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POSITION STATEMENT 

 
Summary 
 

Thames Valley Police (TVP) is of the view that the Draft Charging Schedule (DCS) is 

unsound because the Council has failed to have full regard to the  consideration of the need 

for additional Policing Infrastructure to meet the planned growth.   

 

We have evidenced the impact on policing of the growth proposed in Oxford through the 

submission of a “Policing Plan” submitted to Oxford City Council as part of the consultation 

process of the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule in 2012.  

 

The Policing Plan examines the growth planned for Oxford (as identified in the adopted Core 

Strategy)  and with the input of senior operational officers identifies the infrastructure gap 

required to serve the planned growth. The assessment is informed, considered, rational and 

reflects the level and location of growth planned for Oxford City 

 

Nationally the Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) encourages all forces to have 

active involvement in the planning process, primarily because of the impact of major growth 

on policing delivery and the limited ability to resource capital expenditure to mitigate this. 

Community safety and crime are Planning considerations. Thames Valley Police  are 

recognised nationally as a good service with good levels of performance and satisfaction.  

 

During the pre-examination consultation on the DCS we referred to our earlier submission 

regarding the impacts of proposed development and our infrastructure requirements. We 

noted the lack of reference to Policing infrastructure aside from the welcome, but limited, 

inclusion of CIL funding for extensions to St Aldates and Cowley Police stations. When the 

issue was raised with officers of the Council, the response to the need for the additional 

infrastructure was that  “were not justified”  (Appendix 1 – Email from Maria Garcia-
Dopazo).  Subsequent to our initial pre consultation input  ACPO had sought a legal opinion 

from Ian Dove QC regarding the position with regard to Police Force’s seeking CIL 



recognition. This opinion was forwarded to Council officers pre  TVP’s final submissions, 

however a request to discuss the Council’s stance on the light of the legal opinion was 

rejected by the Council (Appendix 2 – Legal Opinion from Ian Dove QC).  

 

The fact that the Council accepted, in part, TVP’s infrastructure requests demonstrates that 

they had no objection to the assessment of infrastructure in principle, or the rationale in 

terms of establishing the funding gap. It appears that the objections are based on a view that 

some of the infrastructure identified by TVP is not, in their opinion, required to serve the 

impact of growth.  

 

Accordingly TVP submitted their objections to the Draft Charging Schedule as an unsound 

document on the basis that in determining the charging schedule Oxford City Council has 

failed to have full regard to the cost of the infrastructure necessary to support the growth 

planned for Oxford. 

  

In summary the reasons for TVP considering the document unsound are as follows; 

 

• Infrastructure is not a narrowly defined term and the definition at Sec 216 of the 

Planning Act 2008 provides a non-exhaustive list to the extent that there is no 

difficulty in the proposition that contributions towards Police Infrastructure can be 

within the definition.  

 

• The  test for which infrastructure should be included is set out in Regulation 14 of the 

CIL Regulations. The  assessment is based  on an understanding of the  costs 

“required to support the development of its area” – questions of necessity and direct 

relationships with planned development do not arise. The only justification for not 

including  identified infrastructure would be ion the basis of viability or alternative  

funding – neither of which Oxford City Council has  identified as a reason to dismiss 

our requests, 

 

• The requirement for the infrastructure identified by TVP is a result of the expert 

analysis of the level of planned growth and the implications upon day to day policing 

by experienced senior officers within TVP – in this instance the Superintendent as the 

Oxford Local Policing Area Commander.  

 



• TVP are somewhat surprised that Officers of the Council query whether the 

infrastructure is “required” – and would welcome sight of the rationale behind the 

officers assessment and which expert advice they have received to inform their 

assessment. 

 

• Accordingly all of the infrastructure identified by TVP should be included as part of the 

viability assessment into the calculation of the CIL Charging Schedule. Failure to 

include it renders the document unsound as it has failed to have  regard to all the 

infrastructure required to meet the demands of the planned growth.  

 
 
NPPF Guidance 
 

• Para 7 The Planning system is to balance roles to achieve sustainability and in the 

provision of infrastructure, local services, reflecting communities needs, and well 

being and health.  

 

• Para 17 bullet 12 Planning is to deliver sufficient community facilities and services to 

meet local needs. 

 

• Para  58 environments are to be safe, where crime and disorder do not undermine 

quality of life or community cohesion. A matter of design and, we submit, of Police 

presence and actions which wholly depend on the infrastructure we have identified. 

 

• Para 69 where the health of communities is related to safe environments and 

developments  which in our view depend on adequate Policing. 

 

• Para 70 Planning policies and decisions should plan positively for the provision of the 

facilities and services the community needs, including other local services, to 

enhance sustainability, guard against loss of valued facilities and services and ensure 

an integrated approach in considering the location of uses and community facilities 

and services. 

 

• Para 156 Plan making should provide for security, community and other local 

facilities.  

 



• Para 157 Crucially Local Plans should plan positively for development and 

infrastructure and be based on co operation with public sector organisations. 

 

• Para 158 Plans should use a sound evidence base about social characteristics and 

prospects for the area and LPA assessment of these. 

 

• Para 162 LPAs should work with providers to assess the quality and capacity of 

existing infrastructures. 

 

• Para 177 Infrastructure and development policies should be planned at the same 

time. 

 

• Para 179 LPAs should work with other bodies to ensure strategic priorities across 

local boundaries are properly co-ordinated. 

 

• Para 180 LPAs should work collaboratively with infrastructure providers. 

 

• Para 182 Local Plans are to be positively prepared and based on a strategy to meet 

objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.   

 

Conclusion 
 

It has been demonstrated that in order for the CIL Charging Schedule to be considered 

sound  and robust then it must have regard to all the necessary infrastructure required to 

ensure that the planned growth will be sustainable. A failure to have full regard to what is 

required in terms of infrastructure will render the document unsound in TVP’s opinion. 

 

The Melton Core Strategy has recently been found unsound by the Inspector. Part of the 

reasoning behind that decision was  the Council’s lack of regard to the Infrastructure 

requirements identified by Leicestershire Police that they considered necessary to manage 

the impact of growth in the area (Appendix 3 – Melton CS Inspectors letter). The Inspector  

identifies that the assessment of the infrastructure undertaken by Leicestershire Police was 

carried out objectively and the inference is that it is for the police to determine what the 

infrastructure requirement is – as set out earlier in this paper.  

  



Thames Valley Police respectfully request that the CIL Draft Charging Schedule be found 

unsound by the Inspector on the basis that it has not had full regard to the infrastructure 

required to support the development planned for Oxford City. 

 

 

 


