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Introduction 
  

This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) outlines the current position agreed by Oxford City Council and Oxfordshire County Council 
(“the Parties”) with specific regard the representations submitted by the County Council on the Draft Oxford Local Plan 2036.  In 
addition to this SoCG,  Oxfordshire County Council is party to the SocG with all Oxfordshire authorities and the SoCG with Highways 
England. 
 
For ease of reference Oxford City Council has added an additional comment to the table below to state how each of the comments has 
been addressed and Oxfordshire County Council have stated if they agree in the final column.  The statement reflects the areas of 
agreement between the City and County Councils.  There are some further areas of the Plan where the Council’s respective positions 
are being checked, and others where there is disagreement, which may or may not be able to be resolved.  An updated version of the 
statement will be produced in due course, to reflect the final position.  
 

Ch 1: Spatial Strategy 
 

Reference Comment Proposed Change City Council’s Response OCC Agree/Disagree 
Para 1.2 Development in existing centres is 

supported as it reduces the need to 
travel by motorised vehicle. It is 
essential to ensure that walking and 
cycling are treated as different modes 
of transport which should not share 
facilities. Encouraging an element of 
active and healthy travel  by providing 
cycle parking at popular bus stops 
would be helpful. 

As per previous column Support and comment 
noted, no change 
proposed. 

Agree 

Para 1.6 The first bullet point mentions 
“rebalance the pace within streets”. 
This might be a typo as it is more likely 
to be “space”. Rebalancing the space 
within streets from vehicles to 
pedestrians is welcomed. Oxfordshire 
County Council would also welcome 

Correct typo in the first bullet point. 
 

Include a reference to the County 
Council’s Walking Design Standards 
(2017) 

Typo to be corrected 
and reference to be 
added in chapter 7 to 
the County Council’s 
Walking Design 
Standards as minor 
modification 

Agree 



Page 3 of 19  

reference to Walking Design Standards 
(2017) as it reflects good practice. 

Para 1.34 This paragraph states that, as far as 
possible, Oxford’s unmet housing 
need should be met very close to 
Oxford’s administrative boundaries. 
This enables new development to be 
connected to areas of employment 
and other facilities by sustainable 
modes of transport. This is supported 
by the County Council for the reasons 
set out in the paragraph. The 
paragraph will need to be updated to 
reflect the emerging South 
Oxfordshire Local Plan and initial 
consultation on the Joint Statutory 
Spatial Plan due early in 2019. 

Update following publication of 
South Oxfordshire’s Pre- Submission 
Local Plan and initial consultation on 
the Joint Statutory Spatial Plan in 
2019. 

Paragraph to be 
updated as a minor 
modification. 
 

Agree 

Para 1.55 Street facilities should include seating, 
good signage, social space for people 
on foot. Social Space should also be 
considered. Social Space is defined as 
an area where people gather and/or 
interact. Reference should be made to 
the Social Space Chapter in the 
Oxfordshire Walking Design Standards 
2017 

Clarify that street facilities include 
seating, good signage, social space for 
people on foot. Also consider including 
a reference to Social Space should also 
be considered. 

 
Correct typo: …in favour of pedestrians 
and cyclists and using ensuring that 
street furniture… 

Comment noted, no 
change proposed 

Agree 

Para 1.56 This is considered acceptable, subject 
to changing the wording from 
“walking and cycling” to “walking 
and/or cycling”. For longer journeys, 
people could consider make Door to 
Door journeys – i.e. walking or cycling 
in combination with bus or train 
travel. This is covered in the 
Oxfordshire County Council Walking 
Design Standards 2.10. The advantage 

Amend “walking and cycling” to 
“walking and/or cycling”. 

Comment 
noted, no 
change 
proposed 

Agree 
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of Door to Door travel is that it 
enables users to travel actively for part 
of their journey 

 

Ch 3: A pleasant place to live, delivering housing with a mixed and balanced community 
 

Reference Comment Proposed Change City Council’s 
Response 

OCC Agree/Disagree 

General The County Council welcomes the recognition in the plan 
of the acute problems of housing affordability in the 
City, particularly as it affects a range of “key workers”, 
including those employed in the health and care sectors 
(refer further comments and information in the 
Council’s comments on the Glossary below). It is also 
very supportive of initiatives to address this issue and 
increase the supply of genuinely affordable homes for 
those upon who the functioning of Oxford depends. 

 
A recent Housing Needs Analysis for vulnerable young 
people and families has been conducted and several of 
the County Council’s comments on this section of the 
plan below are based on these findings. The Needs 
Analysis and Housing Strategy will shortly be in the public 
domain. The County Council is in the process of 
recommissioning its young people’s supported housing 
pathway and anticipates the need for at least the 
capacity of its current provision going forward. This 
includes: 50 places for single young people in hostel type 
accommodation in various locations across the city; 15 
units for Unaccompanied Asylum-Seeking Children. 
Current arrivals vastly exceed this capacity and while we 
are opening new units in Cherwell we also need 
additional capacity in the city. This could be in the form 
of 2 to 3 houses of 4-5 bedrooms with shared kitchen 
and bathroom facilities and communal areas; Provision 
for 17 young families in blocks of two bed units across 

Refer proposed 
changes as below 

Comments noted, the 
City Council is 
committed to working 
with the Oxfordshire 
authorities to deliver 
Oxford’s unmet need.  
The OLP contains 
policies about creating 
a balanced and mixed 
community and 
providing for specialist 
housing needs. No 
change proposed. 

AGREE (Children 
Education & Families) 
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the city. We anticipate this need to continue. 
Policy H1 It is noted that the level of housing provision proposed in 

this policy (albeit expressed as a minimum figure), 
together with currently agreed provisions for Oxford’s 
unmet needs in adjoining local authority areas (to 2031) 
would be insufficient to accommodate the full measure 
of housing need over the plan period (2016-2036), as 
assessed by the Oxfordshire SHMA and 
the City Council’s subsequent studies. This accordingly 
creates a considerable degree of uncertainty about 
where and how the remainder of Oxford’s housing need 
is to be met in the period to 2036 – a level of uncertainty 
that is not in the interests of effective long-term service 
and infrastructure planning. The Plan needs to clearly 
articulate how this apparent significant shortfall in 
provision is to be addressed. 

Having regard to the 
likelihood of a 
substantial shortfall 
in housing provision 
to meet the City’s 
Council’s latest 
assessments of 
housing need to 
2036, the Plan needs 
to clearly articulate 
the process by which 
that shortfall will be 
bridged and how 
other local 
authorities and key 
service providers will 
be engaged in this 
process. 

Determining and 
assigning Oxford's 
unmet housing need 
is an iterative 
process. When the 
Growth Board 
agreed to the 
apportionment of  
 
Oxford's unmet 
need,  
this was fully 
understood. Housing 
need for Oxfordshire 
will be determined 
again as part of the 
JSSP process, and 
allocating it between 
districts will again 
take place at a 
strategic level, 
either through the 
JSSP, or through 
agreements of the 
Growth Board, as 
with the need from 
the 2014 SHMA. 

AGREE (CEF) 

Policy H2 The County Council notes the proposal that 50% of new 
homes should be affordable and welcomes the fact that 
40% of the provision should be social rented housing. 
The authority’s young people’s supported housing 
pathway is hampered in its role of providing short term 
housing intervention by the lack of move-on 
opportunities for young people. Some 8-9 young parents 
are expected to require independent accommodation 

No proposed changes Comment noted refer 
to policy H10.  No 
changes proposed. 

AGREE (CEF) 
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(two-bedroom properties) in the social rented sector 
each year in the City. 

Policy H3 The County Council generally welcomes the proposal for 
Employer-linked affordable housing (We are especially 
keen to explore the possibility of housing-linked 
apprenticeships for care leavers and others as a way of 
assisting young people into sustainable independence). 
However, criterion (a) of the policy would be improved 
if the affordable housing approach were to be agreed at 
application stage on a site by site basis and not in some 
other (undefined) way as the policy suggests at present. 
In addition, criterion (h) is considered too vague as 
presently drafted; the houses may not be needed for a 
period but that shouldn’t result in a requirement for 
them to revert to market and affordable in the same 
proportions / mix as in policy H2 as a matter of course. 
There is no detail about the timing of such an event, the 
mechanism by which it would be effected, the 
permanency or reversibility of approach etc. This 
uncertainty would make it difficult for a business case to 
be made by the County Council to proceed on any 
specific site and requires 
further discussion with the main stakeholders to ensure 
that the policy will achieve its intended objective. 

Revise wording of 
Policy H3 to 
address concerns 
with criteria (a) 
and (h), as per 
previous column. 

Comments noted. 
The principles of 
the approach are 
to be set out in 
policy H3, the 
details would be 
agreed at 
application stage. 
No changes 
proposed. 

AGREE (CEF) 

Policy H4 The County Council’s Children Education and Families 
service is in acute need of additional foster families in 
the City. Currently most foster carers come via private 
agencies at significantly higher cost to the Council.  
Affordable accommodation is required for County 
Council foster carers: 3-5-bedroom properties at rents 
which may entice residents to consider fostering. The 
Communities and Local Government publication 
“Allocation of accommodation: guidance for local 
housing authorities in England” includes foster carers as 
a group to whom reasonable preference in housing 

Include references 
to the need for 
affordable 
housing for foster 
carers and include 
these as a priority 
group. 

Comment noted. 
the OLP draft 
policies include 
policies which 
require 50% AH 
on sites of over 20 
units or a financial 
contribution on 
smaller sites. In 
addition the plan 
contains a draft 

AGREE (CEF) 
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allocation be given. 1 
 

For information, there are interesting developments in 
other local authorities. Southwark Council is proposing 
an  ‘intermediate rent’ with discounts dependent on 
income and is also proposing that foster carers be 
included as a priority with key workers.2 Portsmouth City 
Council operate a direct nominations scheme to award a 
high priority to families who wish to adopt or foster 
children, but whose existing accommodation is not 
adequate to enable them to do this. As per the 
Allocations policy, 10 properties per year are available 
for this purpose.3 

policy for 
employer linked 
housing. The 
County Council 
could bring 
forward some of 
this housing on 
their own land 

Policy H6 The County Council welcomes the proposal for purpose 
built HMOs. These should be managed by a social 
registered landlord at a rent affordable for a young 
person on Universal Credit. We expect approximately 
25 of the single young people in the supported housing 
pathway to require independent accommodation each 
year. 

No proposed changes Support welcomed AGREE (CEF) 

Policy H10 Whilst acknowledging the need for adaptable buildings 
to accommodate people’s changing needs over their life 
time, there is also a need for purpose built specialist 
accommodation for young people with autism, and for 
young wheelchair users who require properties built to 
sufficient standard to support ceiling track hoists. The 
County Council anticipates the need for approximately 8 
units per year for people with autism in the City and 4 or 
5 properties per year for wheelchair users with ceiling 
track hoists. 

No proposed changes The policy would 
allow for this to be 
brought forward. 
Paragraph 3.52 makes 
it clear that adaptable 
homes may be helpful 
in a variety of 
situations: ...In 
addition, there are 
around 18,000 people 
(12.4% of the 
population) in Oxford 
with long a term 
health problem or 
disability. Some of 

AGREE (CEF) 
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those will need 
specialist adaptations 
to their homes, so 
providing housing that 
is adaptable will play 
an important role in 
ensuring that these 
people have an 
adequate choice of 
homes available to 
them.... 
No change proposed 

 
1 “Allocation of accommodation: guidance for local housing authorities in England” 2012 under point 4.10 “Welfare Grounds”. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/5918/2171391.pdf 
2    https://www.southwark.gov.uk/news/2018/jul/council-asks-residents-for-their-views-on-intermediate-rent-and-keyworker-housing-scheme 
3  http://portsmouthchildcare.proceduresonline.com/Chs/p_housing_options.html 

 
Ch 4: Making wise use of our resources and securing a good quality local environment 

 
Reference Comment Proposed Change City Council’s 

Response 
OCC Agree/Disagree 

Policy RE5 The County Council strongly supports the plan’s 
emphasis on healthy place making as a means of 
fostering strong, vibrant and healthy communities whilst 
also reducing health inequalities and welcome the fact 
that these criteria form a golden thread throughout the 
vision, policies and supporting text. The inclusion of 
Health, wellbeing, and Health Impact Assessments will 
enable the health and wellbeing assets and needs of the 
population to be fully considered (and, where 
appropriate, incorporated into the public consultation 
process) for all new major developments in Oxford. This 
is in line with and supports Oxfordshire Growth Board’s 
‘healthy place shaping’ approach and will link to shared 

No changes proposed Support welcomed. AGREE (PH - Public 
Health) 
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objectives within Oxfordshire’s emerging Joint Health and 
Wellbeing Strategy. 

 
Ch 5: Protecting and enhancing Oxford’s green and blue infrastructure network 

 
Reference Comment Proposed Change City Council’s Response OCC Agree/Disagree 
Para 5.11 Supported. Sport is to be 

encouraged, given that it 
encourages fitness and enables 
active movement. It is important 
to ensure that older and/or 
disabled people are given 
opportunities to be active via 
sporting activities. Research by 
Doctor Rachel Aldred in 2018 
reported that women are half as 
likely to cycle as men, adults 
aged 60+ are half as likely to 
cycle as younger people. 
Disabled people are half as likely 
to cycle as non-disabled people. 
Enabling older and/or disabled 
people to cycle can provide 
opportunities to retain 
independence and can be 
achieved if safe segregated 
routes away from vehicles are 
provided. 

No changes proposed Support welcomed N/A 

 
Ch 6: Enhancing Oxford’s heritage and creating high quality new development 

 
Reference Comment Proposed Change City Council’s Response OCC Agree/Disagree 
Policy 
DH7 

A cross reference to cycle parking 
policy would strengthen and clarify 
this policy 

Amend Policy DH7 as follows: 
 

: “…whilst meeting practical 

The OLP already contains 
policy M1 ( efficient 
movement ) and bicycle 

Agree 
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needs in accordance with 
Policy M5 and including…. 

parking policy (M5).  No 
additional reference is 
required. 

Para 6.10 Supported. Public art can enhance public 
space and encourage people to interact 
and enjoy being outdoors. As well as 
public art, people on foot need seating 
and signage. Giving people the 
opportunity to be in attractive public 
space can enhance community cohesion 
and neighbourliness. 

No changes proposed Support welcomed Agree 

Para 6.44 Supported. This section is welcomed in 
terms of ensuring provision for bike 
storage as integral elements of design 
within developments. 

No changes proposed Support welcomed Agree 

 
https://www.oxford.gov.uk/downloads/file/1362/technical_advice_note_3_-_waste_bins_storage 

 
Ch 7: Ensuring efficient movement into and around the city 

 
Reference Comment Proposed Change City Council’s Response OCC Agree/Disagree 
General In general terms, the County 

Council is very supportive of the 
plan’s treatment of transport and 
travel issues. The comments and 
changes proposed in this schedule 
of representations are aimed at 
strengthening, or making more 
practical, the various policies and 
proposals, the principles of which 
are very much welcomed. 

Refer detailed changes as set 
out elsewhere in this 
schedule. 

Comment noted Agree 

Para 7.13 Supported. The Cowley Branch Line 
provides an opportunity to reduce 
vehicle traffic and is to be 
welcomed. It is essential that 

Include an appropriate reference to 
the County Council’s Walking Design 
Standards Chapter on Door to Door 
travel. 

Reference made in 
Chapter 7 

Agree 
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stations should provide adequate 
seating for passengers. Oxford 
Parkway has only a small allocation 
of indoor seating for passengers 
waiting for their train. In terms of 
active & healthy travel, it is 
important to ensure adequate cycle 
parking and safe routes to the 
stations for pedestrians and cyclists 
as well as ample seating for 
passengers. Reference should also 
be made to the OCC Walking Design 
Standards Ch on Door to Door 
travel. 

Paragraph 
7.15 
(Cowley 
Branch 
Line) 

The wording below is very positive 
and is supported by the County 
Council. In particular, the 
safeguarding of pedestrian and cycle 
routes to the potential rail station 
locations is particularly welcomed: 
“The Plan will ensure, through the 
site allocation policies, that no 
development takes place which 
would inhibit the opening of the 
Cowley Branch Line to passenger 
traffic, by preventing developments 
which would be sensitive to noise and 
vibration close to the railway. The 
Plan will also look to safeguard bus, 
taxi and pedestrian and cycle routes 
to the rail halts, ensuring that sites 
around the new stations are as 
permeable as possible to enable 
good access.” 

No changes proposed Noted Agree 

Policy M1 Understandably, given that it is the 
Local Plan for Oxford, this is quite 

Include additional text in Policy M1 
as follows: “Financial contributions 

Comment noted, no 
changed proposed 

Agree 
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inward looking in respect to the 
infrastructure improvements for 
which it demonstrates support. 
However, Census data shows that 
many journey to work trips are 
made from people living within 
Oxford to destinations outside of 
the city. In particular, there is a 
demonstrable draw towards the 
Science Vale area.  Additionally, 
given the employment growth 
proposed in the Science Vale area, 
this is likely to increase. 

will be sought towards the cost of 
new or improved bus services where 
existing services are not considered 
adequate, this to include 
consideration of bus services to 
destinations within the city and to 
key areas of employment elsewhere 
in the 
county.” 

Policy M1 This Policy describes the walking 
and cycling provision that should be 
included in new developments. This 
should make reference to the 
County Council’s Walking Design 
Standards and Cycling Design 
Standards. 

This policy should include the text 
“walking and cycling infrastructure 
should be designed in accordance 
with the County Council’s Walking 
Design Standards 2017 and Cycling 
Design Standards 2017.” 

Reference made in 
Chapter 7 

Agree 

Policy M1 The protection of pavement widths 
requires better treatment 

Insert under ‘Walking’: “Support 
social uses of footway 
e.g. outdoor cafes, without 
compromising its function and 
amenity for pedestrians” 

Comment noted, no 
change proposed. 

Agree 

Para 7.17 Supported. The inclusion of 
reference to Travel Plans is excellent. 
This is a crucial element of 
encouraging active & healthy travel 
and is to be welcomed. The County 
Council’s Travel Plans team can 
advise further on this important 
area. 

No changes proposed Support is welcomed Agree 

Policy M2 Construction Management 
Plans should specify traffic 
management and construction 

Insert: “Where a Construction 
Management Plan is provided this 
should set out how the construction 

CMPs do require 
specification of this 
information.  Detail 

Agree 
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worker travel management. phase of the development and 
arising traffic will be managed, 
including construction worker 
travel.” 

regarding the content of 
the CMP can be found in 
the glossary of the Plan. 

Policy M2 Typo in the 3rd  para (Travel) Amend typo in the 3rd para Noted, minor 
modification 

Agree 

Para 7.28 This should require a development 
to be car free where a CPZ is 
coming forward. 

Change last sentence to read: 
“Where there is a realistic 
possibility of a CPZ coming forward 
during the plan period no off-street 
parking would be permitted.” 

The ambition for 
positive progress on 
moving towards a 
sustainable movement 
and transportation 
network is welcomed. 
CPZ are subject to a 
consultation process, 
and as a result, the 
potential exists for 
implementation plans 
to change. It would not 
be prudent or 
appropriate to dictate 
policy restrictions 
predicated on grounds 
which could then 
potentially change. 
Once a CPZ is approved 
and in place, any further 
developments would 
then be required to be 
car-free (subject to 
meeting the other 
relevant criteria as 
well). 

Agree. We have been 
working with city 
colleagues to update 
the parking standards 
section which should 
address this point 

Policy M3 This should ensure that the 
promoters of developments are 
aware that they cannot rely on on-
street parking, hence student 

Include in first paragraph of policy: 
“To ensure the car free nature of 
the development, new 
developments will not be eligible 

All issues raised are 
already referenced or 
addressed in the 
policy. The presence of 

Agree. We have been 
working with city 
colleagues to update 
the parking standards 
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accommodation should be included 
in the policy. 

for parking permits to access the 
CPZ.” 

 
Insert: “For the purposes of this 
policy, residential development 
includes C3 dwellings, C4 and Sui 
Generis, Houses in Multiple 
Occupation, student 
accommodation and all C2 
development”. 

Controlled Parking 
Zones ensures that 
residents of car-free 
developments will not 
be able to utilise on-
street parking. Student 
accommodation (a C2 
use) is listed within the 
asterisk of 'residential 
development' in the 
policy. The bus 
frequency of 15 
minutes is a clear 
standard that is used 
to gauge and classify 
services across Oxford 
already. The standards 
for non-residential 
parking are stated in 
Appendix 7.3 (and 
explicitly referred to in 
the policy). The 
potential for 
exceptional 
circumstances in which 
additional parking 
provision may come 
about are noted in the 
policy (specifically that 
they will require 
justification through 
supportive TA and TP). 

section which should 
address this point 

Policy M3 Bus frequency should be clarified Amend as follows: (15-minute 
daytime) 

Refer to comment above Agree 

Policy M3 Student accommodation should be 
included in the list of car free uses 

Add student accommodation to 
the uses listed under the asterisk 

Refer to comment 
above 

Agree. We have 
been working with 
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city colleagues to 
update the parking 
standards section 
which should 
address this point 

Policy M3 The requirements for non-residential 
parking are unclear, with 
inconsistencies between Policy M3, 
the site policies, and Appendix 7.3. 
Changes to all three elements are 
needed to address this and to 
achieve the overall aim of preventing 
car traffic increases in the city arising 
from development, and making 
efficient use of land. The concern 
about Policy M3 is that it does not 
adequately reflect the need to reduce 
parking as a default position, or 
indeed recognize that in rare 
exceptional circumstances an 
increase may be justifiable. 

Amend Policy M3 to read: “To 
minimise transport impacts and 
ensure efficient use of land, 
planning permission for non-
residential redevelopments will 
only be granted if any car parking 
provision, including retaining 
existing parking, has been 
thoroughly justified in line with the 
requirements set out in Appendix 
7.3. Additional non-residential 
parking will only be accepted in 
exceptional circumstances.” 

Comments noted, 
inconsistency have been 
proposed as main 
modificaitons 

Agree. We have been 
working with city 
colleagues to update 
the parking standards 
section which should 
address this point 

Para 7.38 The plan should ensure that cycle 
parking is incorporated into 
design of the site thus ensuring 
sufficient space is available. 

Insert new paragraph following 7.38, 
as follows: 
“The level of cycle parking required 
could mean that a substantial 
space is required to provide cycle 
parking in accordance with 
standards and therefore the 
location and type of cycle parking 
should be given consideration early 
on in the design process to avoid 
'retro fitting' and  thus resulting in 
poor quality cycle parking being 
provided.” 

The OLP seeks to do this 
through policies M1 & M5 
 

Agree 

Policy M4 Typo in last paragraph Correction needed Minor modification Agree 
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Ch 8: Providing communities with facilities and services and ensuring Oxford is a vibrant and enjoyable city to live in and visit 
 

Reference Comment Proposed Change City Council’s 
Response 

OCC 
Agree/Disagree 

Para 8.30 Regarding the provisions for digital 
infrastructure, the draft plan does not 
fully reflect the requirements of the 
National Planning Policy Framework, 
which, in the main, attends to highlighting 
full fibre instead of just ‘superfast 
broadband’, as well as adding 
consideration of next generation mobile 
technology, such as 5G (refer NPPF, para 
112) 

Amend Para 8.30 to read as follows: “The 
City Council will seek to ensure that all new 
development, and wherever possible all 
residents and businesses, have access to full 
fibre broadband connectivity. Developers 
should set out how high quality digital 
infrastructure, preferably providing access to 
services from a range of providers, will be 
available to new house 
occupiers.  Oxford’s strengths in the 
knowledge economy provide a real 
opportunity for it to drive forward the 
research, testing and development of digital 
technologies. Partners in the academic, 
research, technology and public sectors have 
come together as Smart Oxford, a strategic 
programme to develop and promote Oxford 
as a smart city. The aim of Smart Oxford is to 
provide a test bed for world class 
researchers and innovators which will 
generate growth and jobs to advance 
economic and social prosperity, and help 
improve the quality, effectiveness and 
efficiency of city services. The City Council 
recognises this as a rare opportunity to both 
support an emerging market sector and to 
secure benefits on the ground for the city’s 
residents and businesses.” 

This change has 
been made in the 
proposed minor 
modifications 
statement. 

 Agree 

 
Ch 9: Areas of Change and Site Allocations 
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Reference Comment Proposed Change City Council’s 
Response 

OCC Agree/Disagree 

Policy SP4 
(Blackbird 
Leys Central 
Area) 

Although Blackbird Leys and neighbouring wards suffer 
from some of the greatest health inequalities in 
Oxfordshire, neither Policy SP4 nor the supporting text 
highlight this as a specific issue that redevelopment 
could help ameliorate. The ‘Tartan Rug’ of health 
indicators (see chart in link below) within the District 
Summary for Oxford clearly shows that within Blackbird 
Leys the majority of indicators are significantly worse 
than the England average (red) and that none are better 
than the England average 
(green): 
https://insight.oxfordshire.gov.uk/cms/oxfordshire- 
wards-inequalities-pack-excel 

If approved by the Planning Inspector, the requirement 
to carry out a Health Impact Assessment would apply to 
any redevelopment of Blackbird Leys Central Area and 
strategic policies supporting healthy place making would 
also apply: Nevertheless, to ensure that the need for 
healthy place making is reinforced and considered from 
the outset (when the greatest benefits can be secured), 
it is strongly recommended that consideration is given to 
including a requirement in Policy SP4 that development 
should take account of local strategies to improve health 
and wellbeing outcomes and seek to reduce health 
inequalities.  A similar requirement could be considered 
for policies relating to the development of any areas 
with greater health inequalities/within or adjoining 
Oxford City Council’s designated Regeneration Areas 
(Refer link at the end of this section) 

Include a 
requirement in 
Policy SP4 that 
development should 
take account of local 
strategies to improve 
health and wellbeing 
outcomes and seek 
to reduce health 
inequalities. 

 
(A similar 
requirement could 
be considered for 
policies relating to 
the development 
of any areas with 
greater health 
inequalities/within 
or adjoining Oxford 
City Council’s 
designated 
Regeneration 
Areas (Refer link at 
the end of this 
section) 

Policy RE5 together 
with the supporting 
text sets out the 
need to fully take 
into account health 
and well-being 
factors in assessing 
new developments. 
Indeed para 4.22 
requires health 
outcomes to be set 
out at the early 
pre-application 
stage. For major 
developments a 
health impact 
assessment is 
required. 

AGREE (PH) 

Policy SP14 
(Edge of 
playing 
fields, Oxford 

Oxfordshire County Council is the freehold owner of the 
playing field and the Oxford Academy Trust leases the 
site from OCC on a 125-year lease. 

Amend the text to 
make it clearer 
that the County 
Council is the 

Proposed minor 
post publication 
changes made 
to correct error. 

Agree 
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Academy) freehold owner 
and that the 
Oxford Academy 
Trust leases the 
site from OCC on a 
125-year lease 

Policy SP65 
(Bayards Hill 
Primary 
School part 
playing 
fields) 

Oxfordshire County Council is the freehold owner of 
the playing field. 

Amend the text to 
make it clear that 
Oxfordshire County 
Council is the 
freehold owner of 
the playing field. 

Comments noted. 
No impact on 
soundness or legality 
of Local Plan.  
Proposed minor post 
publication changes  

Agree 

 
https://www.oxford.gov.uk/downloads/download/328/regeneration_areas 

 
Monitoring Framework 

 
Reference Comment Proposed Change City Council’s 

Response 
OCC Agree/Disagree 

Policy 
RE5 

Bullet point b) refers to “Health and Quality 
of Life indicators contained in JSNA”. Rather 
than a strategy with supporting indicators 
that are reported against, the JSNA is an 
evidence base that “provides information 
about Oxfordshire's population and the 
factors affecting health, wellbeing, and social 
care needs”. 

It may be more appropriate to refer to 
the shared priorities within the 
emerging version of Oxfordshire’s 
Health and Wellbeing Board Strategy 
which includes key public health issues 
such as reducing health inequalities and 
healthy place shaping: Refer link below 

Comments noted. 
It is not considered 
that these 
references would 
help to clarify the 
aims and 
application of the 
policy. No change 
is proposed. 

AGREE (PH) 

 
http://mycouncil.oxfordshire.gov.uk/documents/s43896/HWB_NOV1518R20%20-%20Draft%20Joint%20Health%20Wellbeing%20Strategy.pdf 
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Signed on behalf of Oxford City Council 

 
Name:  Adrian Arnold     
 
Position:  Interim Head of Planning 
 
Date: 22 March 2019 
 
 
Signed on behalf of Oxfordshire County Council 

 
 
Name:  John Disley 
 
Position:  Infrastructure Strategy & Policy Manager 
 
Date: 22 March 2019 
 
 
 
 


