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56 Victoria Road,  
Oxford,  
OX2 7QD 
 

 

 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BY EMAIL ONLY 

 
 
Dear Sam, 
 
Re: Summertown & St. Margaret’s Draft Neighbourhood Plan 

 
 
Introduction 
Thank you for providing Oxfordshire County Council (OCC) with the opportunity to 
comment on the draft version of the Summertown and St. Margaret’s Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
We believe that communities should have the freedom to develop their own plans 
providing they conform to the relevant local plan and they follow the process of public 
engagement and examination which the district council helps to administer. 
 
Therefore we are keen not to unnecessarily interfere in the development of Neighbourhood 
Plans. However we do need to ensure the plans do not put unrealistic service or financial 
demands on the County Council.  Hence it is important that the impacts of the 
developments proposed are mitigated and that any infrastructure requirements are fully 
funded by the developments individually or collectively. 
 
Infrastructure requirements and aspirations identified need to be deliverable directly or 
indirectly through development. Other than existing developer contributions secured it is 
very unlikely funding over and above that secured through future developer contributions 
will be available.  
 
For more information on how the county council can assist in the formulation of 
neighbourhood plans, please find details of our Neighbourhood Planning Toolkit on our 
website through the following link:  
https://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/cms/content/neighbourhood-planning-toolkit  
 
 
Comments on Draft Summertown & St. Margaret’s Neighbourhood Plan 
Oxfordshire Local Enterprise Partnership (OxLEP) comments on the draft Neighbourhood 
Plan can be found in Annex 1 to this letter. 
 
 

Communities 
County Hall 
New Road, 
Oxford,  
OX1 1ND 
 
 
Bev Hindle 
Director for Communities  
24 February 2017 
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Transport Strategy and Transport Development Management Comments 
 

 P5 – ‘Our area is riven by two major radial routes into Oxford whose increasing 
traffic flows bring congestion’. This statement needs to be evidenced - county 
council traffic monitoring data shows   that traffic flows on both routes (Banbury and 
Woodstock Roads) are either stable or have decreased over recent years. 
Monitoring data can be found here: 
https://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/cms/content/transport-monitoring  

 

 P15 - Policy RBC1 Parking - This policy appears consistent with the County’s 
adopted Oxford Transport Strategy which sets out to ‘Maintain current levels of 
public parking in all district centres’.  Equally the policy appears to support the 
county council’s further policy in this regards to ‘Discourage or prevent commuter or 
long stay use’. 

 

 P17 – ‘It is predicted that traffic in SStM will grow significantly in the next few years 
(NOTS and LTP4)’. Whilst there will be an increase in the number of trips, the 
county is not planning for an increase in vehicle traffic, indeed the Oxford Transport 
Strategy sets out a range of ambitious proposals to manage further growth in traffic 
whilst accommodating more pedestrian, cycle and bus trips. 

 

 P17 – ‘Work presently being carried out on Woodstock Road and Cutteslowe 
roundabouts should improve traffic flow there but could paradoxically make 
congestion in SStM worse.’ Works to Wolvercote and Cutteslowe roundabouts are 
now complete. The Plan needs to clarify how it considers that congestion in the 
area could be worse as a result of the measures. 

 

 P17 - Policy TRS1 Sustainable transport and travel 
 

Point (i) – The County agrees with the aspiration for this with regards to large / major 
developments but the Plan cannot expect all new developments to be designed in 
accordance with this concept e.g. small scale or infill developments that are essentially 
providing a continuation of the existing street. 
 
Point (ii) – Please see comments as for point (i). 
 
Point (iii) – The county is supportive of this. 
 
Point (iv) – The county is supportive of this. 
 
Point (v) – It is noted that the Headington Neighbourhood Plan also included a very similar 
policy with regards to parking at major employment sites only being allowed where it has 
been demonstrated that there is sufficient unused capacity on the highway network. The 
Examiner for that Neighbourhood Plan stated the following: 
 

‘…this needs to be balanced against the threshold set out in Paragraph 32 of the 
NPPF which is that “Development should only be prevented or refused on transport 
grounds where the residual impacts of development are severe”…. The requirement 
to provide at application stage “strong evidence that Headington road network has 
adequate unused capacity at peak periods” is somewhat a nebulous challenge, 
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particularly related to the marginal increase in parking that may be being proposed, 
dependent upon the number of car parking spaces being created. I consider more 
usual vehicle will be through the requirement to submit a Transport Assessment. 
The NPPF states that these will normally be required in application that “generates 
significant amounts of movement”. However, I believe there is sufficient evidence of 
peak hour traffic problems in Headington to justify a lower threshold and I consider 
that the City Council already has thresholds set out in its SPD…’ 

 
As such these comments would also apply to this proposed policy. 
 
 

 P18 – ‘Favourable consideration will be given to development of freight 
consolidation facilities although the location is likely to be outside the area’. Any 
such facility would be most appropriately situated outside of the neighbourhood plan 
area, therefore question the term that ‘favourable consideration’ will be given. The 
county suggests it is more appropriate for the plan to consider ‘supporting’ the 
development of facilities outside of the study area. 
 

 P18 – ‘Road improvements should aim to improve the flow of traffic, reduce traffic 
congestion and improve road safety.’  It may not be desirable for all schemes to 
improve traffic flow/ reduce congestion.  For example increased traffic congestion 
may be desirable in some instances to increase the use of public transport or cycle 
priority on certain highway stretches.  The County Council’s experience is that 
efforts to reduce traffic flow/ congestion within the city often have the unintended 
impact attracting additional new vehicle trips to an area without supporting 
measures to tackle traffic growth. 

 

 P18 – ‘The NOTS study has shown that two mini roundabouts could be 
accommodated’. This was concluded from the County Council’s Banbury and 
Woodstock Road Corridor study not the NOTS study. 
 

 P19 - Policy TRC1 Road Improvements  
 

o Wording relating to the Banbury, Marston Ferry road junction could be less 
prescriptive i.e. the solution might not require a reconfiguring of the junction. 
Improvements for example could be delivered through certain movement 
restrictions.  

o The policies need to be grounded and based on established fact. Whilst it is 
acknowledged there is a perceived safety issue, the recorded safety record 
at the junction has been good. Equally the county suggests that in some 
instances ‘confusion’ could be a desirable outcome. 

 

 P19 – ‘Traffic passing through SSM could be reduced by bus gates preventing 
traffic entering or passing through the City centre’. There are a number of access 
measures (not just bus gates) which could achieve this outcome.   
 

 P20 - Policy TRC2 Reduction of Traffic  
o ‘Reducing the number of vehicles improves traffic flow’. Whilst the county 

does not necessarily disagree with this assertion, improving traffic flow can 
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often have the effect of attracting additional vehicle traffic to the area without 
supporting measures to tackle traffic growth  

o ‘HGVs should only be allowed access when strictly necessary and not at 
peak times.’  To advise, as stipulated in LTP4, the whole of Oxford inside the 
ring road is covered by an "access only" environmental weight limit.  

 

 P21 – Policy TRC3 – The County is supportive of this policy and the aspirations for 
sustainable active transport routes. 
 

 P21 – Table of active travel projects - Some prioritisation of the routes identified (i.e. 
Sustrans route 5, 51 etc) would be welcome. Equally details of specific locations/ 
stretches of these routes (perhaps related to key development sites) which are to 
be promoted/ require action would be beneficial. The Plan should also consider 
whether there could be greater emphasis on cross movement active travel routes 
(i.e. Marston Ferry Road). 
 

 P22 - Policy TRC5 Traffic safety  
o The majority of these measures could be lobbied for but given the strategic 

nature of this policy the county questions the appropriateness/ enforceability 
of this part of the plan. 

o ‘Measures will be promoted to improve traffic flow’. Improving traffic flow can 
have the effect of attracting additional vehicle traffic to the area without 
supporting measures to tackle traffic growth. 

o General point that consideration should be given for the objective (i.e. better 
pedestrian priority) as opposed to the solutions (i.e. traffic calming). 

o ‘Implementing and enforcing a 20mph speed limit throughout SStM’ – It is not 
clear as to whether this would include the Banbury and Woodstock Roads. 

 

 P23 - Policy TRC6 Parking. This policy seems is consistent and supportive of the 
county council approach. 

 
Other Comments 
 
There are two policies that are inter-related and appear to require conflicting outcomes: 
Policies HCS1 and HCS3. 
 
Policy HCS1 (dealing with the protection of community facilities) states:   

‘All community facilities will be retained and opportunities for improvements will be 
sought.  Where the loss of a community facility is unavoidable as a result of 
development, a replacement of that facility (the same size or larger and with the 
same or improved facilities) will be sought as near to the facility and within the NPA 
as far as is possible.  The proposed replacement must be an overall improvement 
on the existing facility in terms of size, amenity or enhancement to the NPA.’ 

 
Policy HCS3 (also dealing with the protection of community facilities amongst other things) 
states:   

‘Existing sports, leisure and community facilities will be protected and opportunities 
for enhancement will be sought.  Where the loss of a facility is unavoidable as a 
result of development, alternative facilities will be provided within the NPA. 
Alternative facilities should be provided as near to the existing facilities as possible.’ 
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 It is noted that the Headington Neighbourhood Plan also included a very similar 
policy with regards to provision of alternative facilities within the NPA. The 
Independent Examiner for that Plan has provided the following recommendation: 

‘Delete everything from “provided” in the last sentence and insert “at a 
location equally or more accessible to residents of Headington by walking, 
cycling and public transport”. 

 
As such these comments would also apply to this proposed policy. 

 The wording between the two policies is similar, as are the intended objectives, and 
therefore there is a degree of duplication between the two.  Additionally the 
underlined parts of each policy actually require slightly different tests to be met. 
There is therefore a case for simplification and clarification to re-word policy HCS1 
to refer to community facilities, and HCS3 to refer to sports and leisure facilities. 
 

 Furthermore, there are inconsistencies within Policy HSC1 itself, with the initial 
requirement that replacement facilities be the same or improved; whereas the latter 
part of the policy stipulates there must be an improvement (and therefore an 
equivalent facility will not be sufficient it would appear). 

 

 Oxford Core Strategy Policy CS20 deals with cultural and community 
development.  It advises that "The City Council will seek to protect and enhance 
existing cultural and community facilities. Planning permission will not be granted 
for development that results in the loss of such facilities unless equivalent new or 
improved facilities, where foreseeable need justifies this, can be provided at a 
location equally or more accessible by walking, cycling and public 
transport."  Requiring nothing less than an improvement to facilities would not be in 
conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan (i.e. Policy CS20). 

 
Therefore it would appear sensible to rationalise the two policies so that in future they read 
as follows: 
 
 
 
 
"Policy HCS1: Community Facilities 

 
All community facilities will be retained and opportunities for improvements will be sought. 
 
Where the loss of a community facility is unavoidable as a result of development, a 
replacement of that facility (the same size or larger and with the same or improved 
facilities) will be sought as near to the facility or at a location equally or at a location 
equally or more accessible to residents of Summertown and St. Margaret’s by walking 
cycling and public transport. and within the NPA as far as is possible.   
 
The proposed replacement must be an. Replacement facilities that would result in an 
overall improvement on the existing facility in terms of size, amenity or enhancement to the 
NPA will be welcomed." 
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“Policy HCS3: Protecting and Enhancing Sports, and Leisure and Community Facilities 
 
Existing sports, and leisure and community facilities will be protected and opportunities for 
enhancement will be sought. 
 
Where the loss of a facility is unavoidable as a result of development, alternative facilities 
(the same size or larger and with the same or improved facilities) will be provided at a 
location equally or more accessible to residents of Summertown and St. Margaret’s by 
walking, cycling and public transport.  within the NPA. Alternative facilities should be 
provided as near to the existing facilities as possible. 
 
 
Alternatively, the policies could also be combined into one, or simply removed from the 
Neighbourhood Plan altogether, because Core Strategy Policy CS20 (together with the 
saved Local Plan open space protection policy SR2) largely covers the principles of 
protection and replacement of such facilities. 
 
 
If you have any questions on the contents of this letter, please contact me. 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Amanda Jacobs  
Senior Planning Officer – Oxford and West Oxfordshire Localities 
Email: amanda.jacobs@oxfordshire.gov.uk  
 
CC: Sarah Harrison – Oxford City Council 
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