in para 4.38 some examples but
this is not intended to be an exhaustive list as
every site will differ and information sources can
change.

No change proposed

A number of modifications were suggested in
relation to the policies including setting
standards for run off/requiring greenfield run
off rates, proportional FRAs, addressing

Where these issues occur through development
and have impacts on the designated sites, the
policy sets out in supporting text that they will
form part of the consideration of adverse effects
that applicants will need to address. These

No change proposed.
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development’s impacts on flooding from various
sources.

comments are also addressed via the responses
to policy G7 and G8 where they relate to the
wider city more generally.

For the Lye Valley and area the following
modifications are required:

® Formal survey and policy demarcation of
ground, Thames Water and surface water
catchments for the Lye Valley and other areas as
per Lambeth where floods can, and have,
damaged important environments such as the
Lye Valley SSSI.

e Formal identification calcareous emergence
areas such as Headington Hill and Dunstan Park,
Ruskin College and others

¢ NO further development in groundwater
catchment, SUDS are NOT acceptable as they
will fail and require maintenance.

e Article 4 Direction to abrogate permitted
development rights in both groundwater and
surface water catchment areas of the Lye Valley
to reduce cumulative impacts of redirection of
water to urban drainage, by the 100s of small
householder extensions etc for ALL
development, greenfield runoff rates required
by infiltration

e Statement “Planning permission will only be
granted if it can be demonstrated that there

Work has already been undertaken in the past
to determine the catchment of the Lye Valley
SSSI, and survey work is ongoing currently. The
wording in the site allocation policies is
informed by this.

SuDS are an accepted and established
technology. Policy G8 sets out considerations for
SuDS, including that a SuDS maintenance plan
must be submitted.

The policy says that: Development will not be
permitted that would have an adverse effect on
the integrity of the Oxford Meadows Special
Area of Conservation (SAC) or an adverse effect
on any Site of Special Scientific Interest (55SI).
This will require there to be no adverse impact
upon surface and groundwater flow to the Lye
Valley SSSI. Any further data gathered about the
nature of the catchment, such as through the
survey currently underway, can inform technical
advice notes, setting out these details for the
information of developers and decision-makers.

No change proposed.
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would be no adverse impact upon surface and
groundwater flow to the Lye Valley SSSI” to
apply to ALL development in the catchments
above not just specific development sites,
extension to other land designations (LNR, LWS
etc)

¢ Update to all Site Policies that impact the Lye
(MROFAOF, SPE7, SPE6, SPE8)

e Remove “Any planning applications near the
Boundary Brook or Lye Valley/SSSI/LNR/LWS
etc) will also need to assess the potential for
additional indirect impacts on the flora and
fauna of those area..” from Churchill (SPE6)
policy and apply as a general statement to ALL
development sites.

® G6 - Proposals with a reasonable likelihood of
adversely impacting semi-natural habitats
requires rewriting as it excludes natural
habitats.
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POLICY G7

All respondents 8.35 203.2

supporting policy

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

Support, no reason given.

Support welcomed

Support — policy is Sound.

We generally support Policy G7 as it is in general accordance with the

NPPF and the PPG.

Support welcomed

POLICY G7

All respondents 28.11 30.12 80.4 89.11 153.10
raising 162.3 178.18 200.6 202.18 204.3
objections on

this

policy/chapter

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

In the case of SPS13, it is evident that there has
been no application of a sequential approach to
locating the development and where the
Sequential Test and the Exception Test (where
necessary) have been passed. Policy SPS13
offends emerging G7 because it proposes
development on a site (HELAA 389), where
around 7% is within Flood Zone 2 - precisely the
same amount as caused the adjacent Memorial
Field site (HELAA 388) to be rejected as

The sequential test demonstrates that the city’s
housing requirement cannot be met entirely in
Flood Zone 1, therefore the next step is to
consider the capacity within Flood Zones 1 and 2
combined and then Flood Zone 3a etc. if that
can’t be achieved. More detail on this is set out
in the background paper entitled “BGP9 Flood
Risk and Sequential Test of Sites”.

None.
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unsuitable for development in the HELAA. This In relation to site 388, as also stated in the
sort of inconsistent decision making should not | HELAA, there is no landowner intention to
be permitted. develop. If there was, for a greenfield site the
onus would be on the landowner to show that is
likely that loss could be compensated for, and in
addition a fuller site appraisal would be
required, in this case looking at the likely
heritage impacts in particular, and this site (388)
has previously been rejected because it is
integral to the character of the conservation
area.
Due to several reasons including non- Noted, but national guidance related to flood None
compliance with EA directives and use of risk provides best practice advice as to how the
outdated calculation methods for surface run- Flood Risk Assessment should be prepared and
off etc., there is no accurate or reliable data to what should be included.
assess risk of increased local flooding. Hydro
review confirms that SPS13 is likely to increase
the risk of local flooding to neighbouring
properties downstream.
Paragraph 4.43 - The Council should adopt the These actions would take place outside of the None

principle of rewilding of sites for both
biodiversity and drainage reasons within the
city, where opportunities exist. More should be
done with interested groups to make nature
restoration an ever more active area of policy
within the city.

planning system.
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Paragraph 4.47 - Great faith is expressed here in | Policy G8 (SuDS) stipulates that a maintenance None
SuDS. However, there is a lack of evidence about | plan must be submitted alongside any planning
how they are, if at all, being regularly application for minor or major development,
maintained. Either a voluntary code of conduct | demonstrating how SuDS will be managed and
needs development or a Special Planning remain effective for the lifetime of the
Document requiring maintenance throughout development. The plan must clearly explain
the city is required. what maintenance measures will take place,
how frequently they will occur and for how long
and will be secured by condition.
Paragraph 4.51 - Extensions are, in volume, Minor applications, including householder None
significant as a general feature of weekly extensions, are captured by Policy G7 and are
planning applications. Requirements for these required to submit an FRA.
should include soakaways/French drains from
roof gutters as compulsory. Given that
extensions are part of the process of converting
homes into HMOs, a general block on concrete-
tarmac new frontages is needed, which will
discourage car use.
Policy G7 is generally against development in The policy does allow for intensification, but not | None.

Flood Zone 3b unless it is for water-compatible
development or on previously developed land
with appropriate mitigation. The policy also
states that development should not lead to a
net increase in the built footprint of the existing
building within flood zone and where possible
lead to a decrease.

a greater footprint of buildings. That is very
important, because the policy also requires
flood risk is not made worse elsewhere.
Increasing the built footprint would decrease
flood storage and cause changes to flows and
other issues that could not be compensated for.
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OFFICER RESPONSE
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The current proposed wording of this policy
prevents any net increase in built development
within these areas, where robust mitigation
strategies and sensitive design solutions could
prevent any further increase of flood risk on
schemes which may exceed the existing building
footprint. The wording of the policy should be
amended to allow for some flexibility to reflect
this, i.e. allowing a larger footprint in Flood Zone
3b if supported by suitable mitigation measures,
ensuring that the risk of flooding is not
increased as a result.

There is no acknowledgement/ policy regarding
runoff from transport infrastructure or the
danger of flooding in FZ2 and FZ3 from FZ1
development — such as from Headington, which
has caused repeated flooding in other areas
including the Lye Valley, Cowley Marsh and
Barton Park. Increasing and intensive
urbanisation is a far greater cause of floods than
climate change, yet it is not even acknowledged
in paragraph 4.43. Modifications required to
address this include the requirement of a
proportional FRA for all zones including offsite
cumulative risk, acknowledgement that
urbanisation is a major cause of downstream
flooding and a ban on development in low-lying

FRAs will be required in many cases, including minor
applications in flood zones 2 and 3. These must use
up-to-date data and consider flooding from all
sources and most demonstrate no increase in flood
risk off-site.

None
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FZ3 land as flood defences do not protect

against groundwater flooding.

The extent and scale of Flood Zone 3b needs to | This is identified in the GIS mapping that None

be identified within this or the Strategic Flood accompanies the SFRA and is identified on the

Risk Assessment so that those promoting Local Plan Policies Map.

development are clear about the requirements

at a policy level.

The policy discusses that development needs to | The issue regarding other sources of flooding None

consider all sources of flooding, however it does
not state how this should be considered, or
what would be appropriate in areas that are
shown to be at risk from sources other than
those linked to fluvial flood zones. This includes
how they would sequentially test sites in
relation to other sources. The policy should be
amended to clarify this.

has also been raised by the Environment Agency
— see Appendix A of the SoCG with the
Environment Agency and the SFRA Addendum
(March 2024).

Policy G7 is not considered to be sound because
it is inconsistent with national policy, and it is
not justified because it does not reflect the
flood risk evidence that has been provided.
Issues to be resolved include:

e Referring to critical drainage areas
identified in Flood Zone 1 in the SFRA
when none are defined

e Providing details on how high the
resilience measures should be regarding

See Appendix A of the SoCG with the
Environment Agency

Main and minor modifications
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design finished flood levels - should be at
least 300mm above this

e Making clear in the policy that for those
site allocations where part of the site lies
within Flood Zone 3b, dwellings are not
to be permitted/ built in this zone,
consistent with national policy.

e Ensuring that development proposals
safeguard land for future flood relief
measures — e.g. for the Oxford Flood
Alleviation Scheme (OFAS), where the
Council is an important stakeholder.

e Having a standalone policy to discuss and
address the matters relating to the
OFAS.

Further comments were also received on the
Level 1 and 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
and Sequential Test which supports this policy.
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POLICY G8

All respondents 8.36

supporting policy

174.23

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
The policy is sound Noted No action
We welcome provisions within this policy to
include a Foul and Surface Water Drainage
Strategy for larger schemes, and the
requirement for new developments to separate
foul and surface water sewers and existing
developments to explore the idea of separating
combined sewers where possible.
POLICY G8
All respondents 30.13 89.12 133.9 148.10 152.6
raising 178.19 200.7 202.19 203.9
objections
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Not effective. Rendered unsound by innate conflict | Policy SPS13 does not undermine other policies | No action
with Policy SPS13 which dictates a form of of the proposed Local Plan 2040. Policy G8 is
development which cannot comply with Policy G8. | soundly based. Planning decisions will be made
in accordance with S38 (6) of the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and other
legislation if brought forward under the
Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023.
The Policy MUST comply with NPPF regs and replace | Policy G8 is soundly based. Planning decisions No action
ALL outdated methods with long-current ones for will be made in accordance with S38 (6) of the
calculating water volumes that determine SuDS Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
systems.
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and other legislation if brought forward under
the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023.

The WNF supports this policy, as it is consistent with
WNP policy BE27: ‘All run off water should be
infiltrated into the ground using permeable surfaces
(SUDS), or attenuation storage, so that the speed
and quantity of run off is decreased.” Nevertheless
we are deeply concerned that water quality in our
rivers is deteriorating significantly, and increasing
development will make this worse. Present water
treatment plants are inadequate and assurances
from Thames Water cannot be relied upon.
Environment Agency figures for 2022 state that
storm overflows were used 15 times in rivers within
Oxford’s local authority boundaries. This is not a
complete reflection, as 39% of Thames Water
facilities did not report overspill data last year. In
view of climate change, the increased number of
houses envisaged up to 2040 and beyond, and
Thames Water’s poor record, it is most unlikely that
the water facilities will cope, even if efficiencies
reduce per capita water consumption. Hence the
wording of the policy needs to be made more
robust; placing increased onus and responsibility on
developers and water suppliers to ensure quality
standards and reliability. In particular, what can
gualify as ‘exceptional circumstances’ in which
surface water is permitted to be discharged into a
combined sewer, should be tightly specified.

Oxford City Council are liaising with the
Environment Agency and Thames Water to take
into account the matters raised in this
comment. Their responses as statutory
consultees have been published as part of the
submission of the Local Plan 2040 to the
planning inspectorate. Thames Water have
statutory responsiblities that site outside the
scope of the planning system, whilst Policy G8
includes criteria to avoid causing harm.

No action

265




There are instances where to make effective and
efficient use of land it is necessary to use
underground tanks and pipes, and it is not always
possible, practical or sensible to include swales and
ponds in higher density developments. The wording
in the policy contradicts the wording in policies H1
and E1 that both refer to making the most “efficient
use of land”. It is also at odds with the wording at
paragraph 124 of the NPPF (Sept 23) that requires
planning policies to “support development that
makes efficient use of land”. More flexibility should
be included in the policy to ensure development
makes efficient use of the land. This will address the
above issues whilst still enabling the benefits of
SUDS to take place.

ARC consider the provision to strongly restrict the
use of below ground features is not justified,
effective or consistent with national policy —as is
required by Paragraph 35(b), (c) and (d) of the NPPF.
In terms of justification, this appears only to have
been founded in the desire to promote the wider
benefits of above ground features (see supporting
paragraph 4.55) — including providing open space for
recreation and habitats to support wildlife and
biodiversity. Whilst it is recognised the need to
promote natural interventions would have wider
sustainability benefits, it is considered this should
follow a hierarchy instead. This would enable each
development to be designed and delivered on a
case-by-case basis, taking into account the
deliverability of a proposal, whilst achieving the aims
of the policy.

Policy SPS13 does not undermine other policies
of the proposed Local Plan 2040. Policy G8 is
soundly based. Planning decisions will be made
in accordance with S38 (6) of the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and other
legislation if brought forward under the
Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023. The
policy includes suitable criteria against which
applications will be determined. Extensive
guidance is available on how to design SUDS and
maximise the efficient use of land. The policy
contains a suitable hierarchy with flexibility in
the policy.

No action
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Bullet point 4.57 needs to refer to national SuDS
guidance as there are both national and local
standards applicable across the County. It would
also be helpful to clarify that the LLFA’s role is to
review major applications in relation to surface
water drainage including SuDS measures and to
provide information on whether the proposals at
planning stage meets the local standards. We as
LLFA have no other remit as a statutory consultee
and do not set policies in relation to surface water
drainage. In relation to the policy, it is useful to see
our local standards mentioned. It may also be useful
to add that there are national standards that run
alongside our local standards as Defra set these out
and may at some point amend these and we have no
control over these changes. Amend Policy G8 or
supporting text to refer to the national standards set
by Defra in addition to our local standards.

Policy G8 is soundly based. Planning decisions
will be made in accordance with S38 (6) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
and other legislation if brought forward under
the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023.
There is no requirement to amend the policy or
supporting text to ensure the policy is sound.

No action

The policy attempts to protect groundwater
resources however it could be improved. Oxford
City has areas where there is shallow Ground Water.
You will note that in the introductory texts, we
highlighted the need for a specific standalone water
policy for the protection of ground water resources
due to the unique situation in Oxford. To improve
this policy, it will be beneficial to include specific
wording about sites that have shallow groundwater
not being suitable for infiltration SuDS. Inclusion of
text: Infiltration SuDS measures would not be
encouraged in areas that have shallow groundwater
as these measures would not be suitable.

The improvement suggested is agreed with the
Environment Agency in the associated
Statement of Common Ground and main
modifications table.

Main modification
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We support Policy G8 in principle. In regard to
surface water drainage it is the responsibility of the
developer to make proper provision for drainage to
ground, watercourses or surface water sewer in
accordance with the drainage hierarchy set out in
the London Plan. It is important to reduce the
quantity of surface water entering the sewerage
system in order to maximize the capacity for foul
sewage to reduce the risk of sewer flooding. Limiting
the opportunity for surface water entering the foul
and combined sewer networks is of critical
importance to Thames Water. Thames Water have
advocated an approach to SuDS that limits as far as
possible the volume of and rate at which surface
water enters the public sewer system. By doing this,
SuDS have the potential to play an important role in
helping to ensure the sewerage network has the
capacity to cater for population growth and the
effects of climate change. SuDS not only help to
mitigate flooding, they can also help to: improve
water quality; provide opportunities for water
efficiency; provide enhanced landscape and visual
features; support wildlife; and provide amenity and
recreational benefits.

Policy G8 is soundly based. Planning decisions
will be made in accordance with S38 (6) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
and other legislation if brought forward under
the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023.
The policy includes suitable criteria against
which applications will be determined.

No action

With regard to surface water drainage, Thames
Water request that the following paragraph should
be included in Policy wording or supporting text: “It
is the responsibility of a developer to make proper
provision for surface water drainage to ground,

olicy G8 is soundly based. Planning decisions will
be made in accordance with S38 (6) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
and other legislation if brought forward under
the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023.

No action
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water courses or surface water sewer. It must not be
allowed to drain to the foul sewer, as this is the
major contributor to sewer flooding.”

The policy includes suitable criteria against
which applications will be determined.

POLICY G7

All respondents 8.35 203.2

supporting policy

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

Support, no reason given.

Support welcomed

Support — policy is Sound.

We generally support Policy G7 as it is in general accordance with the

NPPF and the PPG.

Support welcomed

POLICY G7

All respondents 28.11 30.12 80.4 89.11 153.10
raising 162.3 178.18 200.6 202.18 204.3
objections on

this

policy/chapter

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

In the case of SPS13, it is evident that there has
been no application of a sequential approach to
locating the development and where the
Sequential Test and the Exception Test (where

The sequential test demonstrates that the city’s
housing requirement cannot be met entirely in
Flood Zone 1, therefore the next step is to
consider the capacity within Flood Zones 1 and 2

None.
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
necessary) have been passed. Policy SPS13 combined and then Flood Zone 3a etc. if that
offends emerging G7 because it proposes can’t be achieved. More detail on this is set out
development on a site (HELAA 389), where in the background paper entitled “BGP9 Flood
around 7% is within Flood Zone 2 - precisely the | Risk and Sequential Test of Sites”.
same amount as caused the adjacent Memorial
Field site (HELAA 388) to be rejected as In relation to site 388, as also stated in the
unsuitable for development in the HELAA. This HELAA, there is no landowner intention to
sort of inconsistent decision making should not | develop. If there was, for a greenfield site the
be permitted. onus would be on the landowner to show that is
likely that loss could be compensated for, and in
addition a fuller site appraisal would be
required, in this case looking at the likely
heritage impacts in particular, and this site (388)
has previously been rejected because it is
integral to the character of the conservation
area.
Due to several reasons including non- Noted, but national guidance related to flood None
compliance with EA directives and use of risk provides best practice advice as to how the
outdated calculation methods for surface run- Flood Risk Assessment should be prepared and
off etc., there is no accurate or reliable data to what should be included.
assess risk of increased local flooding. Hydro
review confirms that SPS13 is likely to increase
the risk of local flooding to neighbouring
properties downstream.
Paragraph 4.43 - The Council should adopt the These actions would take place outside of the None

principle of rewilding of sites for both
biodiversity and drainage reasons within the

planning system.
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
city, where opportunities exist. More should be
done with interested groups to make nature
restoration an ever more active area of policy
within the city.
Paragraph 4.47 - Great faith is expressed here in | Policy G8 (SuDS) stipulates that a maintenance None
SuDS. However, there is a lack of evidence about | plan must be submitted alongside any planning
how they are, if at all, being regularly application for minor or major development,
maintained. Either a voluntary code of conduct | demonstrating how SuDS will be managed and
needs development or a Special Planning remain effective for the lifetime of the
Document requiring maintenance throughout development. The plan must clearly explain
the city is required. what maintenance measures will take place,
how frequently they will occur and for how long
and will be secured by condition.
Paragraph 4.51 - Extensions are, in volume, Minor applications, including householder None
significant as a general feature of weekly extensions, are captured by Policy G7 and are
planning applications. Requirements for these required to submit an FRA.
should include soakaways/French drains from
roof gutters as compulsory. Given that
extensions are part of the process of converting
homes into HMOs, a general block on concrete-
tarmac new frontages is needed, which will
discourage car use.
Policy G7 is generally against development in The policy does allow for intensification, but not | None.

Flood Zone 3b unless it is for water-compatible
development or on previously developed land
with appropriate mitigation. The policy also
states that development should not lead to a
net increase in the built footprint of the existing

a greater footprint of buildings. That is very
important, because the policy also requires
flood risk is not made worse elsewhere.
Increasing the built footprint would decrease
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

building within flood zone and where possible
lead to a decrease.

The current proposed wording of this policy
prevents any net increase in built development
within these areas, where robust mitigation
strategies and sensitive design solutions could
prevent any further increase of flood risk on
schemes which may exceed the existing building
footprint. The wording of the policy should be
amended to allow for some flexibility to reflect
this, i.e. allowing a larger footprint in Flood Zone
3b if supported by suitable mitigation measures,
ensuring that the risk of flooding is not
increased as a result.

flood storage and cause changes to flows and
other issues that could not be compensated for.

There is no acknowledgement/ policy regarding
runoff from transport infrastructure or the
danger of flooding in FZ2 and FZ3 from FZ1
development — such as from Headington, which
has caused repeated flooding in other areas
including the Lye Valley, Cowley Marsh and
Barton Park. Increasing and intensive
urbanisation is a far greater cause of floods than
climate change, yet it is not even acknowledged
in paragraph 4.43. Modifications required to
address this include the requirement of a
proportional FRA for all zones including offsite
cumulative risk, acknowledgement that

FRAs will be required in many cases, including minor
applications in flood zones 2 and 3. These must use
up-to-date data and consider flooding from all
sources and most demonstrate no increase in flood
risk off-site.

None
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
urbanisation is a major cause of downstream

flooding and a ban on development in low-lying

FZ3 land as flood defences do not protect

against groundwater flooding.

The extent and scale of Flood Zone 3b needs to | This is identified in the GIS mapping that None
be identified within this or the Strategic Flood accompanies the SFRA and is identified on the

Risk Assessment so that those promoting Local Plan Policies Map.

development are clear about the requirements

at a policy level.

The policy discusses that development needs to | The issue regarding other sources of flooding None

consider all sources of flooding, however it does
not state how this should be considered, or
what would be appropriate in areas that are
shown to be at risk from sources other than
those linked to fluvial flood zones. This includes
how they would sequentially test sites in
relation to other sources. The policy should be
amended to clarify this.

has also been raised by the Environment Agency
—see Appendix A of the SoCG with the
Environment Agency and the SFRA Addendum
(March 2024).

Policy G7 is not considered to be sound because

it is inconsistent with national policy, and it is

not justified because it does not reflect the

flood risk evidence that has been provided.

Issues to be resolved include:

e Referring to critical drainage areas

identified in Flood Zone 1 in the SFRA
when none are defined

See Appendix A of the SoCG with the
Environment Agency

Main and minor modifications
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Providing details on how high the
resilience measures should be regarding
design finished flood levels - should be at
least 300mm above this

Making clear in the policy that for those
site allocations where part of the site lies
within Flood Zone 3b, dwellings are not
to be permitted/ built in this zone,
consistent with national policy.

Ensuring that development proposals
safeguard land for future flood relief
measures — e.g. for the Oxford Flood
Alleviation Scheme (OFAS), where the
Council is an important stakeholder.
Having a standalone policy to discuss and
address the matters relating to the
OFAS.

Further comments were also received on the
Level 1 and 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
and Sequential Test which supports this policy.
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POLICY G8

All respondents 8.36

supporting policy

174.23

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
The policy is sound Noted No action
We welcome provisions within this policy to
include a Foul and Surface Water Drainage
Strategy for larger schemes, and the
requirement for new developments to separate
foul and surface water sewers and existing
developments to explore the idea of separating
combined sewers where possible.
POLICY G8
All respondents 30.13 89.12 133.9 148.10 152.6
raising 178.19 200.7 202.19 203.9
objections
COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Not effective. Rendered unsound by innate conflict | Policy SPS13 does not undermine other policies | No action
with Policy SPS13 which dictates a form of of the proposed Local Plan 2040. Policy G8 is
development which cannot comply with Policy G8. | soundly based. Planning decisions will be made
in accordance with S38 (6) of the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and other
legislation if brought forward under the
Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023.
The Policy MUST comply with NPPF regs and replace | Policy G8 is soundly based. Planning decisions No action
ALL outdated methods with long-current ones for will be made in accordance with S38 (6) of the
calculating water volumes that determine SuDS Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
systems.

275




and other legislation if brought forward under
the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023.

The WNF supports this policy, as it is consistent with
WNP policy BE27: ‘All run off water should be
infiltrated into the ground using permeable surfaces
(SUDS), or attenuation storage, so that the speed
and quantity of run off is decreased.’ Nevertheless
we are deeply concerned that water quality in our
rivers is deteriorating significantly, and increasing
development will make this worse. Present water
treatment plants are inadequate and assurances
from Thames Water cannot be relied upon.
Environment Agency figures for 2022 state that
storm overflows were used 15 times in rivers within
Oxford’s local authority boundaries. This is not a
complete reflection, as 39% of Thames Water
facilities did not report overspill data last year. In
view of climate change, the increased number of
houses envisaged up to 2040 and beyond, and
Thames Water’s poor record, it is most unlikely that
the water facilities will cope, even if efficiencies
reduce per capita water consumption. Hence the
wording of the policy needs to be made more
robust; placing increased onus and responsibility on
developers and water suppliers to ensure quality
standards and reliability. In particular, what can
gualify as ‘exceptional circumstances’ in which
surface water is permitted to be discharged into a
combined sewer, should be tightly specified.

Oxford City Council are liaising with the
Environment Agency and Thames Water to take
into account the matters raised in this
comment. Their responses as statutory
consultees have been published as part of the
submission of the Local Plan 2040 to the
planning inspectorate. Thames Water have
statutory responsiblities that site outside the
scope of the planning system, whilst Policy G8
includes criteria to avoid causing harm.

No action
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There are instances where to make effective and
efficient use of land it is necessary to use
underground tanks and pipes, and it is not always
possible, practical or sensible to include swales and
ponds in higher density developments. The wording
in the policy contradicts the wording in policies H1
and E1 that both refer to making the most “efficient
use of land”. It is also at odds with the wording at
paragraph 124 of the NPPF (Sept 23) that requires
planning policies to “support development that
makes efficient use of land”. More flexibility should
be included in the policy to ensure development
makes efficient use of the land. This will address the
above issues whilst still enabling the benefits of
SUDS to take place.

ARC consider the provision to strongly restrict the
use of below ground features is not justified,
effective or consistent with national policy —as is
required by Paragraph 35(b), (c) and (d) of the NPPF.
In terms of justification, this appears only to have
been founded in the desire to promote the wider
benefits of above ground features (see supporting
paragraph 4.55) — including providing open space for
recreation and habitats to support wildlife and
biodiversity. Whilst it is recognised the need to
promote natural interventions would have wider
sustainability benefits, it is considered this should
follow a hierarchy instead. This would enable each
development to be designed and delivered on a
case-by-case basis, taking into account the
deliverability of a proposal, whilst achieving the aims
of the policy.

Policy SPS13 does not undermine other policies
of the proposed Local Plan 2040. Policy G8 is
soundly based. Planning decisions will be made
in accordance with S38 (6) of the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and other
legislation if brought forward under the
Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023. The
policy includes suitable criteria against which
applications will be determined. Extensive
guidance is available on how to design SUDS and
maximise the efficient use of land. The policy
contains a suitable hierarchy with flexibility in
the policy.

No action
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Bullet point 4.57 needs to refer to national SuDS
guidance as there are both national and local
standards applicable across the County. It would
also be helpful to clarify that the LLFA’s role is to
review major applications in relation to surface
water drainage including SuDS measures and to
provide information on whether the proposals at
planning stage meets the local standards. We as
LLFA have no other remit as a statutory consultee
and do not set policies in relation to surface water
drainage. In relation to the policy, it is useful to see
our local standards mentioned. It may also be useful
to add that there are national standards that run
alongside our local standards as Defra set these out
and may at some point amend these and we have no
control over these changes. Amend Policy G8 or
supporting text to refer to the national standards set
by Defra in addition to our local standards.

Policy G8 is soundly based. Planning decisions
will be made in accordance with S38 (6) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
and other legislation if brought forward under
the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023.
There is no requirement to amend the policy or
supporting text to ensure the policy is sound.

No action

The policy attempts to protect groundwater
resources however it could be improved. Oxford
City has areas where there is shallow Ground Water.
You will note that in the introductory texts, we
highlighted the need for a specific standalone water
policy for the protection of ground water resources
due to the unique situation in Oxford. To improve
this policy, it will be beneficial to include specific
wording about sites that have shallow groundwater
not being suitable for infiltration SuDS. Inclusion of
text: Infiltration SuDS measures would not be
encouraged in areas that have shallow groundwater
as these measures would not be suitable.

The improvement suggested is agreed with the
Environment Agency in the associated
Statement of Common Ground and main
modifications table.

Main modification
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We support Policy G8 in principle. In regard to
surface water drainage it is the responsibility of the
developer to make proper provision for drainage to
ground, watercourses or surface water sewer in
accordance with the drainage hierarchy set out in
the London Plan. It is important to reduce the
quantity of surface water entering the sewerage
system in order to maximize the capacity for foul
sewage to reduce the risk of sewer flooding. Limiting
the opportunity for surface water entering the foul
and combined sewer networks is of critical
importance to Thames Water. Thames Water have
advocated an approach to SuDS that limits as far as
possible the volume of and rate at which surface
water enters the public sewer system. By doing this,
SuDS have the potential to play an important role in
helping to ensure the sewerage network has the
capacity to cater for population growth and the
effects of climate change. SuDS not only help to
mitigate flooding, they can also help to: improve
water quality; provide opportunities for water
efficiency; provide enhanced landscape and visual
features; support wildlife; and provide amenity and
recreational benefits.

Policy G8 is soundly based. Planning decisions
will be made in accordance with S38 (6) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
and other legislation if brought forward under
the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023.
The policy includes suitable criteria against
which applications will be determined.

No action

With regard to surface water drainage, Thames
Water request that the following paragraph should
be included in Policy wording or supporting text: “It
is the responsibility of a developer to make proper
provision for surface water drainage to ground,

Policy G8 is soundly based. Planning decisions
will be made in accordance with S38 (6) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
and other legislation if brought forward under
the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023.

No action
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water courses or surface water sewer. It must not be
allowed to drain to the foul sewer, as this is the
major contributor to sewer flooding.”

The policy includes suitable criteria against
which applications will be determined.

POLICY G9

All respondents 8.37 85.3 178.20 200.8

supporting policy

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
General support — no comment N/A N/A

General support — Local Plan should recognise
value of Ground Source Heat Pumps (GSHPs) to
the benefits of summer cooling via ‘passive
cooling’ as opposed to traditional air
conditioning.

The comment is noted, thanks. We appreciate
that there are efficiency differences between
technologies that applicants may use. The
policies of the Local Plan set out the key
expectations of sustainable/net zero carbon
design (e.g. no fossil fuels, energy efficient,
climate resilient) but are technology agnostic.
They allow applicants to select the most
appropriate technology for the context of their
site/proposal and to meet the overall policy
targets. This allows not only for flexibility to
respond to different site constraints and viability
concerns, but also for future-proofing as new
technologies may emerge. We envisage
publishing a Technical Advice Note that supports

No change proposed to Local Plan

Detail on different types of heat pumps to be
incorporated into future Technical Advice Note
supporting policy implementation.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

applicants to meet Local Plan policy
requirements and would suggest this to be the
place for us to expand on the range of
technologies, their benefits/constraints, other
considerations.

General support - Property Flood Resilience is
referenced in the SFRA level 1. The SFRA section
includes reference to Property Flood Resilience
best practice. Throughout the SFRA, climate
change is included. You may wish to direct
applicants to the SFRA for more information on
Property Flood Resilience and climate change.

This comment has been addressed through the
statement of common ground with the
Environment Agency.

Refer to Statement of Common Ground.

POLICY G9

All respondents 86.6 89.13 168.10 30.14 199.10
raising 2034

objections on

this

policy/chapter

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

G9 should mention importance of integrating
edible landscaping and community food growing
spaces to mitigate food insecurity. Suggest extra
criterion in policy: Integrate edible landscaping
and community food growing spaces to help
with food security and food resilience.

Where green infrastructure is incorporated into
a scheme, it should be designed to provide
multi-functional benefits as outlined in policy
G2. We agree food security is an important
concern and want to encourage opportunities
for informal food growing. For this reason,

No change proposed
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

criterion i of policy G2 already sets this out as
one of the benefits that should be explored:

1) Opportunities for edible planting or
community food growing

This needs to be read alongside the
requirements of climate resilient design set out
in policy G9 and does not need to be repeated.

SPS13 conflicts with the aspirations of policy G9
—remove policy SPS13.

Another response refers to the detail of the
current application on the site and what is
considered by the respondent to be inadequate
approach to flood risk.

The requirements of the Local Plan policies need
to be read and addressed as a whole, this will
include where development is proposed on an
allocated site.

Concerns about the allocation of any particular
site will be addressed in the responses to that
specific policy.

No change proposed

Policy (or potentially the green policies) would
benefit from reference to the BREEAM scheme
as an internationally recognised standard for
sustainability.

Whilst the Local Plan does not require
certification against any particular sustainability
scheme, there is no barrier preventing
applicants utilising BREEAM. Where appropriate,
we will consider how we can cross reference to
external certification schemes such as BREEAM
in any applicable future Technical Advice Notes.

No change proposed to Local Plan

Consider cross-reference to external
certification schemes within applicable future
Technical Advice Notes in order to flag useful
external resources for applicants.

Local Plan is not explicit enough that benefits of
meeting one policy area (e.g. greening) can
comply with multiple policies as part of a holistic
approach.

We would suggest that this is already covered
within para 4.64 of the policy, which includes
the following wording:

No change proposed to Local Plan

We will also consider how future Technical
Advice Notes that support applicants in
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

It is acknowledged that there may be overlap
with requirements in other policies, equally,
there will be many design solutions that can
deliver upon multiple requirements (e.g. green
infrastructure can promote urban cooling as well
as flood resilience). Applicants are encouraged
to incorporate design measures that have multi-
functional benefits and can refer to the same
design features where they meet the
requirements of multiple parts of the checklist.

interpreting requirements of Local Plan policies
can reinforce that holistic approaches to design
can meet the requirements of various policies.

The policy includes requirement that
‘Supporting infrastructure is designed to
function in extreme weather conditions’ without
any definition of ‘extreme weather’ and no
regard for cost or necessity.

It is not considered unreasonable to ask that
applicants consider impacts of future weather
scenarios when designing any supporting
infrastructure they take responsibility for
providing as part of a scheme. The necessity is
justified based on an understanding that climate
change is likely to exacerbate extreme weather
scenarios and these will impact the supporting
infrastructure as much as the development
itself. Considerations will vary with the type of
infrastructure and the policy does not go so far
as to set particular standards which would be
rigidly applied for this reason and could be more
practically costed. It will be down to the
applicant to justify what is reasonable and
proportionate to their application where this is
of relevance.

No change proposed.
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COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Support Policy G9 where it refers to water
efficiency, but flag that this needs to be
strengthened to ensure the water efficiency
standard of 110 litres per person per day is met
in practice. Policy G9 should be amended to
state: “.....All new residential developments
(including replacement dwellings) will meet the
Building Regulation optional higher water
efficiency standard of 110 litres per person per
day, using the ‘Fittings Approach’ in table 2.2 as
set out in Building Regulations part G2. Planning
conditions will be applied to new residential
development to ensure that the water efficiency
standards are met.....”

We agree this would be helpful addition to the
policy to ensure it is effective and suggest a
modification to be made.

We do not consider it necessary to set out that
the requirement will be conditioned in the

policy.

Main modification to be made as follows:

All dwellings (including conversions, reversions
and change of use) achieve an estimated water
consumption of no more than 110 litres per
person per day using the ‘Fittings Approach’ as
set out in Building Regulations part G2
(proposals are encouraged to go further than
this).

rCHAPTER 5

All respondents 8.46

supporting policy

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

General support — no comment N/A

CHAPTER 5

All respondents 30.17 74.40 | 84.8 85.8
raising

objections on
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this
policy/chapter

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Would be helpful if the Council made clear if its | See Historic England Statement of Common N/A
strategic approach includes buried peat or not. Ground response where this comment is

Natural England’s map covers only superficial addressed.

peat reserves. Will the same conservation

approach be adopted for buried peat too? The

local plan should refer explicitly to both

superficial reserves and buried peat.

There should be policy requiring solar pv on all This comment is responded to in detail in the N/A
new-build with appropriate roofs to responses under policy R1.

accommodate.

Embedded carbon requirements should be This comment is responded to in detail in the N/A

stronger. Strengthen the preference for
retaining existing structures rather than
demolish and rebuild.

responses under policy R2.

The plan identifies that 'new development can
create environmental impacts, particularly
during the construction phase', but while
requiring mitigation, there is no provision for
compensation for adverse effects on businesses
or residents (see also comments under S3). The
Local Plan should require that provision should
be made by developers for adverse effects of
construction or finished developments

Noted. This is outside of the scope of the
planning system. Mitigation measures are
delivered to alleviate the impact of
developments and such should not require
compensation for residents and businesses.

No change proposed
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PROPOSED ACTION

Local Plan is unsound as it has not considered
networked heat pumps as part of the solution to
heat decarbonisation—these are ground source
heat pumps (GSHPs) sharing a ground loop,
rather than each individual system having its
own heat pump. GSHPs are more efficient and
economically viable and is an established
technology.

Networked heat pumps need to be considered
and a clear distinction between different types
of heat pump technologies needs to be set out
(e.g. ASHPs and GSHPs have clear differences
but referring together does not recognise
GSHP’s own benefits).

Noted. The Local Plan does not preclude
networked solutions. It just does not explicitly
reference them. Any infrastructure network
would need to take account of other policies in
the plan (e.g., GHSPs would need to consider
their impact carefully on archaeology for
example). GSHPs may be the most fitting way to
meet the requirements of the Local Plan
policies, policy R1 allows flexibility to select the
right solution for the site in order to meet the
overall policy targets.

The net zero policies are likely to be supported
by a future Technical Advice Note (similar to
those produced for LP2036). It may be that
additional guidance could be provided there on
pros/cons of different types of heat pump, if this
would be helpful to support applicants.

No change proposed — potentially consider
additional detail on types of heat pumps and
pros/cons as part of a future Technical Advice
Note to support implementation of LP2040’s
policies.

Objectives of the chapter are undermined by
site allocations — specifically SPS13—which is an
unsustainable site allocated in LP2036 on basis
of poor information. SPS13 should be deleted.

Development on site allocations will be subject
to requirements of the strategic policies of the
plan. Specific comments in response to the
allocations are addressed in their respective
consultation summaries sections.

No change proposed

POLICY R1
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All respondents 8.39 75.1 136.16 164.12 170.5

supporting policy || 58.8 71.15 174.24 178.21

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

General support — no reason given N/A

General support — recognise that consultation is happening concurrent Noted — the Council is aware of the consultation and will monitor its
with government Future Homes Standard progress.

General support —improvement on LP2036, thorough approach to N/A

removing fossil fuels from buildings, use of absolute energy metrics over
% improvement on emissions.

Whilst generally supported in principle, flexibility needs to be embedded
in the Local Plan policies to accommodate growth
aspirations/requirements related to economic theme which may not
otherwise be realised.

Noted — the policies of the plan are intended to secure the sustainable
growth of the city, this means allowing/enabling development whilst also
setting strict standards for the quality of that development. Policy R1
includes flexibility for applicants to justify where particular targets cannot
be achieved and sets out via criteria a)-c) how the Council will assess
applications that cannot meet the full standards. Note also proposed
modifications later in this table in relation to non-residential
development which will help address this point.

Whilst supportive of R1, limited mention of heritage assets like listed
buildings — would be prudent to ensure appropriate protection for these
whilst also making energy efficient.

The policies of the Local Plan need to be read as a whole, as such, the
protections for heritage assets set out in policies HD1-HD6 will apply.

Where retro-fit is part of an application, policy R3 sets out guidance in
relation to traditional/historic buidlings.

General support — need to ensure no more harm and zero-carbon homes
in operation is good step. Needed for current/future residents to support
greenhouse gas emissions in line with national policy, provide
comfortable/cheap-to-run housing, and for increasing fuel security.

Noted

POLICY | R1
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All respondents 17.6 26.10 28.1 73.8 85.4

raising 54.3 61.3 89.15 121.4 124.8

objections on 125.4 130.3 133.10 144.3 152.7

this policy 153.11 155.3 168.11 175.7 151.6
38.5 126.6 127.2 148.11 149.4
171.7 177.11 194.5 196.12 202.21
199.11

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

Considered unsound as not effective but no Noted None

further comments provided

A number of respondents supported ambition of | Noted — we have responded to the individual None

policy or commended commitment to meeting
local/national net zero targets despite finding
policy unsound and then setting out various
issues as noted below.

issues below and, where appropriate, set out
proposed modifications.

Some general commentary reflecting on the
significant jump in requirements from the
existing Local Plan 2036.

OLP2036 took a step forward in policy
addressing carbon emissions, setting a target of
40% reduction in emissions over building
regulations, which stepped up to net zero by
2030. OLP2036 stepped up from the previous
policy framework which required 20% of a
building’s total energy requirements to come
from renewable or low-carbon sources (for
residential development this equated to an
approx. 35% reduction in emissions over
building regulations. As such, the step change
was quite slight. However, viability evidence for

None
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OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

OLP2036 showed that net zero was affordable
from the start of the plan period, but a step-
change was introduced to allow the industry
time to actually deliver net zero.

Since OLP2036 was adopted (2020), the UK has
set a net zero target of 2050 and Oxford has set
its own target of 2040, meanwhile industry has
continued to adapt and low/zero carbon
technologies have advanced.

It is necessary for LP2040 to again take a strong
step forward to ensure we meet net zero goals,
but also to address wider challenges of fuel
poverty, energy security etc.

Concerned about approach to onsite
renewables being at odds with Written
Ministerial Statement (Dec 2023) and therefore
not consistent with national policy.

Council will need to reframe its policy to total
emissions as assessed by Building Control’s SAP
methodology and amend policy para 5.7 which
currently refers to CIBSE TM54 as preferred
methodology.

Council cannot demonstrate robustly
costed/viable demands of the WMS as current
proposed policy will go beyond Future Homes

The WMS allows local policy makers to go
beyond national standards where a case is well-
reasoned and costed. The Council has produced
a Background Paper to address this issue and
sets out why the Council considers its proposed
policy is sound.

The BGP also addresses why the SAP
methodology is inadequate for delivering net
zero development, as did the topic paper
published as part of the Reg 19 consultation.

Additional costs of carbon reduction associated
with Policy R1 have been factored into Local

None
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OFFICER RESPONSE
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Standard, add costs for fabric efficiency, new
skills/material.

Plan viability testing. The Local Plan Viability
Study considers that "the costs of achieving
operational net zero carbon are typically 5% of
construction costs”. The Local Plan viability
assessment shows that the reduction in
residential land values is typically between 5%-
8%, with higher reductions on larger residential
schemes (flats), student housing and retail/
office/ R&D developments.

The Council will need to consider these impacts
on its delivery projections for early years of plan
and potentially fewer homes brought forward
whilst these higher standards take time to
embed.

Policy requirements will impose delivery delays,
as it will incur demands for skills/materials that
may not be readily available. Even with a short
transitionary period, there is likely to be high
risk of quality problems, inflated costs and
potentially stalled build programmes.

Noted. In delivering sustainable development,
the Local Plan has a role in addressing multiple
objectives, both delivery of housing and growth,
as well as ensuring growth is aligned with
commitments for addressing climate change
and protecting the natural environment.

On the demand for skills/materials point. The
transition to net zero carbon design and the
shift to use of associated technologies (e.g. heat
pumps) is part of a larger-scale societal change
that is being driven at various levels outside of
the Local Plan, including current and planned
updates to national building regulations and
similar policy advances in authorities across the
country. The plan also includes policy for CEPPs
(Community Employment and Procurement
Plans) which can assist with skills shortages.

None
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Consideration should be given to a phasing Phasing is not currently proposed and not None
process to account for the significant design deemed to be necessary to ensure the policy is
changes that will be needed. sound.
The 5% viability cost increase set out in viability | The Viability Study evidences the cost increase None
study for this policy may be an underestimate, for Policy R1. We have been unable to find the
meaning the full costs of the policy do not specific research referenced in the rep online,
appear to have been fully considered. however, we appreciate that different costs will

result in different results. The costs used in the
Work has been undertaken by HBF to assess Viability Report have been sourced from a
costs of delivery of number of archetypes to variety of different authorities proposing similar
range of specifications up to those similar to policies and represent a good cross section of
Council’s proposed policy. typologies.
Research indicates 15-20% increase in costs Where overall viability impacts can be
above Building regulations 2021 on a standard 3 | demonstrated when taking into account all
bed end of terrace house. Whilst acknowledged | policy costs, the Local Plan includes guidance on
the methodology is not directly comparable, how these considerations will be taken into
indicates potential for higher build costs than account in policy S4, including allowance for
the viability study indicates. incremental reduction of energy offset

contributions.
Concern about viability implications of such Noted. See previous response above. None
prescriptive requirements when combined with
the asks of other policies, particularly for larger
and major schemes.
Furthermore, off-site renewable generation is Noted, the policy does not require off-site None

dependent on adequate capacity in local

generation but sets out a variety of ways that
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
infrastructure to be able to accommodate. overall impacts on energy capacity as a result of
Concern about this being a major local new development can be mitigated — ideally
constraint owing to the shortage of capacity onsite generation, off-site where this is feasible
within the electric grid in Oxford. for applicant, or else, any demand that cannot
be mitigated directly by applicant should be
addressed via offsetting contributions.
More flexible approach is needed and should be
informed by Local Area Energy Plan (LAEP). LAEP | The City Council is involved in joint work with
would inform most cost-effective and County Council on developing Local Area Energy
sequenced plan to achieving net zero and Plans for the county. LAEPs are about
without this the policy risks prescribing understanding our current/future energy
approaches that are not the most cost-effective | demands and being innovative about how we
pathway. address these. Proposed changes to building
regs via Future Homes Standard will necessitate
a shift from fossil fuels regardless of Local Plan,
a policy like R1 which drives energy efficient
design will be needed to reduce demand on an
overburdened grid regardless.
No climate emergency and therefore no basis The overwhelming scientific consensus is that None

for net zero carbon policies/targets. No basis in
science and against human rights and primary
legislation.

climate change is occurring and that society
needs to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases
into the environment. Net zero carbon future is
also a legislative requirement set nationally
which the Council must be aligned with. Putting
the question of climate change to one side,
there are other benefits to net zero policies for
residents of the city. This is particularly in
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
relation to securing more efficient development
that uses/sources energy cleanly and more
affordably for occupants, as well as reducing
impacts on air quality (by reducing emissions
from boilers).
Net zero gives no choice on design and forces The policy sets overall targets for net zero None
compliance with ‘nonsense’. Suggest removing carbon in operation and energy efficiency, it
policy. does not prescribe how the development should
be designed specifically, and is agnostic as to the
technologies/design features that are chosen to
reach these targets.
Policy is not strong enough to meet The policy requires new buildings to be net zero | None
local/national net zero targets, does not require | carbon in operation. It also sets specific
only ‘suggests’, policies must be enforced. performance targets in relation to overall
No specific targets for carbon emissions or over- | energy use and space heating that must be
use of other natural resources, no guidance on demonstrated at application. There is flexibility
how impact will be measured/mitigated. inbuilt into the policy for trickier developments,
which evidence suggests is necessary for the
time being, however the policy is clear that a
case for anything short of full compliance will be
expected to be clearly justified.
Unclear on definition for energy that is being The Council will publish a Technical Advice Note | None

used to calculate Energy Use Intensity targets —
is it counting energy from ground/air, or
boiler/heat pump consumption. Greater
clarification needed on how Council has come to

which will set out more guidance supporting
applicants with meeting the requirements of the
policy. To be clear, EUI calculation will need to
consider all of the energy that is used within the
building as part of its normal operation, this will
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the EUI targets proposed for resi/non-resi
development.

include the energy directly consumed in the
operation of technologies like heat pumps to
provide sufficient heating.

Policy could be expanded to create equivalency
with BREEAM UK and/or other standardised
measurements of sustainability. Council should
consider how it could align with these standards
which are widely adopted in industry.

Others have noted that removal of BREEAM is
considered to be a retrograde step as it is well
understood and development has been
delivered that meets/exceeds these standards,
or allows for comprehensive approach to
sustainability. Council should consider retaining
in some form, if only as guidance to meet new
standards.

The Local Plan 2040 takes a step forward in
requirements in relation to various sustainability
topics, including net zero carbon in operation,
embodied carbon, but also other areas such as
biodiversity, flooding and climate resilience. This
policy framework addresses all of the key topics
that the Council considers it important for new
development to address and as such, it was
considered overly onerous to impose additional
costs on applicants to meet certification against
other schemes such as BREEAM (which covers
much of what the Local Plan policies are already
asking for).

According with the Local Plan 2040 does not
restrict applicants from also pursuing
certification against schemes like BREEAM.
Resources such as BREEAM can be a helpful way
of undertaking sustainable design in one
comprehensive/holistic approach and it will be
flagged within future Technical Advice Notes
where appropriate.

No change proposed to Local Plan

BREEAM to be flagged as a useful sustainability
certification exercise through future Technical
Advice Note.

Various respondents have flagged that
government is working on updates to national

Comments are noted. The background paper
produced for Reg 19 consultation, and the City

None
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compliance standards (e.g. Future Homes
Standard) which will amount to enhanced
sustainability standards and will capture some
of what R1 asks for and/or makes Council policy
that goes beyond at this stage unnecessary.

To be more pragmatic, policy targets should be
‘stepped’ and aligned with government
targets/proposed changes to Building Regs.
Reccommend stepped targets or R1 is deleted
as net zero development will be dealt with via
Building Regulations.

Linked to above, national grid is to be
decarbonised by 2050 latest, thus not necessary
for Council policies to adopt alternative
standards to national regulations.

Linked to above, benefit of deferring to national
standards (e.g. Building Regs, instead of local
policy which goes beyond, allows for single
approach all developers understand and
achieve. Approach can be rolled out at scale
allowing supply chains/skills to improve prior to
implementation.

Council’s response on the WMS sets out why it
is considered that Local Policy needs to go
beyond current/planned building regulations
updates. This is not only about reaching net zero
targets in sufficient time, but also about
reducing impacts of fuel poverty for vulnerable
residents and also reducing pressure on the
energy grid by encouraging accordance with
energy hierarchy and setting minimum
standards for energy use.

Current/planned updates to building regulations
are not able to deliver net zero carbon
development in operation. Relying on
decarbonisation of the national grid alone will
not deliver energy efficient development, nor
will it secure the local transitions in energy
systems that are necessary to support local
energy security and meet net zero targets.

Policy should incorporate Passivhaus standards
— current wording around ‘high energy

The space heating target of 20kwh/m2/yr set
out in the policy is close to the target set out in

No change proposed to Local Plan
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efficiency/insulation’ is open to being
manipulated.

passivhaus and was set at a level informed by
feasibility research of various local authorities
across the country — as is set out in the carbon
reduction technical feasibility literature review
paper consulted on at reg 19. It will represent a
significant improvement on existing standards.
The principles of fabric-first and alignment with
energy hierarchy set out in the policy are also in
accordance with passivhaus principles. The
policy does not restrict applicants from meeting
passivhaus accreditation, but does not impose
the cost of certification as standard. It is
envisaged that the future Technical Advice Note
will be able to sign post applicants to useful
resources/standards such as BREEAM and
Passivhaus.

Passivhaus Standard to be flagged as a useful
accreditation and general resource through
future Technical Advice Note.

Unclear if Council has considered the resource
implications (e.g. new surveys/reports) inherent
in the significant step up in policy from current
and the subsequent impacts on decision-
making.

Council will require specialist officers to review
and interpret reports — needs to be
appropriately resourced to deal with increased
workload and meet statutory decision-making
timeframes.

We have undertaken viability evidence to
support this so have factored in cost but
whenever a new policy area is introduced, there
needs to be an element of training and learning.
This training will apply to Council officers also,
as with all policies in the Local Plan.

None
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Unclear on evidence underpinning the proposed | The Council has reviewed technical feasibility None
policy and whether this has considered context | work of a number of local authorities across the
like local circumstances, local building stock, country in order to get as broader
employment needs/aspirations. understanding as possible about technical
feasibility to deliver net zero in operation. A
The introduction of any standards must be particular focus was given to comparable
evidence based. It is currently unclear how authorities to the city and particular typologies
these standards have been set, including of development that would be expected in
whether and how any references in UK guidance | Oxford. This is set out in the literature review
and/or legislation have been used. consulted on at Reg 19 and has informed the
policy. For example, where potential challenges
were identified for certain types of development
meeting policy targets, e.g. tall buildings and
energy demanding typologies, a pragmatic
approach was taken to the policy drafting
including setting out guidance for how
applicants should justify any deviation from the
targets (criteria a-c at end of policy) and also
making allowance for offsetting.
Please see later responses to comments on non-
residential uses which has informed a
modification to EUI targets.
Unclear how EUI targets will be calculated with | The supporting text of the policy sets out that None

no clear methodology referenced in the policy
wording.

calculations will need to be undertaken using an
approved methodology. It goes on to state that
at the current time, the most appropriate
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COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION
Also, policy does not make clear what unit of methodology is considered to be the CIBSE
area is to be used: targets would be even more | TM54 methodology. It is envisaged that the
restrictive if they apply to Net Internal Area. Energy and Carbon Technical Advice Note (TAN)
will then expand on this with additional
guidance to assist applicants.
Para 5.7 sets out the unit of area: gross internal
floor area (m2 ).
Unclear on whether Council has considered Council considered a number of different forms | None

alternative forms of energy use rating e.g.
Display Energy Certificates which may be more
compatible for certain building types.

of energy rating at the preferred options
including SAP/ SBEM. The Energy Use Intensity
metric is a standard way of measuring energy
performance at the meter which can be applied
to any type of development.

Energy Use Intensity and space heating targets
are not useful/achievable for a number of
building types which can make implementation
challenging (examples given include life
sciences, health, education, research/labs) and
will create unnecessary issues for developers to
address. Policy needs to be more flexible to
account for range of uses in city. Future needs
of wider array of non-resi should be reflected in
requirements where particular needs cannot
allow them to meet the policy targets — e.g. for
safety or technical operation reasons.

Energy Use Intensity and space heating targets
measured in kwh/m2/yr are a simple,
transferable way of measuring energy
performance that can be applied to any type of
building.

The targets have been informed by a technical
feasibility research review as set out in the
evidence base, although it is acknowledged that
for non-residential development, the variation
in building design and uses makes feasibility
testing more challenging. We recognise that the
policy as drafted will be challenging for certain
development typologies (e.g., R&D), particularly

Main modification proposed to the policy’s EUI
target for non-residential development as
follows:

A total Energy Use Intensity (EUI) figure for the
development has been provided, calculated
using an approved methodology as set out in
supporting text. Developments will not be
permitted where they exceed the following
Energy Use Intensity targets (unless
demonstrated to be technically unfeasible):

e Residential: 35 kwh/m2 /yr
e Non-residential: 70 kwh/m2 /yr
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Concern that requirements of criteria 2 are
completely unachievable for life sciences
buildings. Limits should not be placed on
innovation or safety which require energy
intensive equipment, high fresh air rates and
significant cooling requirements.

Responses flag that power demand of lab
buildings can typically be 4-5 times more than
that for a standard office building and can be

even higher for more specialised requirements.

Other responses state typically values in the
range of 200 -300 kWh/m2/year are seen in
laboratory buildings, including off-setting PV
generation, against the target in the policy of
70.

those that use high energy demand equipment
which cannot easily be made more efficient.
The policy already included flex and guidance
for applicants where particular targets could be
robustly demonstrated to not be feasible, which
the Council considered to be a pragmatic way to
accommodate these uncertainties.

However, the feedback at reg 19 clearly
indicates that further modification is necessary
to accommodate higher energy demand uses
and we have taken that onboard and propose a
main modification.

= For non-residential uses
with exceptionally high
energy demands,
including
R&D/labs/hospitals, a
higher EUI target will be
accepted where it can be
robustly justified,
including the measures
taken to limit this.

Additional paragraph to be added to supporting
text, after para 5.8, to read as follows:

For some non-residential uses, it is expected
that applicants may find it challenging to reduce
energy use to the target set in the policy. For
example, uses such as research and
development (R&D), laboratories and hospitals
can have specialist equipment needs that are
necessary to the functioning of the
development and that have high energy
demands which cannot feasibly be reduced.
Higher energy use intensity performance will be
accepted where proposals for these types of
development can justify this requirement,
however, the application should still set out the
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measures that have been taken to reduce
energy demand as much as possible.

Linked with above, non-residential target should
be updated to acknowledge varying EUI
requirements for different uses e.g. Research
and development with higher energy needs than
office/retail thus could not meet same standard.
Emerging work of Cambridge Local Plan is
offered as helpful example of such an approach.

See response above — we acknowledge and
agree a modification is needed and have
reviewed the work of Cambridge to help inform
this modification.

Main modification

Linked with above, alternative wording for EUI
targets element of policy suggested:

2. A total Energy Use Intensity (EUI) figure for
the development has been provided, calculated
using an approved methodology as set out in
supporting text. Developments will not be
permitted where they exceed the following
Energy Use Intensity targets, exceptions will be
allowed where the development type justifies
higher EUI targets and this is fully demonstrated
through the application submission: a)
Residential: 35 kwh/m2/yr b) Non-residential:
70 kwh/m2/yr

See responses above. The policy already sets out
that applicants are able to make a case for non-
compliance, as long as it can be justified against
the criteria a-c at the end of the policy — this
effectively already allows for what is being
asked in the response here.

It is envisaged that the future Technical Advice
Note will set out more guidance for applicants
on how to approach applications where meeting
the targets are especially challenging.

None

A range of targets would be one way to set
targets or simply seek scheme to minimise total
energy use for the particular building in
question. If buildings are using a high proportion

The Council is proposing a modification to
introduce additional allowances for non-
residential uses that require high energy use
which is not easy to make more efficient, which

Please refer to earlier response about
modification for non-residential uses.
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of renewable energy then it is questioned if this | it considers to be a pragmatic solution reflecting
figure has much relevance? Suggest either the consultation feedback.
delete EUI target or set a range. The limit on EUI alongside requirement for
meeting energy demand with sufficient
generation is considered necessary to reduce
the scale of renewables needed to
accommodate energy demand and to drive
more efficient design as part of a holistic policy
approach.
Policy seeks to achieve 100% of on-site energy Noted — refer to earlier responses on viability. None
needs to be generated on site. This policy is Where onsite is not feasible, the policy includes
potentially costly to developers and operators allowances for off-site installation or payment
and difficult to implement for OCC. into energy offsetting.
Policy states that ‘Where the total energy need | The approach seeks to ensure that energy None
cannot be met onsite, the remaining energy demand created by a development is balanced
balance should be met through installation of by sufficient renewable energy generation —
sufficient additional renewable generation at a either onsite or offsite (directly or through
location offsite’. This reads as though it is offsetting). This is after the design process has
intended to be a requirement for additionality in | sought to reduce energy demand as much as
renewable energy generation offsite, and not possible through efficient design.
merely as a requirement for offsite electricity to
be provided from (possibly existing) renewable
sources, or through purchasing energy from a
certified renewable source.
Difficulty in how a building is used and how that | It is important that post occupancy performance | None

might change over time and this is a concern

is considered to help reduce issues of the
performance gap. However, the policy does not
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with post-occupancy monitoring. Suggest
remove need for post-occupancy monitoring.

specify the type of post-occupancy monitoring
required, it allows applicants to set out what
they consider to be most appropriate.

More flexibility needed in policy.

We consider that the policy includes sufficient
flexibility, particularly where exceptional
circumstances/non-standard design means that
meeting standards are not feasible. In addition,
we have proposed modification to non-
residential EUI target in response to the
feedback (as set out above). Additional flexibility
runs the risk of more uncertainty for applicants
at application stage and also has risk of
undermining the objectives of the policy.

None

Not aware of any precedent for offset payments
based on operational energy models (these are
typically Part L).

Typically offset payments have been tied to
emissions in the past. As emissions relating to
the national grid reduce over time, the
increasing issue is capacity and energy security.
The policy overall takes an energy focussed
approach to addressng impacts on climate
change, but also addressing issues of fuel
poverty and energy security. The offset is
therefore tied to remaining energy use that is
not met directly through generation as part of
the application.

None

Responses have flagged that London boroughs
are struggling to spend the money they receive

The Reg 19 background paper detailed in its
appendix the Council’s plans for running the
offsetting mechanism. The ZCOP road

None
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via carbon offsetting — may be difficult for City map/action plan identifies a large retro-fit need
Council to implement here. in the city which offsetting payments could

support. Work is ongoing in setting up this

process, including identifying a pipeline of

potential projects.
Policy’s allowance for offsetting may not be This comment appears to relate to the element | None
achievable for those with limited land control of the policy that allows for direct delivery of
and conflicts with other Local Plan aspirations renewables off-site where onsite is not possible.
for land e.g. for meeting housing need. This is not a requirement of the policy but an
Restrictions on sites for other reasons e.g. option set out as acceptable where onsite is not
heritage constraints that prevent onsite possible. Of course, other considerations will
renewables is another constraint to achieving apply and will need to be addressed where
policy asks. relevant (as with any type of development).

There is suitable flexibility built in to the policy.
For offsetting (payment into Council fund), The City Council is in the process of establishing | None
background papers do not set out how resulting | the specifics of the energy offsetting mechanism
funds will be used to provide required — linking in with work of the Zero Carbon Oxford
offsetting. No fund or schemes have been Partnership in order to identify a range of
established to ensure contributions deliver true | transparently assessed and suitable projects for
offsetting. If this is kept, Council will need a offsetting to be delivered on within the city.
suitable audit trail for payments made and
projects delivered to offset carbon to More detail will ultimately be set out in the
demonstrate effective policy. Technical Advice Note.
Applicable amount of financial contribution to Noted. The background paper published at reg None

be paid for offsetting should be clarified and
supported with evidence for transparency in line
with viability considerations of S4.

19 set out the process the Council envisages to
follow in setting costs for offsetting — linked to
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Council needs to set out more detail about how
it would work.

nationally published data on average costs for
renewables.

More detail will ultimately be set out in the
Technical Advice Note.

Concern/skepticism about offsetting allowance | Concern about offsetting is noted, however, the | None
—large amount of critical literature about its delivery of net zero carbon in operation is
effectiveness in addressing climate change. particularly challenging for certain typologies of
Policy should focus on cutting emissions at development as was acknowledged in the
source. evidence base which means offsetting is likely to
be required in certain situations (and can then
Policy should ensure no further emissions from | help in addressing emissions associated with
new buildings and also from their construction existing buildings elsewhere as a result). The
(which should be made as sustainable as policy sets out pragmatic approach to these
possible). more challenging situations and states that
offsetting to be used “as a last resort”.
The primary objective of policy R1 is to ensure
new development is net zero carbon in
operation — thus not adding to carbon emissions
through operation. Policy R2 focuses on the
more complex issue of carbon associated with
construction process.
Disappointment policy does not automatically The policy is technology agnostic, this allows for | None

require solar PV on all new roofs — policy (along
with H2 and C8) needs to be more rigorous to
insist on this. Current wording is too weak.

future-proofing where new technology comes
on to market in future. It also allows for
applicants to choose right solution for the
context of their site—for example, requiring PV
on all roofs does not take account of significant

304




COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

Allowance for offsetting is a ‘get-out’ clause for
developers which needs to be tightened. Policy
should require use of solar PV even if it cannot
supply all energy needs.

heritage sensitivities in Oxford. Not all roofs are
appropriate for Solar.

The policy sets the performance standards
expected of new development (net zero carbon
in operation and meeting specific targets for
energy use/space heating) and then allows
flexibility in how these are attained. The
requirement is that once energy demands are
reduced, and energy is used efficiently, all
energy needs are sourced renewably—ideally
onsite. This onsite energy generation
requirement is not specified as needing to come
from PV but is likely to be the case for most
developments.

Offsetting is only allowed as a ‘last resort’.

Concern that the Local Plan Viability Assessment
demonstrates that the requirements of these
policies (particularly Policy R2) are only
achievable where land values are at the upper
end. Risks delivery and not in accordance with
para 35 of NPPF in relation to effectiveness/
deliverability.

The Local Plan viability study shows that the
reduction in residential land values is typically
between 5%-8%, with higher reductions on
larger residential schemes (flats), student
housing and retail/ office/ R&D developments.
The viability study applies a precautionary
scenario to costs associated with Policy R2 (i.e.
delivery Net Zero Construction, which the policy
itself does not push for) and it notes that some
evidence has shown this aspect to be cost
neutral.

No change proposed
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Policy should consider impacts of construction Policy R2 addresses the embodied carbon None
proposed. Figures quoted do not take account associated with new development. Calculation
of factors like energy/carbon consumed through | of emissions from outside the boundary
materials sourcing outside Oxford. (category 3 emissions) is highly complex and

highly variable depending on types of materials
Council needs proper measurement of the used and general design approaches. It is not
emissions related to consumption outside of something that is considered to be accurately
boundary. assessable at Local Plan stage, nor is it

considered justifiable or proportionate.
Focus on small-scale renewables alone fails to Policies in the Local Plan should not duplicate None
address NPPF requirements for: supporting the NPPF. These requirements are already
community-led initiatives for renewable/low within the NPPF and do not need to be
carbon energy, identifying opportunities for repeated. The focus on small-scale renewables
development to draw from decentralised is because these are expected to be most likely
systems and co-locating potential heat to come forward in the constrained
customers/suppliers. There should be policies environment of the city. The Council has other
addressing these. methods to support communities seeking ways

to decarbonise e.g. via the Zero Carbon Oxford

Partnership. The lack of specific policy does not

prevent such schemes coming forward where

they require permission.
Local Plan seems to be seeking to off-load Policy R1 seeks to address the impacts of new None

energy generation to neighbouring districts and
ignoring the need to achieve energy reductions
through direct action within city boundaries.
Local Plan needs brownfield-led approach to
renewable energy generation — maximising on

developments in Oxford. There are limited
opportunities to deliver large scale renewable
energy generation in the city due to the limited
land available. Local Plan supports a
brownfield-led approach to renewable energy

306




COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

sites like industrial uses, shopping centres, car
parks, roads. Oxfordshire roof space is more
than enough to accommodate solar energy
needs — Council should be maximising these
opportunities to meet not only its own but
wider county’s needs. No sufficient focus on
maximising renewable energy generation. No
mention of hydro-electric power in the Local
Plan either.

generation but is concerned with ensuring that
each new development makes its own
contribution to net zero.

The Council has delivered a number of
brownfield renewable energy projects on its
own land including decarbonisation of leisure
centres and delivering solar PV on its estate.

The policy expects proposals for conversions,
extensions and change of use to demonstrate
they are in accordance with criteria 1 and 4
which includes that non fossil fuels are being
directly utilised in the operation of the
development. In some instances, it may not be
the most appropriate or sustainable solution to
replace gas boilers where they are relatively
new and in good condition. It may be more
appropriate for the heating system to be
upgraded to a non-fossil fuel solution when the
existing heating system requires replacement.

It is agreed that the policy erroneously captures
extensions within criteria 4, which is not
appropriate. The policy will be soundly based
with a main modification.

Main modification as follows:

Proposals for conversions, extensiens and
change of use (where they include works to the
fabric of the building to facilitate this) that
would require planning permission are only
expected to demonstrate accordance with
criteria 1 and 4, unless they would result in the
creation of a self-contained dwelling or non-
residential unit, in which case all criteria apply.
Extensions are expected to comply with criteria
1-3 unless they would result in the creation of a
self-contained dwelling or non-residential unit,

in which case all criteria apply.

In Oxford, it is widely reported that there is
limited electrical power available until after Q4
2026, following the completion of significant
reinforcement works to the Extra High Voltage

Management of the electricity power grid is
deeply complex and beyond the scope of the
planning system. The distribution network
operator, transmission network operator and

None
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(EHV) lines at all subsidiary substations within
the Cowley Grid Supply Point area. That,
together with the critical importance of back-up
power from non-grid sources, makes this policy
impracticable.

OFGEM have a role to play and statutory
responsibilities to manage the power network.
The Local Plan 2040 has taken into account a
wide range of issues and formed a
proportionate and sound policy response to the
evidence and comment of statutory consultees.

Policy is forcing householders (condition 4) to
heat their existing homes with gas, but then
with an entirely new method (non-gas) for a
new extension. An acceptable solution should
be to achieve a net improvement, eg: a
householder can insulate the rest of the house
at the same time as the extension construction.

It is agreed that the policy erroneously captures
extensions within criteria 4, which is not
appropriate. The suggestion of upgrading the
fabric is captured within criteria 1 — 3 and can be
reasonably applied to extensions. The policy will
be soundly based with a main modification.

Main modification as above to require
extensions to comply with criteria 1-3.

POLICY R2

All respondents 8.40 124.9 144.4 163.3 164.13

supporting policy 175.8 12.2 71.16 74.41 126.7
149.5 174.25 177.12 178.22

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

General support — no specific comment

N/A

General support — however Council should give greater emphasis to
Whole Life Carbon testing — ensure buildings have longer lifespan capable
of flexibility of use rather than constructing short lived low embodied

carbon buildings.

The requirement of Whole Life Cycle Carbon testing has been focused on
larger schemes likely to have the biggest embodied carbon footprint.
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OFFICER RESPONSE

General support — welcome no specific targets in policy but question how
Council proposes to assess feasibility of demolition versus re-use of

buildings.

Recommendation that Council needs to consider operational needs of
businesses/employers more clearly — if building no longer fit for intended
purpose then this should weigh in favour of its removal.

These points are addressed later in the responses, including a proposed
modification to the supporting text.

General support — however policy needs caveat to ensure most efficient
use of land is not constrained by having to retain existing buildings,
though it is noted there is flexibility in policy already.

Another response, also supporting, flagged a similar comment
recommending that part a) of policy needs an additional supporting para
which sets out that any such assessment is proportionate to the assets
being reviewed and in context of other policies such as those promoting
transformational change. This would ensure that development outcomes
on brownfield sites with existing buildings are optimised where a
retention approach renders development undeliverable.

Noted, as with the above, these comments are addressed later in the
responses, including a proposed modification to the supporting text.

General support — but Council should recognise that retention/re-use of
poor quality building can actually lead to a greater level of embodied

Noted, as with the above, these comments are addressed later in the
responses, including a proposed modification to the supporting text.

carbon.
General support — pleased to see focus on embedded carbon in materials | N/A
and whole life cycle approach to buildings.
POLICY R2
All respondents 9.4 26.11 61.4 73.9 75.2
raising 113.5 121.5 125.5 130.4 133.11
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objections on 136.17 152.8 155.4 162.4 168.12

this 170.6 189.7 28.13 58.9 89.16

policy/chapter 127.3 148.12 171.8 194.6 196.13
199.12 202.22 204.4

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE PROPOSED ACTION

There is no climate emergency and therefore no
basis for any net zero carbon policies/targets.

We address this point under the responses to
policy R1.

No change proposed

Object to the lack of policy on net zero carbon
construction thus ignoring potentially half of
emissions arising from new buildings.

Policy R2 takes an important step forward in
addressing embodied carbon in the construction
process, whilst recognizing that this is a complex
issue that is still subject to evolving guidance
and understanding. It sets out key principles
that will need to guide design and sets out
requirements for calculating embodied carbon
in larger developments. Despite there being no
national requirement for net zero carbon
construction, this was considered a pragmatic
step which can be built upon in future Local
Plans if national standards are not implemented
in future.

No change proposed

The Local Plan does not address challenge of
embodied/upfront emissions associated with its
strategy for new housing.

As set out in the responses under chapter 2, it is
acknowledged that new development will have
an embodied carbon cost. The assessment of
embodied carbon is complex and depends upon
many design variables which make it challenging
to reliably quantify at the high level Local Plan
stage (e.g. types of materials used, where they

No change proposed
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are sourced from etc). Alongside the net zero
carbon in operation policy, the Local Plan
includes this embodied carbon policy that seeks
to ensure new development reduces these
emissions, and requires larger development to
quantify and demonstrate reductions through
design process. It is intended as a stepping
stone to more rigorous policy in future as
national guidance and assessment methods
improve.

Local Plan should be acting on under occupancy
of current housing, promoting sub-dividing of
existing under-occupied properties in the city —
impact of existing under-occupation is energy
wasted heating spaces that are not meeting
housing needs and giving rise to new home
building with high-levels of up-front carbon
emissions associated with construction.

The Local Plan cannot control occupancy rates
directly but other City Council initiatives aim to
tackle this such as incentives to council tenants
to move into smaller homes if homes are under-
occupied.

No change proposed

The Local Plan allows for offsetting but only
through local offsetting schemes, yet there is no
attempt to describe reliable ways of offsetting
carbon emissions or to explain how this would
be achieved ‘locally’.

No reliance should be placed on offsetting until
it can be explained how this could be relied on

Offsetting is not a mechanism that is addressed
within policy R2, it is set out as part of the
approach for applicants to meet the
requirements of policy R1. The Regulation 19
consultation net zero carbon background paper
sets out more detail about how offsetting is
intended to be managed within its Appendix.
The Zero Carbon Oxford Partnership identifies
the significant retro-fit burden of existing

No change proposed
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to reduce carbon emissions arising from
development.

development within the city which offsetting
can help support.

Concern about the viability impacts of embodied
carbon policy. Introduction of an embodied
carbon policy must not be so inflexible that it
deems sites unviable and any future policy
needs to ensure this to make sure it is
consistent with NPPF/PPG and can be justified
by the Council. Viability assessment assumes no
additional cost to embodied carbon -
respondent does not agree and feels this should
be accounted for in the viability work.

The whole plan viability work looks at two
approaches to embodied energy based on
minimum and full net zero carbon scenarios.
The minimum scenario assumes a neutral cost
impact whereas the ‘worst-case’ (in terms of
cost) scenario assumes a 10% increase in build
costs — though it should be noted that the Local
Plan policy R2 does not require full net zero
carbon construction.

Viability assessment takes a mid-point
residential sales value, and most typologies are
viable.

No change proposed.

There were a number of comments flagging
concern about criteria a) of the policy such as:
New development will often be far more
sustainable including in building fabric by use of
modern methods of construction but also due to
optimisation of use of a site.

Question how the Council proposes to assess
the feasibility of demolition or re-use of
buildings.

The first point to note is that the policy requires
applicants to demonstrate that they have
explored re-use and found it to be unfeasible
before resorting to demolition—it does not
prevent demolition/replacement.

It is understood that the approach to
redevelopment of a site needs to incorporate
many complex considerations and that
retention of buildings may not always be the
right solution for the future of a site. The policy
criteria was worded in a way that does not

Minor amend to criteria a) of the policy, as follows:
a) Re-use of any existing buildings on a site has been
rebusthy-explored and robustly demonstrated to be
unfeasible before resorting to demolition

In addition, new para in the supporting text after
current para 5.18 to expand on guidance on
expectations in relation to criteria a), as follows:

Existing buildings can be a valuable store for carbon
embedded within the materials originally used to
construct them. Whilst the policy does not mandate
their retention, the criteria seeks to ensure that
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Recommend that Council needs to consider
operational needs of businesses/employers
more clearly — if building no longer fit for
intended purpose then this should weigh in
favour of its removal.

Policy should be caveated to ensure that
redevelopment securing the most efficient use
of land is not unduly constrained by having to
retain existing buildings.

require, but rather, ensures applicants have at
least considered retention first, as there can be
opportunities to bring existing buildings back
into use without resorting to demolition.

Nevertheless, we note the various concerns
flagged and understand that more clarity would
be helpful. To that end we are proposing a
couple of minor modifications, including a small
change to the criteria a) of the policy itself and
then a new para in the supporting text to
provide more clarity around what is expected.

applicants have considered whether it is feasible to
retain and re-use buildings on a site, before resorting
to demolition. Of course, there can be justifiable
reasons for replacing buildings which should be
demonstrated through the application where
relevant. Consideration in relation to feasibility of
retention could include (but is not limited to) factors
such as:

e if building is no longer fit for its intended
purpose or the needs of users;

e if age/construction of the building means it
is inefficient in terms of energy use;

e if a new building will be of more benefit to
achieving wider place-making.

Further comments on the same theme as the
above include:

Policy needs to acknowledge that feasibility of
retaining existing buildings does not just relate
to technical considerations like structural
limitations or operational requirements.

Wider objectives of the Local Plan, including the
planning requirements for the site, must also be
an important consideration when considering
any demolition. Sometimes demolition is the
only route to achieve objectives including
strategic transformation, intensification of

Comments are noted see our response above.

See proposed modification above.
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employment sites, building on strengths in
healthcare/knowledge and innovation.

Although there are higher embodied carbon
costs associated with this route initially, it may
derive larger carbon savings in the future, along
with wider social and economic benefits.

Policy focus should be: Retrofit/refurbishment-
first as opposed to a retrofit/refurbishment-only

policy.

Others have suggested wording to be added:
part a): Re-use of any existing buildings on a site
has been robustly explored and demonstrated to
be unfeasible, or not suited to the requirements
for the site, before resorting to demolition

Linked with above, another suggestion is the
introduction of a paragraph of supporting text
to go alongside part a) of the policy. This would
make reference to the fact that any such
assessment pertinent to addressing the
requirements of part a) is proportionate to the
assets being reviewed and in the context of
other planning policies, such as those which
promote transformational change and

Comments are noted, again see response above.

See proposed modification above.

314




COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

encourage redevelopment to deliver optimum
outcomes.

As part of this, emphasis should continue to be
placed on retaining a high standard of
sustainable development and climate change
objectives as key priorities for such site
proposals. This would ensure that brownfield
sites with existing buildings and those allocated
for redevelopment in the Local Plan are
optimised where a retention approach renders
development undeliverable.

Council should ensure that data in relation to
embodied carbon is available to developers
from suppliers through an Environmental
Product declaration, at present it is not readily
available.

We assume that this response is in relation to
embodied carbon in different materials used by
suppliers. This is not within the Local Plan’s
control. We are willing to explore through the
future Technical Advice Note what additional
support/guidance we can point applicants
towards.

No change proposed — additional guidance to be
considered through the future Technical Advice
Note.

Policy compromises the ability of present and
future generations to meet their own needs.

The policy seeks to ensure development comes
forward in a way that has a reduced impact in
relation to climate change as well and more
prudently uses resources. As such, we would
disagree with this comment.

No change proposed

Policy does not require or enforce requirements
sufficiently which will not allow Council to meet
local/national targets. Use of language like

This is acknowledged. As set out earlier, the
policy is intended as a stepping stone that seeks
to prompt applicants to consider embodied
carbon in the design process and reduce this

No change proposed
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‘wherever possible’ is vague/ineffective and
compares unfavourably to policy R1’s targets.

Another comment is concerned that policy
includes no specific targets/measures in relation
to carbon emissions or use of other natural
resources, the likely impact of the plan on these
resources, how the impacts will be
measured/addressed.

through careful design choices. It allows
flexibility to choose the most sustainable
solutions for a site, recognising that embodied
carbon is a very complex issue. As industry
understanding and national guidance improves,
this will support more precise targets in future
iterations of the Local Plan.

For major schemes policy requires a
measurement of embodied carbon and details
of actions to reduce this as much as possible.
Also requires a Whole Life Carbon Assessment
and that the ECS sets out specific reductions
that to embodied carbon that have been
secured through the design process.

Not enough consideration of complex
requirements of certain uses e.g. academic and
research. Policy needs more flexibility to allow
for optimisation of sites.

See above. In addition, we would also flag that
the policy requirements are not overly
prescriptive partially in recognition of this very
issue and the fact that understanding about best
practice is still evolving.

No change proposed

Planning policy at a national level requires
policies to only support and encourage
retrofitting and not mandating. Does not
suggest that carbon saving policies should be
prioritised over economic growth and
innovation either.

Noted. The policy does not mandate retro-
fitting. The policy, and the Local Plan as whole,
does not specify that carbon policies should be
prioritised over other objectives either. We
would flag however that the UK is subject to a
statutory obligation to reduce carbon emissions
by 100% from 1990 levels by 2050 as set out in
the Climate Change Act 2008. Schedule 7 (15C)

No change proposed
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Policy as drafted creates discretionary carbon
budgeting which will not be resolved until the
end of planning process and needs to be more
clearly defined so matters of principle are not
left to the discretion of the Planning Authority.

of the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023
also requires that: ‘The local plan must be
designed to secure that the use and
development of land in the local planning
authority’s area contribute to the mitigation of,
and adaptation to, climate change.’

We disagree that the policy creates
‘discretionary carbon budgeting’ - the policy
seeks to require all applications to take actions
to reduce embodied carbon, it also requires the
largest developments to quantify and detail
reductions they have secured through design
process.

Urge more ambition, particularly on larger
development. Suggestions of reframing criteria
f) and g) of policy to impose, if not net zero
carbon, then a demanding quantitative upper
limit on embodied carbon to what is acceptable.

Given the complexities and the emerging nature
of guidance and industry awareness we did not
consider it justified to go further. The Policy is
intended as a stepping stone whilst industry
evolves to stronger policy in future iterations of
the Local Plan. In addition, wide range of
additional potential costs associated with
delivering NZC embodied carbon/energy
(research inputs to Viability Study considered
addressing embodied carbon as cost-neutral and
then a full net zero construction scenario of
10%). Not appropriate to impose a quantitative
amount given the wide variation in viability
consequences of policy.

No change proposed
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Concern that the Local Plan Viability Assessment
demonstrates that the requirements of these
policies (particularly Policy R2) are only
achievable where land values are at the upper
end. Risks delivery and not in accordance with
para 35 of NPPF in relation to effectiveness/
deliverability.

See above for comment on costs. Policy does
not push for net zero carbon construction,
which viability testing indicated would have
most significant cost. Instead, it expects all
developments to demonstrate consideration of
embodied carbon in the construction process
and limit as much as possible through careful
design choices.

No change proposed

Unclear on how the threshold of 100 resi or
10,000 non-resi for quantifying embodied
carbon has been determined.

Unclear on how an appropriate level of
embodied carbon will be determined or what
would be an appropriate level of reduction.

Because measuring embodied carbon can be
complex and may be overly onerous for smaller
development, it was considered reasonable to
set the requirement for this extra assessment at
a level that would capture the largest
developments expected to come forward in the
city and that will practically have the largest
embodied carbon cost. The policy does not ask
for ‘an appropriate reduction’ but simply for
applicants to measure and quantify how they
have reduced embodied carbon through the
design process

No change proposed

Council will need to consider how it will monitor
the policy and consider the implications of
preparing an assessment — particularly how
readily available the data on embodied carbon
will be for applicants, especially as many of
these emissions will be outside of the control of
the homebuilding industry, including material

Noted, additional guidance will be published
within a Technical Advice Note to support
applicants with interpreting the requirements.

As set out above, the requirement for
guantifying and demonstrating specific
reductions has been set for the largest

No change proposed
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extraction and transportation, occupation and
maintenance, demolition and disposal.

Suggest that the policy is amended to remove
the specific requirements for larger
developments to provide measurements of
embodied carbon as it is unclear as to how
these would be used by decision makers.

developments. The Council has not set specific
limits on embodied carbon or targets for
amounts of reduction as it acknowledges
guidance and understanding are still evolving.
The requirement is intended as a stepping
stone, increasing understanding of impacts of
development, encouraging actions to reduce
and forming a stepping stone to stronger
requirements in future Local Plans (unless these
are replaced by national standards in future).

Council has acknowledged the complex nature
of embodied carbon and the trade offs between
design and carbon reduction. If policy is to be
retained, it should acknowledge these trade-offs
to ensure that it is at the forefront of decision
makers considerations.

Policy should also include a transitional period
to give industry time to adjust to requirements
and supply chains to be updated/amended as
required.

As per the above, the Council did not want to
specify precise targets because of these trade-
offs. Different schemes will be able to deliver
different carbon reductions and ultimately the
policy provides a flexible approach to helping
deliver reductions in embodied energy

Noted

No change proposed

Additional requirements applicants will need to
demonstrate via their application will result in
delays and costs for the process of
making/determining application.

Noted — as per the answers above, there are no
specific targets, therefore it will be for
applicants to determine what is reasonable in
addressing these considerations in their
application.

No change proposed
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BREEAM allows for considerations of embodied
carbon to be made as part of its certification.

As long as appropriate credits are achieved in
BREEAM scoring and these are presented to
meet the policy criteria, a BREEAM accreditation
rating would not be prevented. The Local Plan
sets various sustainability requirements and it
was not considered justified to require
accreditation against a separate sustainability
scheme, which will come at its own costs. The
future Technical Advice Note will flag BREEAM
as a useful resource/approach to meeting
various policy requirements.

No change proposed

Policy should insist on ‘cradle-to-grave' circular
economy approach.

Agree this is an important consideration,
however, as set out above, the policy is
intended as a stepping stone which bridges the
gap between no embodied carbon policy at
present and potentially stronger policies in
future. The focus at this stage is on sourcing of
materials and construction stages, but the
policy’s supporting text flags that meeting many
of the policy’s criteria will help in addressing
impacts at all stages of a building’s life.

No change proposed

Policy should be stronger and insist on zero (or
less) embodied carbon new development.
Possible for development to be carbon-positive
and lock up more carbon than it gives off.

Agree carbon-positive construction will be an
opportunity some development can pursue and
the policy does not prevent this. Criteria c) for
example also encourages materials that can
sequester more carbon than is used to produce

No change proposed
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them. The reasoning for not going further is
addressed in previous responses.

Disjuncture between policy aims and objectives
and failure to provide adequate Construction
Impact Assessments are all too common and can
have serious pollution consequences —
application at Iffley Meadows/land at Meadow
Lane given as example.

Noted. The policy does not address
requirements for construction impact
assessments. The policies of the Local Plan set
the standards expected, the development
management process determine whether an
application has met these standards.

No change proposed

Sometimes matters like source of materials is
not possible to define up front or until after
permission has been granted. Suggest amend
policy R2 to acknowledge that information could
be supplied either with a planning application or
via condition due where it is not possible to
provide up front.

Noted, where information cannot be sourced
this will need to be explained through the
application process. As much information is
needed up front to make an informed
judgement about an application, we do not see
that it is necessary to set out what will need to
be conditioned and what should be provided up
front, and this would be challenging to set out in
policy in a consistent way. As already discussed,
the policy does not set specific targets and a
future Technical Advice Note will provide more
guidance on interpreting requirements of the

policy.

No change proposed

Unclear on whether policy applies to buildings in
entire Conservation Areas (Designated Heritage
Asset), thus policy is not effective.

The first part of the policy applies to all
development and the second part to large new
build development. No geographical distinction
is made and the requirements should be of
relevance to all development to varying
degrees. Proposals affecting designated assets

No change proposed

321




COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

will need to comply with the relevant heritage
policies also.

Policy R2, as proposed, expects applicants to
‘robustly demonstrate’ that the re-use of any
existing building is ‘unfeasible’ before it can be
demolished. Lack of clarity over what is meant
by ‘robustly demonstrate’ in the policy. Also,
whilst it may be feasible to keep building, policy
does not address whether this is conducive to
the best outcome, in terms of sustainability,
cost and public benefit.

We have addressed this point earlier in the
responses. Agree that more clarity is needed
and have proposed to modifications, additional
text in supporting text and a modification to the
criteria a) which addresses this point specifically.

See proposed modification set out earlier.

Policy is too open-ended and leaves uncertainty
for applicants at DM stage.

The responses above set out why the policy
does not go further with specific targets/limits
at this stage.

POLICY R3

All respondents 8.41 44.8 124.10 136.18 144.5

supporting policy || 164.14 178.23 59.8 74.42 75.6
126.8 171.9 174.26 177.13

COMMENT SUMMARY OFFICER RESPONSE

General support — no comment None
General support — positive approach set out is welcome None
General support — in particular, that the policy does not set out targets or | Noted

introduce specific measures especially in regard to historic buildings and
heritage assets which are noted as being more sensitive to change.
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General support — would welcome mention of the impact conservation
areas can have on attempts to decarbonise (i.e. in conservation areas,
cladding often cannot be added to buildings as it would disrupt the
appearance of a street) and a similar positive approach towards allowing
sensitive retrofit in these areas.

The policy promotes Whole Building Approach for retro fit of traditional
buildings and heritage assets which would include those in conservation
areas — this should guide applicants to select measures that are informed
by the context of the building including heritage context. It is also a topic
that is expanded upon in the Technical Advice Note.

General support — suggest that reference should also be made to the
wider setting within which a building is located.

There may be instances where work to the existing building will result in
improvements in energy efficiency, however with wider implications for
how the building is viewed from the public domain or within long or short
distance views e.g. solar panels added to roof of historic building could be
visible from public realm and harm character of roof scape. Impacts
should not be outweighed by aspirations of the policy.

Noted — this would be a consideration that should inform the Whole
Building Approach, it is also a consideration that is required in order to
satisfy other policies of the plan, including HD7 (Principles of High quality
Design).

On the second point, other policies in the Local Plan (particularly the
design chapter and design checklist in the appendix) require such impacts
to be addressed. Policy R3 cannot set out one specific approach to how
these should all be balanced, every application will have different context
and impacts to consider in the decision-making process.

General support - welcome the reference to the circular economy.
However, the policies should set out the principles of how the circular
economy will be achieved through the development process in Oxford, in
line with best practice. Should add how the circular economy will be
achieved to Policy R3.

This comment is addressed through the statement of common ground
with the County Council.

General support — aligns with the approach of E1 which supports retro-
fitting/extending buildings to enable further R&D floorspace on existing
sites. Note, however, not all buildings are suitable for conversion and new
build tends to provide space that is not only better configured for modern
usage but is also cheaper and more sustainable to run.

Noted. The policy is there to guide applicants who wish to pursue retro-fit
and require planning permission—it does not force building owners to
retro-fit if they determine that an alternative future for a building is more
suitable.
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All respondents 26.12 85.5

28.14

199.13

raising
objections on
this
policy/chapter

COMMENT SUMMARY

OFFICER RESPONSE

PROPOSED ACTION

No climate change emergency and no basis for
net zero carbon policies/targets.

See response under R1 to same point

No change proposed

Cost of retro-fitting a property has been
estimated at 25k— Consultations to date