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Question 5:  Affordable housing on smaller sites through financial 

contributions 
 

5.1 The Inspectors asked the City Council that if they wish to pursue the matter 

relating to H2 further, that answers to the following questions were required, 

with appropriate calculations. These questions are summarised below with the 

relevant answers under each question.  

   

a) What proportion of Oxford’s overall assessed need for affordable housing during 

the plan period (or to 2031 if that is easier to calculate) including that expected to 

be delivered by neighbouring authorities would be expected to be met through 

contributions from sites of 4 to 9 homes within the city? 

 

5.2 We have  calculated an assumed build cost of per affordable dwelling based on 

information from the Local Plan Viability Assessment (SUP.3 and a unit size of 

approximately 67sqm (which is the minimum floorspace requirement for a 4 

person 2 bed affordable dwelling in Oxford). The rounded average build cost is 

£134,500. The assumptions making up this figure are summarised in the table 

below.    

Table 5.1 Summary of build cost assumptions  

  Assumptions  Source 

Average unit size (sqm) 67 
Minimum floorspace requirement for a 4 person 2 bed 
affordable dwelling in Oxford 

Build cost (£ per sqm) £1,486 

Highest of ranges across flats and houses in the table 
within paragraph 7.21 of the Local Plan Viability 
Assessment (SUP.3) 

External works - 15% of 
build cost £222.90 

Highest of scenarios flats and houses in the table 
within paragraph 7.26 of the Local Plan Viability 
Assessment (SUP.3) 

High quality design buffer 
- 5% of build costs  £74.30 

As set out in paragraph 7.23 of Local Plan Viability 
Report (SUP.3) 

Environmental policies 
allowance - £15,000 per 
dwelling  £15,000 

As set out in paragraph 7.24 of the Local Plan Viability 
Report (SUP.3) 

Total £134,474.40   

 

5.3 Table 5.2 below has sought to provide a projection to answer this question. The 

policy seeks a contribution based on 15% of sales value. We have therefore 

used as the starting point the median and lower quartile house prices for 

Oxford from ONS, 2018, Table 5a and 6a. We have included an option with a 



3 
 

20% optimism scenario to apply some recognition of risk. We have then taken 

the windfall rate included in the latest housing trajectory for 4-9homes. This is 

44 homes per year and over the period 2020-2036 this equates to 704 homes. 

This number of homes is then calculated using the assumed build cost 

summarised in Table 5.1 above.  

 

5.4 The outcome is that the forecast income from Policy H2 over the plan period 

would equate to 6-9% of total affordable housing in Oxford City and 2-3% of 

total affordable housing delivery to meets Oxford’s housing needs (including 

the assumption that 50% of the 14,300 homes expected to be delivered by 

neighbouring authorities).This assumes all neighbouring authorities deliver at 

50%, which is not necessarily the case. We consider this to be a meaningful and 

material contribution to the overall need and to demonstrate the approach and 

effectiveness of H2 if implemented.  

Table 5.2 Estimated affordable housing contributions from sites of 4-9 dwellings 

under Policy H2 between 2020 and 2036 (16 years). 

 

Policy H2 forecasts 

based on Median house 

prices in Oxford (Source: 

ONS September 2018) 

Policy H2 forecasts 

based on based on  

Lower Quartile house 

prices in Oxford (Source: 

ONS September 2018) 

Average house prices £395,000 £315,000 

Houses per year delivered on sites 4-9 44 44 

Total houses x 16 years (remainder of plan 

period*) 
704 704 

Estimated affordable housing contribution  £41,712,000 £33,264,000 

Estimated affordable housing contribution 

with 20% optimisation bias applied 
£33,369,600 £26,611,200 

Affordable housing contribution per dwelling 

with optimism bias 
£47,400 £37,800 

Equivalent dwellings based on average build 

cost of approximately £134,500 and a unit size 

of circa 67sqm using build cost assumptions 

from Local Plan Viability Assessment (SUP.3). 

245-307 homes 196-245 homes 

% of overall 3,441 affordable homes 

anticipated in Oxford to 2036 (total previously 

set out in OCC.1A) 

7%-9% 6%-7% 

% of all affordable homes including 50% of 

unmet need being met by neighbouring 

authorities (3441+(14,300/2)=10,591 

2%-3% 2% 

*Assuming the Local Plan is adopted during monitoring year 2020/2021 
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5.5 It is important to note that any s106 contributions towards affordable housing 

may not be used in the way assumed in the table above i.e. to deliver the entire 

cost of an affordable home. Rather the future net rental stream of the property 

would be capitalised to service the debt taken out to build the property using 

other affordable housing funding in particular the City Councils Housing 

Revenue Account. Whilst this would not cover the entirety of the build cost it 

could cover a significant proportion, say two thirds, with reasonable 

assumptions around management/maintenance costs and interest rates taking 

into account that the HRA borrowing limit has now been removed allowing 

such borrowing within the City Council’s housing service. The s106 contribution 

would then be used to bridge the gap that remains. In the instance of the 2 bed 

flat, this might be c£50,000.  So for every £1m of s106 contributions gathered 

there is the potential to provide c20 social rented homes in reality – a 

significant contribution to delivery. 

 

b) In details what is the mechanism for the direct delivery of affordable homes from 

these contributions? 

 

5.6 The mechanism for the direct delivery of affordable homes is undertaken by 

using contributions based on the procurement process used with Registered 

Provider (RPs) partners over a number of years.  This begins with the regular 

liaison between planning policy and the development team when available 

resources and conditions on use such as locations and timescales are discussed. 

 

5.7 Within development programmes, such as the regeneration project at 

Blackbird Leys, the use of housing contributions to provide additional general 

needs housing, alongside other types of funding, is part of the feasibility 

process for individual development sites. 

 

5.8 The council’s normal project procurement process is applied which involves 

Cabinet considering detailed proposals in the light of risks and other potential 

options. Approval of a project includes using the contributions as grant funding 

for the developer which will include RPs, including the council, and Oxford City 

Homes Ltd, the Council’s housing company.  An example as to how affordable 

housing contributions have been used in the past to deliver housing is appended to 

this response as Appendix 1. 
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c) Given that the policy has been in operation form some time, please will the Council 

provide a time series of total receipts from contributions towards affordable 

housing from sites of 4 to 9 dwellings over the last 5 years (or whatever period it 

takes to provide meaningful data). 

 

5.9 It is important to recognise the level of uncertainty that has been impacting 

upon the effectiveness of HP4 since it was introduced. This has affected our 

ability to use the policy for application received for 4-9 dwellings since its 

adoption. Since the adoption of the plan in February 2013 there has been 

considerable uncertainty about the application of policy HP4 in the plan.  This 

period of uncertainty commenced in November 2014 when the Housing and 

Planning Minister issued a Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) stating that for 

sites of 10 or less dwelling affordable housing and tariff style contributions 

should not be sought.   This WMS was successfully challenged in the High Court 

by Reading and West Berkshire.  After the WMS and before the Court of Appeal 

decision the City Council suspended policy HP4 (28/11/14) and no contributions 

were sought for affordable housing contributions from sites of between 4-9 

dwellings.  Policy HP4 was reinstated on the 31st July 2015 and has continued 

to be applied to date.   

 

5.10 The introduction of the paragraph 63 in the new NPPF has added further 

uncertainty to the interpretation of HP4.   Thus, since the adoption of the policy 

in 2013 to date there has been a limited period of certainty for both applicants 

and the council in the negotiations and determination of planning applications 

on sites of 4-9 dwellings which is not an ideal set of circumstances for either 

applicant or the council and has led to a distorted picture as to the yield from 

the operation of policy H4.  

 

5.11 Notwithstanding, the City Council has secured the following contributions 

towards affordable housing from sites of 4 to 9 dwellings since the adoption of 

the Sites and Housing Plan in 2013.  Table 5.3 shows the sites where a 

contribution has been secured for affordable housing under Policy HP4. There 

have also been sites of 4-9 dwellings that have offered financial contributions 

but were refused or withdrawn for other reasons, for example at 279 Abingdon 

Road (9 dwellings) and 153 Headley Way (4 dwellings). 
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Table 5.3: Affordable housing contributions secured from sites of 4-9 dwellings where 15% 

of the combined sales value of all dwellings secured 

Address No. of 

dwellings 

(net) 

Planning 

Reference  

Commentary 

Land to the rear 

of 17 Between 

Towns Road, 

Cowley 

 

6 15/02245/OUT This application was granted permission subject 

to a S106 agreement which provided for the 

sum of 15% of the combined sales value of all 

dwellings that may be occupied lawfully for 

planning purposes pursuant to the permission.  

Whilst this permission has now expired, a new 

application for 6 x 2 bedroom flats has been 

submitted (18/02918/OUT). An email from the 

applicant has been received confirming that 

they would be willing to pay a 15% contribution 

towards affordable housing. 

Aristotle House, 

Aristotle Lane, 

Oxford OX2 6TR 

6 16/01789/FUL The contribution secured is consistent with 

policy HP4. 

120 to 122 High 

Street, Oxford, 

OX1 4BX 

4 18/00666/FUL The contribution secured is consistent with 

policy HP4 

The Bungalow, 

Garsington Road 

9 18/02401/OUT The contribution secured is consistent with 

policy HP4 

Total homes 25  

 

5.12 This shows the council has secured contributions against a total of 25 dwellings. 

Using the same methodology as Table 1 with a range of this would result in a 

range of £945,000 to £1,481,250, which equates to between 9 and 11 

dwellings. This is set out in Table 5.4. 

 

5.13 A consequence of the high level of uncertainty around the implementation of 

policy HP4 that has followed since its adoption provides all the more reason for 

the need to give applicants certainty about policy requirements. The adoption 

of Policy H2 would provide that certainty needed going forward, and although a 

departure from  NPPF paragraph 63, the City Council considers that this is 

justified owing to Oxford’s exceptional need for affordable housing as 

acknowledged by the Inspectors.   
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Table 5.4: Estimated final receipts from permitted schemes 

  

Affordable housing 

contribution based on 

Median house prices in 

Oxford (Source: ONS 

September 2018) 

Affordable housing 

contribution based on  Lower 

Quartile house prices in 

Oxford (Source: ONS 

September 2018) 

Average house prices £395,000 £315,000 

Total homes 25 25 

Estimated affordable housing contribution  £1,481,250 £1,181,250 

Estimated affordable housing contribution 

with 20% optimisation bias applied 
£1,185,000 £945,000 

Affordable housing contribution per 

dwelling with optimism bias 
£47,400 £37,800 

Equivalent dwellings based on average 

build cost of approximately £134,500 and a 

unit size of circa 67sqm using build cost 

assumptions from Local Plan Viability 

Assessment (SUP.3). 9-11 homes 7-9 homes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

d) C

Can the Council please provide a time series showing the number of additional affordable 

homes within the city, as additions to the housing stock, that are directly attributable to 

these contributions over the last 5 years ( or whatever period it takes to provide 

meaningful data). 

 

5.14 The City Council has made the decision that all of the affordable contributions 

will go towards a major forthcoming regeneration opportunity in the city at 

Blackbird Leys to deliver additional affordable units in an area of significant 

need. The principle of this approach gained political approval in 2015.  
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Question 6:  Positive planning 
 

This concerns the statements “Planning permission will only be granted for” and “Planning 

permission will not be granted for any other use” together with the drafting of a number 

of very prescriptive policies. We note the Council’s arguments, but the majority of other 

planning authorities do not word their local plans in this way and this has not resulted in 

any dilution of their policies. The appropriate approach is “Planning permission will be 

granted for…” or “The site is allocated for…”. 

The reason this is important is because perfectly reasonable and sustainable alternative 

uses may come forward over time which would not jeopardise the plan’s objectives and 

the plan should not deliberately set out to prevent them at the outset. The plan is there to 

manage development rather than exercise inflexible control over it. The approach taken 

by the plan means that any proposal, however beneficial or sustainable, that did not meet 

the (often very prescriptive) terms of the policy, would automatically be contrary to the 

development plan. The significant risk to the Plan is that, to meet changing needs and to 

accommodate good, sustainable schemes, decisions will frequently need to be made that 

are contrary to the development plan, thus devaluing it. The Council cannot foresee all the 

changes that are likely to take place or the good opportunities that are likely to arise. 

We do not consider the Council’s suggested alternative “Planning permission will only be 

granted for” is appropriate, for exactly the same reasons. 

National policy states that plans should be prepared positively, should be sufficiently 

flexible to adapt to rapid change, and should be flexible enough to accommodate needs 

not anticipated in the plan. The restrictive statements in these policies, together with the 

issues of policy over-prescription and inflexibility referred to in our first and second sets of 

questions, together amount to a significant issue of soundness for the Plan. We will 

therefore be recommending the deletion of this wording and ask the Council to re-write 

the relevant policies with positive and flexible wording. 

6.1. The council do not accept that the presence of this wording means the plan does not 

strike the correct balance between flexibility and effectiveness. We also consider the 

approach taken to be consistent with national policy. Paragraph 17 of the NPPF is clear 

that the development plan must include strategic policies to address each local 

planning authority’s priorities for the development and use of land in its area. The 

NPPF at paragraph 20 again directs that strategic policies in the Local Plan are required 

to set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and quality of development, and 

make sufficient provision for housing (including affordable housing), employment, 

retail, leisure and other commercial development as well as infrastructure, community 

facilities, green infrastructure etc.  
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6.2. The requirement for a the planning system to operate so as to be responsive to 

changes in circumstances is achieved as set out in the NPPF paragraph 12 and by the 

operation of s.38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, that allows 

local planning authorities to take decisions that depart from an up-to-date 

development plan, but only if material considerations in a particular case indicate that 

the plan should not be followed. This ability to adapt to change is also achieved in the 

plan Policy S1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development. It is not the case 

the plan should not apply any restriction in the first instance where it is justified and 

reasonable to do so based on the evidence available when formulating the plan.  

 

6.3. The wording in dispute is mainly found in the main for site allocation policies. It is 

important and relevant to note that there are several sites in the housing trajectory 

that are not site allocations. The allocations are made where the plan needs to more 

specifically set out criteria or guidance about how the site should be developed in 

order to achieve the requirements of paragraph 20 of the NPPF. This is needed to 

ensure a plan led system in Oxford. In several cases the list of uses that are deemed 

acceptable are wide ranging and in themselves offering significant flexibility for 

example on the hospital sites. This is not to say however that any use would be 

reasonable and/or sustainable. In other cases it is more limited. 

 

6.4. We do not consider that leaving site policies open to unidentified uses is justified or 

effective in the context of Oxford and the significant constraints on land it faces. It 

should not be assumed that they would be reasonable and/or sustainable. There are 

circumstances in Oxford where a site allocated for housing, if not restricted by the 

development plan, could easily come forward for an alternative use e.g. student 

accommodation or indeed other non-residential uses. It is important that the plan 

seeks to ensure that sites appropriate for housing come forward for that use to meet 

the pressing needs. This is not the case in many local authorities. This may explain why 

some local authorities do not include this type of approach as it is not justified by local 

circumstances. 

 

6.5. There are however several local authorities, mainly urban and/or significantly 

constrained authorities, that have taken this approach in recent months and years for 

similar reasons to those we have put forward. A few recent examples the council are 

aware of include: 

 

 Cambridge Local Plan, Adopted October 2018, in several policies “development 
will only be supported where it” or “only be permitted in the following 
circumstances” 

 Plymouth and South West Devon Local Plan, Adopted March 2019, in several 
policies “development will only be supported where it” or “will only be allowed 
where the following applies” 
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 Birmingham Local Plan, Adopted January 2017, in several policies “only be 
permitted” 

 Winchester Local Plan, Adopted April 2017, in several policies “will only be 
permitted where” or “will only be allowed” or “will only be granted” 

 South Downs Local Plan, Adopted July 2019, in the site allocation policies the 
wording “planning permission will not be granted for any other uses” 

 Reading Local Plan, currently at examination, post hearing advice received and 
Main Modifications consultation completed, several polices include “only be 
permitted where”, “will only be acceptable where”, “Development will only be 
permitted where” is retained and not proposed to be deleted. 

 

6.6. Providing complete flexibility will not result in plan led system in Oxford or be 

consistent with what is expected by the NPPF in terms of providing an overall strategy 

for the pattern, scale and quality of development, and make sufficient provision for a 

variety of competing uses. 

 

6.7. Given the potential of a more open ended approach to sites, which is likely to have 

implications for making sufficient provision for uses over the plan period we consider 

that other parties should be given the opportunity to comment through hearing 

statements and hearings on this matter.  At the very least the Council cannot suggest 

appropriate wording for policies in terms of acceptable land uses until questions 

relating to spatial strategy approach of the plan are concluded. 
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Question 7: Policies that make distinctions on the basis of the nature of the 

applicant 
 

Policy E3: New academic floorspace for private colleges / language schools is unnecessary 

because Policy E1: Employment sites already provides a strong framework for resisting the 

loss of employment floorspace and Policy H5: Development involving loss of dwellings is a 

strong policy for resisting the loss of dwellings. There is no need for a policy aimed 

specifically at the private college part of the academic and teaching sector, which as we 

have previously said seeks to discriminate on the basis of the applicant. 

The issue of the discriminatory approach in Policy H8: Provision of new student 

accommodation towards different parts of the academic and teaching sector in relation to 

student accommodation is raised in question 2 of our second set of questions and the 

same point applies. Concerns about the further incursion of students into the housing 

market should be dealt with by a general policy applying to all academic institutions that 

permits academic development that would result in the growth of student numbers where 

a commensurate amount of student accommodation is provided. 

We are particularly concerned that the Council’s approach in Policies E3 and H8 appears to 

be based on what the Council thinks the different academic and teaching organisations 

and their students might spend in Oxford, that private colleges “are not required to meet 

the needs of the city” and that the ability of the two universities to gain exclusivity rights 

on the existing stock of private student accommodation is a factor behind policies E3 and 

H8. The NPPF makes clear that planning policies should help to create the conditions in 

which businesses can invest, expand and adapt; local business needs should be taken into 

account; and local planning authorities should take a proactive, positive and collaborative 

approach to development that will widen choice in education. The plan’s approach does 

not adequately take this into account and appears not to have regard to the educational 

benefits to the students themselves of establishments other than the two universities. In 

any case the policy as we have said is ineffective because its objectives in respect of the 

protection of employment land and housing are addressed by other plan policies. We will 

therefore recommend that Policy E3 is deleted in its entirety; that the needs of 

educational establishments other than the two universities are addressed in Policy E2; and 

that Policy H8 is amended to remove the discriminatory approach in favour of the two 

universities and Ruskin College and is re-cast so that it that permits all academic 

development that would result in the growth of student accommodation where a 

commensurate amount of student accommodation is provided. 

We welcome the Council’s proposed change to Policy V7 In dropping the word “state” in 

reference to schools. However, the NPPF also says that local planning authorities should 

give great weight to the need to expand or alter schools and this should be reflected in the 

policy. 
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Conclusion 

Please will the Council now formulate appropriate new text and delete the indicated 

policies using strikethrough and coloured text, and send it to us for our further comment. 

7.1 The intention of Policy E3, as set out in our response, is to ensure a managed and plan-

led approach to the intense demands on land use and other resources in the city. The 

policy is designed to control a particular type of use which is distinct from the 

universities and further education providers. The basis of the distinction is the 

economic contribution of the two universities to Oxford’s GVA. The policy is not 

conceived of on the basis of the perceived amount of spend of different types of 

student. Furthermore, the institutions captured by Policy E3 are considered to be less 

important to meeting the needs of the city than the Universities and statutory and 

further education establishments (such as Oxford City College).   

 

7.2 The NPPF encourages sustainable economic growth (paragraph 81). It says that the 

specific locational requirements of different sectors should be recognised, including by 

making provision for clusters of knowledge and data-driven, creative or high 

technology industries (paragraph 82). It says that the approach taken to businesses 

and the economy should allow each area to build on its strengths and areas with high 

levels of productivity should be able to capitalise on their performance and potential.  

Policy E3 is conceived on the basis that Oxford is part of a high productivity area and to 

capitalise on its performance and potential the knowledge economy, driven by the 

universities, should be prioritised. Businesses which are not as vital for the knowledge 

economy and which do not need to be located in Oxford are not given the same level 

of priority.  

 

7.3 It is accepted that Policy E3 can be deleted, although some elements of it will need to 

be picked up in E2, as the Inspectors suggest. There are strong policies in place 

elsewhere in the Plan to prevent loss of residential and employment space. Policy E3 

attempted to go further by preventing loss of floorspace that could potentially be used 

for offices or housing, but we accept these elements of the policy can be deleted.  

 

7.4 We also accept that the part of the policy referring to new or additional academic or 

administrative floorspace for private colleges can be deleted. We suggest that instead 

the bullet points setting out the economic objectives of the Plan, which it should be 

demonstrated new proposals will contribute to, are transferred to Policy E2 for all new 

academic institutional proposals to adhere to (other than schools, which are dealt with 

in Policy V7). Also, we think that development should be managed by requiring that 

growth is only allowed when it can be demonstrated that there is a need for it to be 

located in Oxford. Thus instead of predicting the economic contribution based on the 

type of institution, this approach would allow each institution to demonstrate their 

contribution in all cases; no pre-supposition is made about the contribution to 
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economic objectives of the city based on the type of institution. The criteria are 

considered important as they add clarity about how applications will be assessed and 

they ensure that growth is managed in a way that ensures meeting strategic objectives 

is prioritised. This would achieve the objective that Policies 44 and 46 of the 

Cambridge Local Plan (adopted 2018) aim to achieve. Those policies require specialist 

colleges and language schools to provide residential accommodation and only allow 

new student accommodation if it meets the needs of an existing educational 

institution within Cambridge.  This policy approach was found to be sound by the 

Inspector who examined the submitted Cambridge Plan in their report of August 

20181.  

 

7.5 A modification to the policy regarding the need to meet any additional student 

accommodation demand is also proposed in order to make the policy clear and 

effective.  A modification to delete the whole of Policy E3 and its supporting text is 

suggested with strikethroughs below. The suggested amendments to Policy E2 and to 

its supporting text, which incorporate some aspects of E3, are also shown below with 

underlined text.  

 

Suggested modification to Policies E2 and E3 and supporting text 

ii. Teaching and research 

2.11 The success of Oxford’s economy is shaped by the presence of its two universities; The University 

of Oxford and Oxford Brookes University. In addition and linked to this, Oxford is also a major 

centre for teaching hospitals and home to a number of acute and specialist medical research 

organisations. This benefits the city’s economy in a number of ways: its research capabilities, the 

ready supply of graduates and clustering effect mean that Oxford is an attractive location for a 

range of companies, and it is also in a position to foster home-grown spin-off businesses.  

2.12 The world renowned University of Oxford is ranked first in the Times Higher Education World 

University Rankings 2018. It has around 13,000 employees3 (not including those employed solely 

by the colleges or by Oxford University Press or casual workers). Oxford Brookes University is the 

highest placed UK institution in the 2018 QS rankings of world universities under 50 years old 

and has earned recognition for the quality of a large number of its teaching areas. Oxford 

Brookes employs 2,800 full-time equivalent staff 

2.13 Thus the two universities have a significant economic impact on the city as direct employers, 

purchasers of goods and services, hosts to over 30,000 students and in the research and 

development opportunities that they facilitate and inspire.  

2.14 Oxford’s cluster of medical research organisations and facilities together employ around 17,000 

people or 13% of Oxford’s total workforce. These assets link closely with healthcare research 

undertaken at the universities who both have plans to expand medical and clinical research, thus 

                                                           
1
 Paras 69, 182: Report on the examination of the Cambridge Local Plan 2014 (August 2018) 
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creating more opportunity for discovery and growth. The health sector in Oxford is a catalyst for 

the wider region’s biotechnology sector which in 2017 comprised 163 companies of which 496 

were based in Oxford. Oxford has numerous strengths in particular biotechnology subsectors, 

including drug discovery and development, diagnostics, medical technology and imaging. 

2.15 The City Council is committed to supporting the sustainable growth of the two universities and 

thus maximising the related economic, social and cultural benefits which they bring to Oxford. 

Due to the limited availability of land and the competing demands for development sites in the 

city, it is important that the universities are encouraged to focus growth on their own sites; both 

institutions have indicated that they have the potential to deliver more of their own needs 

through redevelopment. In addition to the universities and schools in Oxford, the city also has a 

large and established market in other forms of education provision; the Oxford name attracts 

potential students from across the world. There are a large number and wide range of language 

schools and private colleges in Oxford; many of these are located in the city primarily to use the 

‘Oxford’ brand and do not necessarily have an operational need to be in Oxford. It is important 

that any expansion of these facilities is allowed only when they need to be located in Oxford and 

when they will make a positive contribution to the economy of the city. It is also important that 

their growth and impacts of these educational institutions is are managed, in particular any 

associated growth in student accommodation (see Policy H8: Provision of new student 

accommodation and Policy H9: Linking the delivery of new university academic facilities to the 

delivery of university provided residential accommodation). Unchecked growth in student 

numbers without provision of student accommodation would have a detrimental impact on the 

availability and price of homes for the general population. The policy requires that any 

additional student capacity created is matched by a corresponding provision of suitable student 

accommodation. This will not necessarily be purpose built student accommodation; use of 

university accommodation out of term time and homestay accommodation may also be suitable 

for some institutions. 

2.16 Policies relating to the development of the hospital and university sites should be read in 

conjunction with the relevant site policies in Chapter 9 of this Local Plan.  

Policy E2: Teaching and research 

Planning permission will be granted to support the growth of the hospitals, through the 

redevelopment and intensification of their sites in Headington as set out in the site allocations, 

including to increase their teaching and research function.  

For all new education, teaching and academic institutional proposals (other than the expansion of 

schools providing statutory education) it must be demonstrated that the new development needs 

to be located in Oxford and has a clear and direct contribution to all four economic objectives of 

the Local Plan:  

• To build on Oxford’s economic strengths as a global centre for research, learning and health care  

• To remain at the heart of the Oxfordshire economy and an important contributor to the national 

economy in its key strengths in the knowledge intensive businesses (such as education, health, 

science and technology, and as a leading environmentally sustainable city)  
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• To reduce inequalities across Oxford, particularly in employment, health and education  

• To provide a diverse range of employment opportunities to meet the needs of the city’s 

businesses and residents, allowing Oxford to grow and function sustainably, and with a skilled 

workforce ready to fill the employment opportunities that arise”  

Planning permission will only be granted for new or additional academic or administrative 

floorspace for educational institutions if it can be demonstrated that any additional student 

capacity created will be managed by a corresponding provision of a suitable form of student 

accommodation 

Planning permission will be granted to support the growth of the University of Oxford through the 

redevelopment and intensification of academic and administrative floorspace on existing 

University of Oxford and college sites.  

Planning permission will be granted to support the growth of Oxford Brookes University through 

the redevelopment and intensification of academic and administrative floorspace on their existing 

sites at Headington Hill and Gipsy Lane.  

The expansion of both universities must be accompanied by the provision of student 

accommodation as necessary and in accordance with Policy H8.  

Planning permission will be granted to support the growth of the hospitals, through the 

redevelopment and intensification of their sites in Headington as set out in the site allocations, 

including to increase their teaching and research function.  

iii New academic or administrative floorspace for private colleges/language schools 

2.17 In addition to the universities and the schools in Oxford, the city also has a large and 

established market in other forms of education provision; the Oxford name attracts potential 

students from across the world. There are a large number and wide range of language 

schools and private colleges in Oxford7 ; many of these are located in the city primarily to use 

the ‘Oxford’ brand and do not necessarily have an operational need to be in Oxford. The 2017 

report by Cambridge Centre for Housing and Planning Research found that 37% of all 

students in Oxford are at various non-university institutions. The private colleges and 

language schools that responded to the survey (55% of identifi ed institutions) gave their 

maximum likely number of students they have on courses at any one time. This added up to 

20,892 students, although many of these students are on very short courses (such as those on 

summer language courses). 2.18 Such institutions offer some economic benefi t to the city in 

that they are direct employers (albeit in many cases this is short-term seasonal work) but the 

economic impact and contribution to the economic objectives of the Local Plan is much more 

limited than that of the two universities in that they are only language teaching 

establishments. Many premises in these uses have a low employment density and therefore 

do not make very effi cient use of land. There has been signifi cant growth in the number and 

size of such language schools, private colleges and their student accommodation since 2012.  

2.19 Students at private colleges and language schools often require purpose built student 

accommodation which reduces opportunities available for accommodation for those who 

need general housing or student accommodation for one of the two universities. 2.20 For 
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these reasons and the severe shortage of land in Oxford, the Local Plan takes a strict 

approach to restrict any further growth of these institutions to allow opportunities for land 

and development opportunities to be directed to meeting more pressing needs, such as 

housing, student accommodation for the Universities or B1 uses. 2.21 The approach allows 

for, and will encourage, existing language schools and private colleges to make more effi 

cient use of their current fl oorspace. The ability also remains for summer schools to use 

university fl oorspace out of term time. 2.22 With regards to this policy restriction on growth 

there are exclusions for specifi c reasons: • The City of Oxford College is excluded as it 

provides state-funded further education to local people including sixth form, vocational 

courses, 7 Examples of types of Language Schools, Private Schools and Colleges include: 

Further Education Colleges; Adult Learning Colleges; Higher Education Colleges; Independent 

Schools; Summer Language Schools; Term-time language Schools; University Preparation 

Colleges; Private Tutorial Colleges; Private Schools for International Students; and 

Independent Preparatory Schools. This excludes schools. Proposed Submission Document 29 

apprenticeships and supports young people who are not in education, employment or 

training (NEETs). This is a vital role in Oxford’s economy in that it enables the provision of 

additional educational opportunities for secondary school age pupils in the context of the 

current under performance of secondary education in Oxford. • Ruskin College is excluded 

due to its unique social benefi ts in providing vocational degrees, apprenticeships and access 

programmes for adults with few or no qualifi cations seeking to change the lives of those who 

need a second chance in education. • Independent schools and boarding schools are also 

excluded as they provide primary and secondary education.  

Policy E3: New academic or administrative floorspace for private colleges/ language schools  

Planning permission will not be granted for new or additional academic or administrative fl 

oorspace for private colleges on sites not currently in use as a private college on 1 January 2018. 

Planning permission will only be granted for new or additional academic or administrative 

floorspace on existing private college sites if the proposal does not result in: a) a net loss of B1 

floorspace or floorspace that could potentially be used for B1; or b) a net loss of residential 

accommodation or floorspace that could potentially be used for residential accommodation; and if  

c) an increased need for student accommodation in addition to that already provided for in Oxford.  

In addition it must be demonstrated for all new teaching and research proposals that the new 

development has a clear and direct contribution to all four economic objectives of the Local Plan:  

• To build on Oxford’s economic strengths as a global centre for research, learning and health care  

• To remain at the heart of the Oxfordshire economy and an important contributor to the national 

economy in its key strengths in the knowledge intensive businesses (such as education, health, 

science and technology, and as a leading environmentally sustainable city)  

• To reduce inequalities across Oxford, particularly in employment, health and education  

• To provide a diverse range of employment opportunities to meet the needs of the city’s 

businesses and residents, allowing Oxford to grow and function sustainably, and with a skilled 
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workforce ready to fill the employment opportunities that arise”  

The following institutions are exempt from the requirements of this policy: • City of Oxford College 

(Activate Learning); and • Ruskin College; and • Independent schools providing statutory primary 

and secondary education  

The City Council will support the appropriate growth of these institutions through the expansion or 

modernisation of their existing or allocated sites. 

 

 

7.6 A modification to V7 is also suggested to address the Inspectors’ point regarding 

expansion and alteration of schools. 

Suggested amendment to Policy V7 (third paragraph) 

Planning permission will be granted for the alteration and expansion of existing schools, primary 

healthcare facilities and community centres. Planning permission will be granted for new state 

schools, primary healthcare facilities and community centres… 
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Question 8: Car parking 
 

We do not have any issues regarding Oxford City Council’s sustainable travel objectives, 

and there is no need for the Council to explain the background to these objectives. Rather, 

our point is that measures required by planning condition or s106 obligation should fairly 

and reasonably relate to the development for which planning permission is being sought. 

Whilst it may be reasonable, depending on circumstances, for the Council to seek no 

increase in parking in relation to the proposed development, it is not sound for the policy 

to also require a reduction in (or minimisation of) the existing levels of parking elsewhere 

on site, since this parking serves existing operations.  Such an approach would not fairly 

and reasonably relate to the development being permitted, and would be contrary to the 

CIL Regulations governing s106 planning obligations, and to national policy.  It should be 

added incidentally that the terms “reduction” and “minimised” are inconsistent with each 

other and do not explain what exactly is expected of a developer.  In addition, there is the 

question of whether the policy has regard to the reality of the site’s operational 

requirements. Just taking one site, John Radcliffe Hospital (Policy SP42) as an example, 

this is a site with acknowledged existing parking stress; only granting planning permission 

for new facilities if parking is reduced elsewhere on the site may not have regard to 

operational issues on site.   (The policy incidentally cannot require measures “in 

accordance with the Local Transport Plan” in any case, since that is not part of the 

development plan and has not been examined.)  Those policies which appear to require 

parking reductions for existing development are Policies SP8, SP9, SP10, SP11, SP42, SP55, 

SP56 and SP63 together with a further set of policies which require parking on certain sites 

to be “minimised”: Policies SP20, SP21, SP22, SP23 and SP61. The reference to a reduction 

in parking, or for parking to be minimised, must be removed from all the policies referred 

to above. 

 

There is also a lack of clarity over how no increase (or no net increase) in parking would 

actually work, which would create difficulties for development management staff in 

practice and could prove a bone of contention at appeal. We can think of four common 

scenarios which the policy and appendix do not clearly address. What would “no net 

increase” mean for example for new non-residential development on a new site? New 

non-residential development on a cleared redevelopment site which formerly had 

operational uses with parking? Non-residential redevelopment of an existing operational 

site with parking? Non-residential development as a floorspace expansion of an existing 

operation?  Neither the policy nor the Appendix have enough clarity and are thus 

ineffective. 

 

However, there is a way forward. To ensure that requirements that are fairly and 

reasonably related to the development, to ensure that operational needs are properly 

recognised, and to ensure fairness and consistency of approach across all forms of non-

residential development, whilst at the same time pursuing the Council’s wider 
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sustainability objectives, we suggest that the travel plan should be a starting point. That is 

because it is capable of taking into account “whole site” issues, whilst having regard to the 

overall objective of controlling private parking and encouraging modal shift.  The Council 

have been willing to suggest this in relation to Sites SP8, SP9 and SP10 and partly in 

Appendix 7.3 but consistency of approach is needed in the plan. We suggest that this 

approach should be taken to all development and that the “no net increase” approach 

(with further explanation as to what that means) should be applied to redevelopment 

sites. This would give a strong purpose to the travel plan requirement, enable proper 

attention to be given towards specific local conditions and operational requirements and 

impacts, and avoid the issues we refer to above.  It would also obviate the need to have 

parking clauses within individual site policies.  Policy M3, Paragraph 5 would thus read: 

 

The parking requirement for all non-residential development, whether expansions of 

floorspace on existing sites, the redevelopment of existing or cleared sites, or new non-

residential development on new sites, will be determined in the light of the submitted 

Transport Assessment or Travel Plan, which must take into account the objectives of this 

Plan to promote and achieve a shift towards sustainable modes of travel. The presumption 

will be that vehicle parking will be kept to the minimum necessary to ensure the successful 

functioning of the development. 

In the case of the redevelopment of an existing or previously cleared site, there should be 

no net increase in parking on the site from the previous level and the Council will seek a 

reduction where there is good accessibility to a range of facilities. 

 

Where the proposal is for the expansion of an existing operation on an existing large site, 

a comprehensive travel plan should be submitted that looks at the development in the 

context of the whole site, and demonstrates that opportunities will be sought to enhance 

and promote more sustainable travel to and from the wider site. The travel plan will be 

kept under review to ensure that future opportunities to encourage a shift towards 

sustainable modes of travel are taken. 

 

We propose that the Council take this on as a main modification. The relevant appendix 

would need to be altered to reflect the position.  Residential parking issues are covered in 

our other set of questions. 

 

8.1 The City Council note the Inspectors’ comments about the need to remove reference 

to parking reduction or parking minimised.  As such, the references to a reduction in 

parking, or for parking to be minimised, will be removed from the following site 

allocation policies: SP2, SP8, SP9, SP10, SP11, SP20, SP21, SP23, SP42, SP55, SP56, SP61 

and SP63. 

8.2 The following site allocation policies will retain a reference to parking as this relates 

existing public car parks on site. These site policies are:  SP1, SP6, and SP60.  
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8.3 The City Council has responded to the Inspectors’ concerns about Policy M3 and the 

approach in the plan towards non-residential parking standards as part of the 

response to Question 22 in IC.2 so it can be dealt with alongside other suggested 

modifications to the parking policies and associated appendices.  This includes a 

redrafting of Policy M3 in line with the Inspectors’ suggestions above.   
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Question 9: Academic facilities and student accommodation 
 

The Council’s response is noted. We raised further issues in Question 2 of our second set 

of questions and comments. 

There are three points here. 

Firstly, having considered the evidence, we consider that the threshold approach for the 

two universities may be appropriate, but it needs additional clarification. We note that 

Policy E2 seeks the provision of student accommodation in connection with university 

expansion and uses the expression “as necessary”. This appears to intimate that academic 

expansion which is not likely to increase student numbers would not require associated 

student accommodation, but the point is not clear enough. The point should be clearly 

stated in paragraph 2.15. 

Secondly, the proposed reduction in the threshold carries an outstanding objection from 

Oxford Brookes University. We are likely to want to explore the issue of the threshold 

reduction at the hearings so we will not pursue the point at this time. 

Thirdly, we have already pointed out the inequity in policies that favour certain academic 

and teaching institutions over others, in respect of academic expansion and in the 

provision of student accommodation. Planning policies and decisions concern the 

development and use of land, and should not favour or disfavour any person, company or 

group. We want to make it very clear, if we have not already done so sufficiently, that this 

is not an acceptable feature of the plan. Policy H8(b) will need to be deleted, with the 

consequential deletion of Policy H8(f). We have already made similar points in respect of 

Policy E3. We look forward to receiving the relevant policy amendments from the Council. 

9.1 The comments relating to Oxford Brookes and the student numbers threshold are 

noted. A change is proposed to paragraph 2.15 in the further response to question 7. 

The response to question 7 also addresses the points in respect of Policy E3. The 

comments regarding Policy H8(b) and H8(f) are addressed in relation to the Inspectors’ 

second set of initial questions  and comments (IC.2), question 2.  
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Question 10: Employment sites 
 

Concerning Policy E1, the unacceptable element of the policy is the requirement to 

demonstrate that the development will provide more jobs on site. The Council’s suggested 

amendment (“and/or”) does not address this. Major investment to improve productivity, 

ie output per person, can make the best use of land but will not necessarily result in more 

jobs on site. The NPPF says that significant weight should be placed on the need to 

support economic growth and productivity, taking into account both local business needs, 

but it does not make jobs growth on individual sites a prerequisite to business expansion. 

The policy seeks to impose an inappropriate additional restriction on business expansion 

contrary to the NPPF. 

A very simple and acceptable way of expressing the first part of Policy E1 would be to say: 

Further employment development on existing employment sites will be supported where it 

makes the best and most efficient use of land and does not have unacceptable 

environmental impacts. 

It would not then be necessary to make the modification to Policy SP9 (BMW Mini). 

We propose that the Council take this on as a suitable main modification. 

43.1 To ensure consistency with paragraphs 80 and 81 of the NPPF the following 

modification to Policy E1 is proposed. 

Suggested modification to Policy E1  

Intensification of uses: 

Planning permission will be granted for the intensification, modernisation and regeneration of any 

employment site if it can be demonstrated that the development: 

i) allows for higher-density development (with more employment floorspace and jobs per hectare) 

that seeks to make the best and most efficient use of land; and 

ii) does not cause unacceptable environmental impacts and effects. 
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Question 11: Securing opportunities for local employment, training and 

businesses 
 

The comments we made previously remain as stated. There are several clear reasons for 

this. 

 Whilst the NPPF seeks an economic vision and strategy having regard to local 
industrial strategies and other local policies, those strategies are separate from the 
development plan and are not part of it. It is not appropriate for local planning 
authorities to intervene through the planning process in local businesses’ 
recruitment, materials procurement or pay policy because these items are outside 
of the realm of planning and are covered by other legislation. Planning should not 
seek to control matters that are covered by other legislation. 

 The provision would not necessarily support business and could operate to reduce 
its efficiency and competitiveness contrary to the objectives of the NPPF. 
Businesses have to operate in much wider markets than those defined by the 
narrow boundaries of Oxford and Oxfordshire; locally procured resources may be 
more expensive and impose a higher cost burden on business than that procured 
elsewhere. 

 Jobs, apprenticeships, materials procurement and pay levels do not fall into any of 
the items set out in s106 (a) to (d) of the Act which relate to the use of the land. 
Planning obligations cannot be used for these purposes. 

 The Council are very unlikely to be able to enforce these requirements. 
 

Policy E4 is unsound and must be deleted; there is no flexibility on this. The Council’s 

suggested modification does not rectify the problem. 

Paragraphs 2.23 and 2.24 can remain as expressions of encouragement for these initiatives 

but should be substantially amended to delete references to requirements and legal 

agreements. It should be clear that they cannot be determinative of a planning 

application. We look forward to the Council’s amended wording. 

11.1 We do not consider that the principle of Policy E4 is unsound. The NPPF does not 

prevent the opportunity for an employment and skills plan to be implemented 

alongside major planning applications. As detailed in our previous response, paragraph 

80 of the NPPF states that ‘Significant weight should be placed on the need to support 

economic growth and productivity’. Criteria a), b), c), e), and i) have set out ways in 

which both employment and training opportunities could be secured for local people 

as a result of new development. Through the creation of new employment and 

training opportunities, the skillset of the local workforce could be improved, thus 

leading to greater levels of workforce productivity, as well as economic growth.  

 

11.2 It is again considered important to highlight the similar policies that have been 

implemented by other Local Authorities. Expanding on the examples of Kirklees, 

Plymouth and South West Devon Council’s, Local Authorities such as Leicester and 
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Lambeth all have implemented policies that mirror E4. Firstly, Lambeth’s policy ED14 

‘Employment and Training’, shares the same objective as E4 to ‘support employment 

and training schemes to maximise local employment opportunities and help address 

skills deficits in the local population’ through planning obligations. Lambeth have 

recently published an Employment and Skills SPD that provides guidance on 

implementing the policy through an Employment and Skills Plan. Secondly, Leicester’s 

Policy CS Policy 10 ‘Employment Opportunities’ requires ‘the developers of major 

planning applications to provide site specific employment and skills plans to enable 

local people to secure employment and training opportunities’. This policy and the 

Core Strategy it lies within were adopted in July 2014. Overall, it is apparent that 

policies that share the same objective as E4 are commonplace in Local Plans.  

 

11.3 The comments provided have been understood, and as a result a modification of the 

policy is proposed in order to ensure that it focuses on supporting businesses, 

employment and economic growth. As a result, we consider the policy can be modified 

to be sound rather than being deleted altogether. We have set out 2 options below for 

how this could be achieved.  

Option 1: Remove some specific criteria 

11.4 Criteria a), b), c), e) and i) remain, whilst criteria d), f), g), and h) are proposed to be 

deleted. The deletion of criteria d, g, f and h will ensure there are not requirements 

that are unrelated to land use. We consider that the policy could be modified in the 

following way to overcome concerns that it is not consistent with the NPPF.  

Option 1 - Suggested modification to Policy E4: Securing opportunities for local 

employment, training and businesses  

Planning permission will only be granted for development over 45 residential units or 

1000m2 non-residential floorspace where it is accompanied by detailed information an 

Employment and Skills Plan (ESP). This should demonstrate that the applicant has explored 

and where feasible secured the following:  

a) Securing construction jobs for local people  

b) Providing construction apprenticeship opportunities  

c) Linking with local schools and colleges  

d) Procuring a proportion of construction materials locally  

e) Securing jobs for local people in the operational phase  

f) Procuring a proportion of on-going supply chain needs locally  

g) Paying all employees (other than apprentices) the Oxford Living Wage  
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h) Only using contractors who commit to paying the Oxford Living Wage  

i) Other social clauses as appropriate to the development  

The City Council will secure these the Employment and Skills Plan and its commitments 

through planning obligation or condition.  

 

 

Option 2: Remove all specific criteria 

11.5 Criteria a) to i) are proposed to be deleted in this option. The deletion of criteria will 

ensure flexibility in approach for applicants in individual Employment and Skills Plans 

to mitigate impacts of their specific development in relations to Oxford’s current 

issues relating to skills shortages. 

 

11.6 We consider that the policy could be modified in the following way to overcome 

concerns that it is not consistent with the NPPF. 

Option 2 - Suggested modification to Policy E4: Securing opportunities for local 

employment, training and businesses  

Planning permission will only be granted for development over 45 residential units or 

1000m2 non-residential floorspace where it is accompanied by detailed information an 

Employment and Skills Plan (ESP) that sets out measures to mitigate the impacts of 

development in line with the objectives of the Local Plan.  

a) Securing construction jobs for local people  

b) Providing construction apprenticeship opportunities  

c) Linking with local schools and colleges  

d) Procuring a proportion of construction materials locally  

e) Securing jobs for local people in the operational phase  

f) Procuring a proportion of on-going supply chain needs locally  

g) Paying all employees (other than apprentices) the Oxford Living Wage  

h) Only using contractors who commit to paying the Oxford Living Wage  

i) Other social clauses as appropriate to the development  

The City Council will secure these the Employment and Skills Plan and its commitments 

through planning obligation or condition.  
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11.7 We have sought legal advice from Leading Counsel in respect of the ability to secure 

the requirements of policy E4, as suggested to be modified, through a section 106 

planning obligation. We have been advised that the requirements of that policy would 

fall within s.106(1)(a), (b) or (c) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and 

therefore these requirements may lawfully be included in a planning obligation. We 

have also been advised that such matters are routinely included within planning 

obligations in association with planning permissions granted by local planning 

authorities and by the Secretary of State. Moreover, and as suggested to be modified, 

the requirement to submit for approval an “Employment and Skills Plan” accompanied 

by a duty thereafter to carry out and use authorised development in accordance with 

the approved plan can be secure by planning condition without the need for a 

provision to that effect within an obligation. 
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Appendix 1:  Example of previous use of affordable housing contributions for 

the delivery of affordable housing units 

 

To: City Executive Board  

 

Date: 
 

9th February 2011 

 

Item No: 7 
 

Report of: Head of Community Housing & Community Development 
 

Title of Report: PROVISION OF ADDITIONAL 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING ROSE HILL 
REDEVELOPMENT 

 

 

Summary and Recommendations 
 

Purpose of report:  Five additional affordable housing units are proposed to be 
built as part of the Rose Hill redevelopment scheme and the report seeks approval 
to enter into a supplemental agreement to the original Development Agreement for 
the scheme to deal with these additional units.  Furthermore, this report requests 
that grant funding is made available to Oxford Citizens Housing Association to 
secure these properties as general needs rented accommodation. 
 
Key decision? Yes 
 
Executive lead member: Councillor Turner, Councillor Bance 

Report approved by: City Executive Director: 
Finance: Legal: 
 
Policy Framework: Corporate Plan 2009-12 ‘More housing, better housing for all’ 
‘Stronger and more inclusive communities’ Regeneration Framework 

 
Recommendation(s): Executive Board is asked to: 

 
a) agree to increase the scope of the original Rose Hill development project to 
include five additional affordable housing units. 
 
b) delegate to the Head of Corporate Assets the authority to negotiate the terms 
of, and to enter into, a Supplemental Agreement to the original Development 
Agreement with Oxford Citizens Housing Association (OCHA) and Taylor 
Wimpey to deal with these additional units. 
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c) agree to the issue of a Voluntary Transparency Notice under EU 
procurement regulations in regard to the additional housing. 

 
d) approve grant funding from the Council of a sum up to £100k to 
supplement funding from the Homes & Communities Agency and to delegate 
to the Head of Community Housing & Community Development the authority 
to enter in to an appropriate funding agreement on these terms with OCHA. 

 
 
 

1. Background 

 
1.1 The CEB will be aware that the current Rose Hill redevelopment scheme will, 

on completion, provide 141 affordable housing units in place of substandard 
sheltered housing and 100 defective Orlit type houses owned by the Council. 
14 of the Orlit houses form semi- detached pairs with privately owned 
properties and under the existing Development Agreement these single 
properties are to be rebuilt. 

 
1.2 OCHA have been able to acquire the private properties adjoining two of the 

Council Orlits, giving the opportunity for more affordable housing to be 
provided. An added benefit is that one of the private properties is also an Orlit 
type house which will be replaced. 

 
2. Proposal 

 
2.1 The properties OCHA have purchased are 22 Wynbush Road and 34 

Cottesmore Road and they will redevelop the combined plots as follows: 
 

22/24 Wynbush Road 3 x 3bed/5 person houses 
 

30 Wynbush Road / 
34 Cottesmore Road 4 x 4bed/6 person houses 

 
2.2 This is a net gain of five houses to the redevelopment scheme. The house 

types will be the same as those already built by Taylor Wimpey and will meet 
the same accessibility and energy efficiency standards. 

 
2.3 South East Area Committee granted planning consent for the schemes on 2nd 

August 2010 and the S106 Agreement is in negotiation. The Council will 
receive nominations rights to the affordable units and the allocations will be 
done through the Oxford Register for Affordable Housing (ORAH) 
Partnership and Choice Based Lettings. 

 
2.4 These units would be included in Phase 3 of the scheme development 

programme and are due to start in March 2011 with practical completion in 
July/August 2011 

 
2.5 The footpath linking Wynbush/Cottesmore Road to Williamson Way has been 

diverted and an application has been made to the Department of Transport to 
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stop up the section of the path adjacent to Nos 30 and 34. This strip of land is 
included in the planning consent to redevelop Nos. 30 and 34 and the 
disposal to OCHA will be dealt with under Head of Corporate Assets 
delegated powers. 

 
2.6 30 Wynbush and 34 Cottesmore Road were originally sold under Right to 

Buy and are subject to the Council’s standard disposal covenants. It is 
proposed to release these covenants under the Head of Corporate Assets 
delegated powers. 

 
3. Procurement and funding 

 
3.1 While developing the additional five units is considered unlikely to require a 

separate procurement process and, in isolation, would fall below the EU 
procurement regulations threshold, in theory, there is a very small risk that 
this position could be subject to external challenge. Procurement and Legal 
Officers have considered this and feel that any potential risk can be reduced 
through issuing a Voluntary Transparency Notice. This notice will reduce the 
period in which a challenge can be made to only 10 days. These notices are 
issued  by public bodies in these types of situations. The City Executive 
Board is therefore asked 
to approve the issue of such a Voluntary Transparency Notice in partnership 
with OCHA. 

 
3.2 Two houses are already covered by the contractual and financial 

arrangements set out in the Development Agreement and there are clear 
benefits in being able to draw on the existing contractual arrangements and 
the technical/ supply side relationships with Taylor Wimpey to cover the new 
additional housing. This will require a Supplemental Agreement to the 
Development Agreement to be entered into, to deal with the terms of the 
cobnstruction of the additional units.. The overall intention of this document 
will be to mirror the terms and conditions of the existing Development 
Agreement 

 
3.3 The only area where this will not be possible is in regard to the financing of 

the works. Two of the total of seven units are funded as general needs rented 
housing under the Development Agreement through cross subsidy from sales 
by Taylor Wimpey but this cannot be extended to cover the additional five 
units because there is no matching increase in private housing numbers. 
OCHA have therefore bid for grant funding of £275k from the Homes and 
Communities Agency to fill the gap. 

 
3.4 Competition for grant funding is likely to be high because it is a limited pot 

and is being allocated under the old rules, which means it can be used to 
fund general needs rented housing. Officers feel it would be prudent to be 
able to offer to HCA some level of joint funding of the 
£275k required to improve their value for money assessment. There is 
currently £116k in unallocated S106 developer contributions and approval is 
sought to use up to £100k of this money to secure the additional units as 
general needs rented housing. 
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4. Level of risk 

 
4.1 A risk assessment has been undertaken and the risk register is attached as 

Appendix 1. 
 

 

5. Equalities Impact 
 
5.1 The mix of units proposed by OCHA reflects the need for family 

housing which is an area of priority need for homeless households. The units 
will be built to meet the HCA Housing Quality Indicators for accessibility. 

 
5.2 The Council will have nomination rights to these units and these will be 

allocated through the ORAH Partnership and Choice Based Lettings. 
 
6. Climate change/ environmental impact 

 
6.1 The additional units will achieve Code for Sustainable Homes level 3 which is 

the same as the standard as the other affordable housing properties in the 
scheme. 

 
7. Financial implications 

 
7.1  The Head of City Development has confirmed that £116k of unallocated 

s106 is available to be applied to the scheme. This is currently included in 
Oxford City council’s capital programme. 

 
7.2 Funding of £275k is being sought from the HCA. 

 
7.3 In the event that HCA funding is not forthcoming, officers will agree 

with OCHA changes to the tenure of the additional units to secure them as 
affordable housing. This is likely to involve developing a number for shared 
ownership but the Council would seek to use the developer contributions 
monies to optimise the number of general needs rented units. 

 
8. Legal Implications 

 
8.1 The proposed Supplemental Agreement will in effect extend the existing legal 

arrangements between the three parties to cover the additional units.  While 
the Voluntary Transparency notice  does, of course, bring additional public 
attention to the proposal, it is considered that limiting the time for a challenge 
is an effective way of dealing with this situation.
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Additional units 
cannot be let at 
general needs 
rents and other 
types of 
affordable 
housing have to 
be introduced 

 
Oct 
2010 

 
1&2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
2 

 
4 

   
G Stratford 

  

CEB-002- 
CHCD 

Building cost 
changes 

T Increases in 
building 
costs 

Unforeseen cost 
increases 

Costs fixed and 
variations only 
allowed with 
OCHA 
agreement 
under 
Development 
Agreement 

Sept 
2010 

1&2 2 3 1 2   G Stratford   

 


