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Q1. Policy H3: Employer-linked affordable housing  
 

Is it necessary for the Council to exert the degree of control over employer- 

linked affordable housing set out in Policy H3? In particular, is it necessary for 

the policy to require Council approval for the list of items in subsection (a) (d) 

(e) (f) (g) and (h) bearing in mind that the organisations concerned will have 

their own on-site operational requirements, their own staffing requirements 

and their own appropriate tenancy arrangements tailored to their needs? 
 

What are the planning reasons that justify such an approach given that the sites 

are presumably suitable for housing in any event? 
 

1.1 This policy provides an alternative approach to that of Policy H2 on affordable 

housing. By exempting these developments from the normal requirements for 

affordable homes under Policy H2, the City Council is offering a significant 

opportunity for those employers to provide for their own needs and address the 

sector of society between those able to access traditional affordable housing and 

those able to access market housing for sale or rent. Application of this alternative 

approach is dependent on a series of criteria that collectively ensure the policy is 

effective and that the accommodation provided is affordable in perpetuity given 

there will be no requirement for affordable housing included social rented housing in 

line with Policy H2 on these specified sites. It will be important in order to be 

effective that the rent levels are affordable for employees and that if it is no longer 

needed by the employer that 50% of the units remain affordable. If general market 

housing is to be provided on these sites then Policy H2 will apply to that element of 

the housing. 

 

1.2 Recruitment and retention problems due to affordability and housing issues are some 

of the most consistently raised concerns of businesses in Oxford as evidenced by 

representations received from the first issues consultation and the preferred options 

consultations.  The response from Oxford University Estates, First Options consultation 

July 2016 stated that the University has identified fixed-term, junior employees such as 

post-doctoral researchers and other staff as having particularly acute housing 

challenges. These employees need to be close to their departments – often in the most 

expensive rental areas of Oxford – and the University has to provide this for them if it 

wants to attract and retain the best employees. There is anecdotal evidence that 

people can be put off from applying for or accepting jobs at the University because of 

the cost of housing. Moreover, anxiety about unaffordable rents and the unsuitability 

of cheap rooms can lead to under-performance and failure to retain talented staff.  
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1.3 The City Council has a responsibility to house those people in the greatest need yet 

recognises that a balance needs to be struck to ensure that there is adequate 

accommodation for those businesses struggling to recruit and retain staff owing to 

the high cost of housing.    As such the Oxford Local Plan 2036 has drafted Policy H3 

Employer-linked affordable housing as a way to assist employers.  The policy has 

been developed through discussion with several large employers in Oxford, including 

BMW, the Oxford Bus Company, the University and the Hospital Trust as they hold 

significant landholdings in the city and their employees are likely to be direct 

beneficiaries of the proposed policy once implemented.  The Employer Linked 

Housing Background Paper BGP8 paragraphs 16-20 describes how employers were 

contacted by letter in February 2018 (Appendix 4 of BGP8) and summaries the 

responses received. 

 

1.4 The Council maintained several clear objectives in developing the policy approach 

 namely that the policy: 

 encourages key employers to use their land to help to meet some of 

their own housing need to provide rented housing in perpetuity; 

 embodies affordability and access for a cross-section of employees to 

rent housing in perpetuity; 

 minimises the amount of social rented housing that would not be 

delivered from suitable  housing sites; and  

 uses new and innovative methods of delivery and construction. 

 

1.5 Employer linked housing is to be provided on specified sites by key employers in the 

city for staff carrying out their work. The housing should be rented at levels that are 

affordable to a cross-section of the key employer’s employees, and should be 

available at affordable rents in perpetuity. This policy approach is providing more 

flexibility than a traditional affordable housing for rent approach as defined by the 

NPPF. We are not requiring in the policy fixed percentage rent deductions but instead 

allowing these to be agreed and fixed through legal agreement. In addition, the 

eligibility for this type of housing is more flexible than the definition of “essential 

local workers” in the NPPF as it goes beyond frontline pubic services. For example, it 

could include accommodation for post-graduate research students of the University 

who, as set out at paragraph 3.43 of the Local Plan, could be viewed as employees of 

the University. The employer-linked affordable housing would provide a bespoke 

form of affordable housing to meet a specific purpose, which needs to be kept in 

perpetuity. Therefore although it is more flexible it needs to be secured in a similar 

way to ensure that by which affordable rent levels are secured in perpetuity. We 

have tried to make clear the default position if for any reason the specific employer 

related need was no longer in existence what the appropriate fallback position would 

be. If the need continues then this fall back would never be enacted.  
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1.6 Planning applications (10 or more dwellings) granted for housing are subject to legal 

agreements to provide the agreed percentage, tenure and mix of on-site affordable 

housing as set out in the schedule, which forms part of the planning permission.  The 

approach being proposed in Policy H3 is not dissimilar from that expected for housing 

applications providing on site affordable housing under Policy H2.  Policy H3 states 

that “Where this policy is applied, the standard affordable housing requirements of 

Policy H2 will not apply, except to any market housing element on the site”.  As such 

it is important that any employer-linked housing is used for the purpose for which it 

is built, namely units rented to those employees linked to the site at a reduced rental 

level and that it remains in perpetuity.  Affordable housing when secured as a 

proportion of a general housing scheme is achieved through planning obligation. The 

S106 then contains clear definitions, detailing the type and tenure of the affordable 

housing element of the scheme.  

 

1.7 The City Council is satisfied that a legal agreement is the best approach to ensure that 

any employer linked housing provided through Policy H3 is used for the purposes that 

is it built, namely for employers working for the specific employer.  The City Council is 

satisfied that the approach drafted in Policy H3 offers the necessary “degree of 

control” to ensure the policy is effective.  This “degree of control” is particularly 

important in providing reassurance to a number of individuals and organisations who 

have raised concerns about this draft policy.  These concerns stem from that fact that 

the provision of employer-linked housing on housing sites that would otherwise 

provide 50% affordable housing would mean that there would be reduced 

opportunities to provide much needed affordable housing for those on the housing 

register.  It would be unacceptable to have no restrictions on occupation as set out in 

the policy as we are not convinced that the absence of a planning obligation to 

control this would result in an ineffective policy as there would be no means to 

enforce that the housing built was being delivered at an affordable rate for 

employees and then it would not be addressing the needs to which it was developed. 

Without the ability to ensure the policy is developed and maintained for the intended 

use at appropriate rent levels then there is a risk this policy could be misused as a 

work around to avoid affordable housing obligations required by other policies of the 

Local Plan.  

 

1.8 The City Council considers that it is necessary for the policy to require Council 

approval for the list of items in subsections (a), (d), (e), (f), (g) and (h) for the 

following reasons: 

Criterion (a) – it is essential for the effectiveness of this policy approach that the 

employer demonstrates that the employer linked housing being proposed is truly 

affordable to meet the needs of those most in need across the organisation. However, 
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we note that the wording of this criterion could be clarified to ensure the 

requirements are clear and therefore effective. 

 

Suggested Modification to Criterion (a) of policy H3: 

a) the employer has an agreed affordable housing approach in place setting out access 

criteria and eligibility, rent policy and rent levels, approved in advance of planning 

permission being granted by the City Council and reviewed for compliance every five years; 

 

 

Criterion (d) – the requirement for an occupancy register would provide the 

necessary reassurance to the council that the employer linked housing is being used 

as employer linked housing to ensure the policy is effective.  

 

Criterion (e) - this is necessary to provide sufficient information to ensure the 

proposal is delivered for the purpose intended in order for the application to be 

appropriately assessed. 

 

Criterion (f) – this is to ensure the housing is allocated to employees of the employer 

in question and appropriately defined.   

 

Criterion (g) – this is to ensure that in the event the units are no longer required by 

the employer for employer linked housing that they are not left unoccupied but are 

made available to house those in affordable housing need until the employer is able 

to bring the units back into use for their intended purpose.  

 

Criterion (h) - this is to ensure that if the employer linked housing is no-longer 

required for the intended purpose that 50% of the units are transferred as affordable 

housing and not sold on the open market. This clawback approach is essential to 

ensure that the city does not lose out on the provision of valuable affordable housing 

(one of the main objectives of the Local Plan), which would have been secured under 

Policy H2 if the site had been developed for housing originally under Policy H2.  This is 

needed to prevent misuse of this policy whilst allowing for changing circumstances 

over time. 

 

What are the planning reasons that justify such an approach given that the sites are 
presumably suitable for housing in any event? 
 

1.9 Policy H3 deliberately does not apply as a “blanket”,  to all employer held land, but 

only applies to specific sites (Appendix 3.4) chosen for their suitability, availability 

and the potential capacity to cater to the housing needs of workers.  The sites in 

Appendix 3.4 have been selected as a result of responses from landowners to the 

February 2018 letter, on-going discussions and considerations against other policies 

of the plan.  These sites were selected as they were considered appropriate in 
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planning terms because of their clear links to specific employers who have responded 

to the City Council in support of the policy. Some of these sites may be appropriate 

for housing or student accommodation but if developed for those uses would be 

subject to the requirements of other policies e.g. Policy H2 in the case of general 

housing. The other uses that are appropriate on specific sites are set out in the 

associated site allocation policies. 
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Q2.  Policy H8: Provision of new student accommodation  
 

Criterion (b) raises the same concerns as set in Question 7 of our first set of 

questions: as regards student accommodation, it prefers students of certain 

institutions over others. This organisation/occupier-based approach rather 

than land use based approach does not appear to have any foundation in 

national planning policy and has the potential to raise equalities issues. The 

Council are invited to comment. 
 

What is the reason for the strict locational criteria in the first part of the policy? 

Would these rule out other suitable locations and therefore impose an 

unnecessary restriction on the development of much needed purpose-built 

student accommodation in the city, thus increasing the pressure on the family 

housing stock? 
 

Please can the Council explain how it would be capable of enforcing against 

breaches of criteria (a) and (b) given the typical fluidity and transitory nature of 

student occupation? Also, in the case of criterion (e), please can it explain how 

students parking cars elsewhere could be enforced against, and what the Council 

would do if the developer did not do this? Our initial view is that these clauses 

may be unenforceable in practice. The Council are invited to comment. 

2.1. Policy H8 intends to help manage the demands on developable land within Oxford. 
Needs must be prioritised because if all types within a use class are continue to be 
allowed to expand without management then this will cause ongoing issues for 
capacity and ability to meet needs into the future.  
 
Occupancy restriction 
 

2.2. In relation to question 9 of the Inspectors’ first initial questions (IC.1), which the City 
Council responded to in OCC1.I the Inspectors have drawn the conclusion that 
criterion b should be deleted (IC1.B). Question 7, which the City Council responded to 
in OCC.1G did raise the restriction on private education institutions such as language 
schools found in Policy E3. Whilst these are similar issues, we do not consider them 
to be the same issue.  
 

2.3. The purpose of criterion b is to support students studying in higher education 
institutions and the institutions that need to accommodate them, where there is a 
strong need to be located in Oxford.  It gives preference based on the types of 
courses offered by and studied by students of the institutions. This is related to the 
overall function and contribution of these institutions to the Oxford economy. It also 
responds to issues raised by Oxford Brookes that they have difficulty obtaining sites 
for student accommodation to meet their own needs (see Oxford Brookes’ 
Regulation 19 representation). We consider this approach is consistent with the NPPF 
in that the approach taken establishes planning policies that play an active role in 
guiding development towards sustainable solutions, but in doing have taken local 
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circumstances into account, reflecting the character, needs and opportunities of the 
area.  
 

2.4. The restriction applies only to speculatively built student accommodation. It does not 
affect the ability of, for example, boarding schools to develop student 
accommodation on their sites themselves for their students, in the way that it has 
generally been provided in the past. The restriction existed in the Local Plan 2001-
2016. The loss of the restriction has had a profound impact on the delivery of student 
accommodation in the city, which has affected the ability to meet the 
accommodation needs of the universities and identified general housing needs. The 
Background Paper BGP.21 outlines the accommodation needs and impacts of these 
students in some detail. Table 2.1 below summarises speculative student 
accommodation that has not been developed since the loss of the previous Local Plan 
restriction. However, these all have some occupancy restrictions as the current policy 
includes the restriction to full time students on a course of a year or more. Although 
without criterion b of Policy H8 any student accommodation would have potential to 
be occupied by any institution, the table has excluded speculatively developed halls 
that were subsequently known to have exclusive occupancy rights for students of 
either of the universities. It also excludes speculative student accommodation that 
was completed within the site of the existing private academic institution as this 
would not be subject to the proposed restrictions. Information about occupiers 
cannot be found for all of these student developments, but this shows potentially 
1,439 student rooms that are not being used by the universities.  
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Table 2.1: Speculative student accommodation not taken by the two universities  

Address 
No. of 
rooms 

Organisation 
Occupier (if 
known) 

Date of 
permission 

258 Cowley Road 10 Private owner   18/03/2011 

258-262 Cowley Road 5 Private owner   14/04/2011 

381 Cowley Road  12 Greenings (Oxford) Ltd   01/07/2011 

23 Park End 19 Private owner   15/07/2011 

1 Woodbine Place 9 Private owner    27/07/2011 

162-164 Hollow Way 19 
  Speedy Property 
Solutions 

  12/09/2011 

379 Cowley Road 6 Clive Smith (Oxford) Ltd  10/11/2011 

Land to the rear or 17-41 
Mill Street 

55 Bellerby’s  
Cherwell 
College 

15/02/2012 

117 Banbury Road 3 
Oxford Overseas Student 
Housing Association Ltd 

North Oxford 
Overseas 
Centre 

20/02/2012 

381 Cowley Road  12 Private owner    23/04/2012 

Travis Perkins, Chapel Street 
(Wavy Gate) 

190 Dominion Developments  
Kings 
Education 
Oxford 

23/08/2012 

220-222 Cowley Road  18 RMA properties    25/10/2012 

St Clement's Car Park & 
Public Convenience, St 
Clement's Street 

140 
i-Q Student 
Accommodation  

iQ Alice 
House- Oxford 
International 
college 

06/03/2013 

Luther Court 82 Bellerby’s  18/10/2013 

376 Banbury Road 36 
D'Overbroecks And 
Carnegie Capital Estates 

D'Overbroecks 24/03/2015 

4-5 Queen Street 133 
Reef Estates Ltd with Christ 
Church College 

 04/08/2015 

162-164 Hollow Way 16 Speedy Property Solutions   21/08/2015 

Swan Motor Centre, 
Between Towns Road 

144 Watkin Jones  15/02/2017 

46-47 St Clements 16 Private owner    01/08/2017 

Oxford Business Centre, 
Osney Lane 

514 SC Osney Lane Ltd 
Under 
construction 

22/12/2017 

2.5. Historically private education institutions have met accommodation needs within 
their own sites, by using homestays and by using university student accommodation 
during the summer period. Accommodating their students in purpose built student 
accommodation within the city is not considered necessary to meet a housing need. 
This is in contrast to the clear need and benefits to accommodating students of the 
universities in purpose built student accommodation.  
 

2.6. In order to ensure that greatest needs are being met, given the lack of ability in 
Oxford to meet all needs, we consider it vital that criterion a) is continued, regardless 
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of the decision about criterion b). If criterion b) is to be lost a rewording of criterion a 
to match that in the Cambridge Local Plan 2018 Policy 46 is suggested that restricts 
student accommodation to students attending full-time course of one academic year 
or more where there is a formal agreement with at least one existing educational 
establishment within Oxford.  
 
Locational restriction 
 

2.7. The locational restriction is considered to be consistent with the NPPF, justified and 
effective. The principle is incorporated into other Local Plans, Including the Reading 
Local Plan 2036. This Plan is not yet adopted but Main Modifications have been 
consulted on and no change was proposed to Policy H12, which says that: new 
student accommodation will be provided on or adjacent to existing further or higher 
education campuses, or as an extension or reconfiguration of existing student 
accommodation. There will be a presumption against proposals for new student 
accommodation on other sites unless it can be clearly demonstrated how the 
proposal meets a need that cannot be met on the above sites.  
 

2.8. As stated in paragraph 15 of the NPPF the planning system should be genuinely plan-
led; plans should provide ‘a framework for addressing housing needs and other 
economic, social and environmental priorities…’. In the Preferred Options Document 
(PCD.2) and in the SA we considered options for balancing housing needs, including 
having no restriction on the location or occupation of student accommodation. 74% 
of over 1000 respondents agreed or strongly agreed with having some restriction. If 
Criterion b is to be deleted the locational restriction becomes even more important 
as a way to ensure housing needs are managed through a genuinely plan-led system.  
The locational restriction has a dual purpose of balancing various housing needs and 
ensuring purpose built student accommodation only comes forward in suitable 
locations. The allocation of sites for student accommodation must be balanced 
against their own needs to ensure these are accommodated and the significant needs 
for market and affordable housing. The locational restriction has the following 
benefits 

 It will help to moderate the intense demand from developers for student 

accommodation across the city that constricts the availability of sites for 

general market and affordable housing  

 Prevent student accommodation negatively affecting the character of 

residential neighbourhoods and amenity of existing residents through 

‘studentification’;  

 It ensures prevents a strain on capacity of local facilities and services 

 It ensures students are living in sustainable locations due to the restrictions on 

them owning a car 

 It prevents students living in locations that do not meet their expectations and 

that affects their experience of studying in the city.   

 

2.9. Purpose built student accommodation is not suitable in all locations. The locational 
restriction recognises that it is important to locate student accommodation in a way 
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that avoids unacceptable changes in character and great increases in activity along 
quieter residential streets. The proposed restriction means that student 
accommodation can be delivered only on or adjacent to existing campuses and within 
the city centre and district centres. These locations are particularly suited to 
absorbing student accommodation and the levels of activity associated with it. 
Campuses and sites adjacent to them are suitable because everything is on hand for 
students and they are not affecting an existing purely residential area. District centres 
and the city centres are suitable locations because student accommodation is well 
suited to being on the upper floors and should be encouraged in these locations, for 
example above retail, and also because it means students will be located in accessible 
locations where public transport is available to key campus sites. Furthermore, the 
policy will prevent the domination of student accommodation in established 
residential areas.  The previous policy (HP5 in the Sites and Housing Plan) also applied 
a locational restriction for purpose built student accommodation. This policy 
restricted them to listed arterial roads. These arterial roads, outside of the district 
centres, comprise established residential areas, as residential in character as the side 
streets, and in some cases are now in danger of becoming dominated by student 
accommodation. Not all parts of the arterial roads have adequate services and 
facilities to accommodate ongoing increases whereas district centres have a good 
basis to support students’ needs in a sustainable way. 
 

2.10. Table 2.2 below shows the sites in the housing trajectory that are not allocated for 
student accommodation that do not meet the locational restrictions of Policy H8. 
Only six of these sites have been put forward by the landowner for student 
accommodation as well as housing and these are discussed further below. This table 
includes commentary about each of these sites which explains that they would not be 
considered suitable locations for student accommodation. Sites in the trajectory 
already under construction are not included in this table. Without the locational 
restriction any of these sites could come forward for student accommodation rather 
than housing. Student accommodation is frequently the most profitable land use in 
the city, partly because there are no onsite affordable housing requirements, no 
public open space requirements and lower private amenity space requirements; also 
demand is high, especially if criterion b is lifted. The sites shown in Table 2.2 have the 
potential to deliver 3,180 homes, and therefore potentially 1,590 affordable homes. 
They are of considerable importance to meeting housing need in the city. The rest of 
the housing trajectory includes sites either likely to or with potential to deliver 
entirely student accommodation.   
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Table 2.2: Sites in the housing trajectory that are in locations that would be prevented from delivering 

student accommodation by Policy H8 

HELAA 

Ref. 
Site name 

Policy 

Ref. 

Commentary regarding suitability for 

student accommodation 

Size 

(Ha) 
Owner 

Housing 

capacity 

8 

Bertie Place 

Recreation 

Ground 

SP33 
Site in quiet residential area removed 

from academic institutions.  
3.27 

Oxford City 

Council 
30 

11 
Canalside 

Land, Jericho 
SP34 

Canal-side site within residential 

community with local facilities only 

accessible by walking through several 

quiet residential streets.  

0.48 Multiple  23 

16 

Cowley 

Marsh 

Depot 

SP36 

Site next to a park in a residential area 

and removed from key education 

facilities.  

1.71 
Oxford City 

Council  
80 

20 

Elsfield Hall 
and 
Cumberlege 
Close 

  
Poor location for student accommodation 
being removed from any academic or 
other student facilities in residential area.  

0.95 
Oxford City 
Council 

35 

26 

Jesus 
College 
Sports 
Ground 

SP41 
Site in quiet residential area (full response 
about this site in relation to Q39) 

0.55 Jesus College 28 

28 

Kassam 
Stadium and 
surrounding 
area 

SP15 
Site removed from any academic or other 
student facilities or accommodation.  

9.01 
The Firoka 
Group 

150 

29 

Land North 
Littlemore 
Mental 
Health 
Centre, 
Sandford 
Road 

  
Site in sensitive and quiet residential area 
removed from academic facilities and 
without easy access to it.  

3.72 
Abbey 
Developments 
Ltd. 

140 

32 

Lincoln 
College 
Sports 
Ground 

SP44 
Site in quiet residential area (full response 
about this site in relation to Q41) 

2.35 
Lincoln 
College 

90 

34 

Littlemore 
Park, 
Armstrong 
Road 

SP45 
Site in sensitive and quiet residential area 
removed from academic facilities and 
without easy access to it.  

5.44 
Catalyst 
Housing Ltd. 

270 

38 

Former 
Nielsen 
House, 
London 
Road 

SP48 

Site is accessible due to proximity of park 
and ride but is not linked to any academic 
or other student facilities and 
development for student accomodation 
would affect one of the few site available 
for  

4.85 
Shaviram 
Group 

534 

39 

Northfield 
Hostel, 
Sandy Lane 
West 

SP13 
In a mixed use location significantly 
removed from student or academic 
facilities (other than schools).  

0.7 
Oxfordshire 
County 
Council 

30 
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HELAA 

Ref. 
Site name 

Policy 

Ref. 

Commentary regarding suitability for 

student accommodation 

Size 

(Ha) 
Owner 

Housing 

capacity 

49 

Oxford 
University 
Press Sports 
Ground, 
Jordan Hill 

SP53 

Access to this location is through a 
business park. The site is physically 
removed from any other student or 
academic facilities.  

3.66 
University of 
Oxford 

130 

64 
Warren 
Crescent 

  
Very sensitive location in quiet residential 
area.  

0.37 
Oxford City 
Council  

10 

104 
Former Iffley 
Mead 
Playing Field 

SP39 

This site is accessed via quiet residential 
streets and is not close to facilities that 
would need to be used by students, or 
well connected to them.  

2.04 
Oxfordshire 
County 
Council 

84 

106 
Grandpont 
Car Park 

SP40 
This site is accessed via quiet residential 
streets.  

0.44 
Oxfordshire 
County 
Council 

22 

107 

Green Belt 
land St 
Frideswide 
Farm 

SP25 

This Green Belt site to the north of the city 
is physically removed from other student 
facilities and is a sensitive location 
accessed via a quiet residential area.  

3.95 
Croudace 
Homes/Christ 
Church  

125 

111 
Oxford 
Stadium 

SP52 

This location is physically removed from 
other student and academic 
accommodation and is accessed from a 
quiet residential street.  

3.37 
Galliard 
Homes 

100 

112a1 

Green Belt 
land at 
Cherwell 
Valley Old 
Marston(Hill 
View Farm) 

SP26 

This Green Belt site in the Marston gap is 
physically removed from other student 
facilities and is a sensitive location 
accessed via quiet residential streets of a 
semi-rural character.  

3.52 

M K Dogar 
Limited and 
De Merke 
Estates 

110 

112b1 

Green Belt 
land at 
Cherwell 
Valley Old 
Marston 
Northern 
Part (Land 
west of Mill 
Lane) 

SP27 

This Green Belt site in the Marston gap is 
physically removed from other student 
facilities and is a sensitive location 
accessed via quiet residential streets of a 
semi-rural character.  

1.99 
Oxford City 
Council 

75 

113 

Green Belt 
Land east of 
Redbridge 
Park and 
Ride 

SP30 
This Green Belt site to the south of the 
city is physically removed from other 
student facilities 

3.64 
Oxford City 
Council 

162 

114d 
Marston 
Paddock 

SP24 

This Green Belt site is physically removed 
from other student facilities and is a 
sensitive location accessed via quiet 
residential streets.  

0.78 

Harry Aubrey 
Fletcher/Parth
ings Farm 
Management 
and 
Promotion 
Ltd. 

39 

124 Slade House SP58 

This site currently operates for NHS 
services, it is not in a district centre and 
the landowner has put it forward for 
mixed use including offices, housing and 

1.68 

Oxford Health 
NHS 
Foundation 
Trust 

50 
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HELAA 

Ref. 
Site name 

Policy 

Ref. 

Commentary regarding suitability for 

student accommodation 

Size 

(Ha) 
Owner 

Housing 

capacity 

clinical facilities as part of consolidation of 
services. Given there is no landowner 
intention for student accommodation 
there seems no reason to make an 
exception to the locational approach. 

125 
Summer 
Fields School 
athletics site 

SP5 

This site is part of the public school's 
grounds and could potentially be used for 
accommodation for students of the 
schools. However, the school has not put 
the site forward for this purpose, but for 
housing development. The site is not 
suitable for general use purpose-built 
student accommodation. It is a greenfield 
site close to the Cherwell flood plain.  

1.38 
Summer Fields 
School 

120 

173 

Bayards Hill 
Primary 
School 
Playing Field 

SP65 

This site comprises part of a school playing 
field and would be suitable only for a 
small amount of employer-linked housing 
for staff of the school.  

1.96 
Community 
School 
Alliance Trust 

30 

216 

Former 
Barns Road 
East 
Allotments 

SP38 

This site is in a suburban residential area 
and would be accessed through a quiet 
residential road. It is removed from other 
student and academic facilities.  

0.5 
Oxford City 
Council 

25 

289 

Sandy Lane 
Recreation 
Ground 
(includes 
land r/o 
Oxford 
Retail Park) 

SP12 
This site would be significantly isolated 
from any student or academic facilities.  

5.15 
Oxford City 
Council  

120 

329 
Valentia 
Road 

SP62 
This site is close to Oxford Brookes' 
campus but is in a quiet residential area.  

0.76 
Oxford City 
Council 

12 

341 

William 
Morris Close 
Sports 
Ground 

SP66 

This site within a residential area and next 
to a school. It is relatively close to other 
purpose built student accommodation but 
would only be accessed via quiet 
residential streets.  

1.24 
Cantay Estates 
Ltd. 

102 

354 

Barton 
Community 
Centre and 
Underhill 
Circus Shops 

  
This site would be significantly isolated 
from any student or academic facilities.  

0.61 
Oxford City 
Council 

36 

389 
Land at 
Meadow 
Lane 

SP43 

This site is a sensitive site within a 
conservation area. Although there is 
University of Oxford self-contained 
graduate accommodation relatively close 
by at Court Place Gardens it is not 
considered a good location to develop 
further student accommodation and it 
may become dominant within the village 
of Iffley, as well as affecting the quiet 
residential character of the area.  

0.99 
Donnington 
Hospital Trust 

49 
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HELAA 

Ref. 
Site name 

Policy 

Ref. 

Commentary regarding suitability for 

student accommodation 

Size 

(Ha) 
Owner 

Housing 

capacity 

440 
1 Pullens 
Lane 

SP54 
This is a constrained site that is unlikely to 
be suitable for purpose-built student 
accommodation.  

0.42 G & S Brown 11 

467 

Edge of 
Playing Field 
Oxford 
Academy 

SP14 

This site would be suitable for employer-
linked housing for the school or general 
housing as an extension of Denny 
Gardens. It is significantly isolated from 
other student/university facilities.  

0.58 
Oxfordshire 
County 
Council 

20 

590 
Pear Tree 
Farm 

SP29 
This site is significantly isolated from other 
areas of student accommodation or 
academic facilities.  

2.01 
Merton 
College 

122 

593 Knights Road SP16 
This site is significantly isolated from other 
areas of student accommodation or 
academic facilities.  

2.25 
Oxford City 
Council  

80 

602 
Westlands 
Drive 

Not 
allocated 

This site is in a suburban residential area 
and would be accessed through a quiet 
residential road. It is removed from other 
student and academic facilities.  

0.34 
Oxford City 
Council  

ghh 

606 

Rose Hill 
Community 
Centre and 
Scout Hut 

Not 
allocated 

Housing 0.39 
Oxford City 
Housing Ltd.  

43 

603 

Gibbs 
Crescent 
and Simon 
House 

Not 
allocated 

Housing 0.97 

SSE (Gibbs 
Crescent). 
Oxford City 
Housing Ltd. 
(freehold on 
Simon House).  

63 

604 

Royal British 
Legion, 
Lakefield 
Road 

Not 
allocated 

This site is in a suburban residential area 
and would be accessed through a quiet 
residential road. It is removed from other 
student and academic facilities.  

0.43 
Oxfordshire 
County 
Council 

20 

  Total 3180 

 

2.11. The council has identified one policy where Policy H8 allows for student 
accommodation but this has not been reflected in the site specific allocation wording. 
The policy in question is SP47. Table 2.3 sets this error out and suggests a 
modification to SP47 to address this soundness issue.  

  



18 
 

Table 2.3: Sites that do not include student accommodation within site policies in error and 

suggested modifications 

HELAA 

Ref. 
Site name Policy Ref. 

Commentary regarding suitability for 

student accommodation 

Size 

(Ha) 
Owner 

Housing 

capacity 

574 

Manzil 
Way 
Resource 
Centre 

SP47 

This site is located in the Cowley District 
Centre. Therefore the site allocation 
should include student accommodation 
as an acceptable use.  The council 
suggests this site policy wording for SP47 
is modified to include student 
accommodation top ensure the policy is 
effective and consistent with Policy H8. 
 
The suggested modification to SP47 is set 
out below: 
Planning permission will be granted for 
improved health-care facilities, 
associated administration and/or 
accommodation including student 
accommodation, residential dwellings, 
including and/or 
employer-linked housing, at the Manzil 
Way Resource Centre site. If 
market housing and employer-linked 
housing are to be provided there 
must be enough market housing to 
ensure that affordable housing is 
provided on site, in accordance with 
Policy H2. Planning permission 
will not be granted for any other uses. 

0.75 

Oxford Health 
NHS 
Foundation 
Trust and 
Oxford City 
Council 

10 

 

2.12. The locational restriction affects very few sites that are in the known plans of the 
collegiate university and no sites that are in the known plan of Oxford Brookes. Table 
2.4 below shows allocated sites where the landowner has objected to the omission of 
student accommodation from the site policy. All of these sites were put forward for a 
residential development as well as student accommodation. Jesus College Sports 
Ground and Lincoln College Sports Ground are both allocated for residential 
development (not student development) in the Sites and Housing Plan. Neither site is 
considered suitable for student accommodation, being removed from the main 
campuses and situated in quiet residential streets. A Statement of Common Ground 
has been prepared with Magdalen College (COM.9) whereby the College has agreed 
that they support the policy if the Inspectors are minded to accept the proposed 
modification to allow student accommodation. Further information from the College 
led to the City Council reconsidering its position that the site was not in a suitable 
location because it has agreed that its potential connection via an existing bridge to 
Magdalen’s main campus means that it should be considered as adjacent, so student 
accommodation on the site would be compliant with Policy H8.  
 

2.13.  The sites shown in Table 2.4 are not necessary to be allocated for student 
accommodation in order for the universities to meet their thresholds. The response 
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to the question 9 of IC.1 showed that enough sites have been identified to enable the 
universities to continue to meet their housing needs. In addition, windfall sites may 
come forward for student accommodation in suitable locations.  

Table 2.4: sites put forward for student accommodation that have not been allocated for that use 

because of the locational policy 

HELAA 

Ref. 

Site name Policy 

Ref. 

Landowner status Commentary on suitability of 

student accommodation on sites 

put forward for that use that 

have not been allocated for it 

Size 

(Ha) 

Capacity 

26 Jesus College 

Sports Ground 

SP41 Jesus College The College has 

objected to the allocation not 

also including student 

accommodation.  

See response to question 39 0.55 28 

32 Lincoln 

College Sports 

Ground 

SP44 Lincoln College The College 

has objected to the allocation 

not also including student 

accommodation.  

See response to question 41 2.35 90 

49 Oxford 

University 

Press Sports 

Ground, 

Jordan Hill 

SP53 University of Oxford General 

market/affordable housing 

was one of the uses put 

forward by the University in 

the call for sites. They have 

objected to the allocation not 

also including employer-linked 

housing or student 

accommodation.   

See response to question 46 3.66 130 

117 Land 

surrounding St 

Clements 

Church 

SP19 Magdalen College The College 

put forward this site in the call 

for sites for residential use, 

including student 

accommodation.  

The City Council and Magdalen 

College have signed a Statement 

of Common Ground whereby the 

parties agree that the site is 

adjacent to Magdalen’s main 

campus and therefore could be 

allocated for student 

accommodation. The SoCG 

includes a modification to Policy 

SP19 to reflect this.  

1.63  

462 Park Farm, 

Marston 

SP28 University of Oxford General 

market/affordable housing 

was one of the uses put 

forward by the University in 

the call for sites. They have 

objected to the allocation on 

the Green Belt site not also 

including employer/linked 

This is a Green Belt site, which 

could only be allocated for 

student accommodation if an 

exceptional circumstances case 

can be established. The site is 

not a suitable location for 

student accommodation, being 

located along a very quiet lane 

1.56 60 
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HELAA 

Ref. 

Site name Policy 

Ref. 

Landowner status Commentary on suitability of 

student accommodation on sites 

put forward for that use that 

have not been allocated for it 

Size 

(Ha) 

Capacity 

housing or student 

accommodation.  

and significantly isolated from 

other student facilities.  

  Omission site: 

Gladiator Club 

  Messrs M, S, T & L Saxby 

This site was put forward for 

student accommodation 

during the Reg 19 

consultation. It had not been 

submitted previously through 

the call for sites. The 

requested allocation was for 

student accommodation.   

Policy H8 would not allow for 

new student accommodation on 

the site. This is to prevent the 

spread of student 

accommodation along arterial 

roads, where it is often already 

highly concentrated. Iffley Road 

is an arterial road that is largely 

residential in character. The main 

local facilities are found in the 

Cowley Road, which is accessible 

via residential streets from the 

Iffley Road, although there are 

some local shops close to this 

site. The site marks a transitional 

area of the Iffley Road; the 

character changes from imposing 

Victorian residential villas of 3.5-

4 storeys to 2-3 storey houses. 

Although many of the houses are 

in HMO use for students, the 

development of purpose built 

student accommodation does 

significantly intensify the 

pressure on the local area and 

create a greater sense of 

dominance of student use. The 

site is next to the new Dorothy 

Wadham building of 135 

bedrooms, and further 

development of PBSA alongside 

will create noticeably more 

dominance. The site is not 

required in order for the 

universities to reach their 

threshold targets set in Policy 

H9. Therefore, an allocation of 

the site for student 

accommodation would not be 

supported.  
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Enforcement 
 

2.13 Regarding the implementation of criteria (a), (b) and (c), these can be applied to a 

planning application through a planning condition to ensure their compliance. In order 

to monitor compliance of criteria a) and b), site visits, yearly monitoring and landowner 

updates will be undertaken, where landowners will be contacted and asked to provide 

details to demonstrate compliance with the occupancy restriction. If information is 

withheld, or a breach is suspected of having taken place, a Planning Contravention 

Notice will be served seeking further information. If following this, a breach is 

confirmed to have taken place, formal enforcement action could be taken, including 

the issue of an enforcement notice requiring the recipient to remedy the breach. If a 

breach of this condition is reported, enforcement action is taken. .  

2.14 Additionally, in order to enforce this further, the condition requires a number of 

documents to be submitted prior to the occupation of any new student 

accommodation. This would firstly include a Management Plan stating that the 

accommodation will only be occupied by full-time students from University of Oxford, 

Ruskin College, or Oxford Brookes University enrolled in courses of one academic year 

or more. Secondly, the accommodation’s tenancy agreement would be required to 

include a clause under which the study bedrooms are to be occupied, restricting 

students resident at the premises (other than those registered disabled) from bringing 

or keeping a motor vehicle in the city. These documents would have to be submitted to 

and approved in writing by the City Council prior to occupation.  

2.15 An example of a condition and its requirements that has recently been applied to 

student accommodation in the city (showing in red how it could be amended to 

include the restriction of criterion b) is as follows:   

‘The student accommodation hereby permitted shall only be occupied by students in 

full time education on courses of an academic year or more. No occupation shall take 

place until the following details have been submitted to and approved in writing by the 

Local Planning Authority:  

(a) A Management Plan that states that the accommodation shall only be 
occupied by University of Oxford, Ruskin College, or Oxford Brookes 
University students in full-time education on courses of an academic year or 
more, and the management controls applying to the accommodation, 
(which may include an on - site warden or other 24 hour supervision).  

 
(b) The wording of a clause in the tenancy agreement under which the study 

bedrooms are to be occupied restricting students resident at the premises 
(other than those registered disabled) from bringing or keeping a motor 
vehicle in the city.  

 
The approved management plan shall be implemented upon first occupation of the 
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student accommodation and there shall be no variation to the approved management 

controls without the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority and the 

study bedrooms shall only be let in accordance with the management plan and on 

tenancies which include that clause or any alternative approved by the local planning 

authority’. 

2.16 The condition above was applied to application 15/00858/FUL in accordance with the 

existing policies CS25 and HP5 that require the same criteria. The text in red has been 

added to demonstrate how the condition could also include criterion (b). No 

enforcement issues relating to this condition have been reported since its 

implementation, and similarly no enforcement issues have been reported relating to 

breaches of similar conditions on other applications.  

2.17 Additionally, to further ensure the compliance of criterion (e), a condition excluding 

the site from resident’s parking permits would be applied to a planning application. An 

example of this condition from a recent application is included below: 

‘The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until the Order governing 

parking at Headington West has been varied by the Oxfordshire County Council as 

highway authority to exclude the site, subject to this permission, from eligibility for 

resident's parking permits and residents' visitors' parking permits unless otherwise 

agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.’ 

2.18 A combination of the two conditions would ensure that criteria (a), (b), and (e) are 

adhered to. Regarding the issue of students parking elsewhere, if this was reported 

then enforcement action could be taken, and a breach of condition notice could be 

served. This would likely be remedied by the student being told to remove their car 

from the City by their relevant University. If they did not comply, the clause in the 

tenancy agreement would ensure the student was evicted from their accommodation. 

However, the Management Plan and lack of resident’s parking permits would likely 

prevent this scenario from taking place, as evidenced by the fact no enforcement 

action has been taken since the implementation of similar policies CS25 and HP5.  The 

Universities are known to be very pro-active in ensuring students are aware of the 

restriction on bringing cars into the city and the potential consequences of doing so.  

2.19 Therefore, the City Council does not consider criteria (a), (b), or (e) to be 

unenforceable. There are mechanisms available through the planning system to enable 

implementation and enforcement of the requirements, and many of these criteria 

have operated successfully in to date.  
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Q3.  Policy H10: Accessible and adaptable homes  
 

The latter part of the policy, which concerns M4 (3) standards, would appear to 

place a disproportionate burden on smaller sites. On larger sites, 5% of the 

dwellings are required to be provided to M4 (3) standards but on (say) a site of 4 

dwellings the proportion would be 25%. This would not appear to be justified on 

the evidence, would place a greater burden on smaller site developers which 

would work against the national policy objective of promoting the development 

of smaller housing sites, and would thus appear inequitable. To overcome these 

issues the threshold should need to be set at a point where 5% would yield one 

dwelling: this would indicate that the policy should state “on sites of 20 or more 

dwellings”. 
 

3.1. In order to avoid placing an inequitable burden on smaller sites the following 

modification to Policy H10 is suggested. 

 

Suggested modification to Policy H10: 
 
Proposals for residential development should ensure that all affordable dwellings and 15% of 
general market dwellings are constructed to the Category 2 standard as set out in the Building 
Regulations Approved Document M4. 5% of all dwellings on sites of 20 or more dwellings that 
include on-site affordable housing where the City Council is responsible for nominations of 4 or 
more dwellings should be provided to Category 3 standards or at least 1 dwelling for sites 
below 20 units). 
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Q4.  Policy H15: Internal space standards  
 

Has the Council gathered evidence to determine whether there is a need 

for these additional standards in the city? 
 

Is it appropriate to use the standards for bedrooms in new-build HMOs, extra 

care housing and student accommodation given the clear statements in 

Paragraph 2 of “Technical housing standards – nationally described space 

standard” that the requirements for bedrooms are relevant in determining 

compliance with the standard in new dwellings and have no other use, and 

paragraph 7 states that minimum floor areas for bedrooms cannot be used in 

isolation from other parts of the design standard. The Council are invited to 

comment. 
 

4.1. The evidential basis for policies H15 (Internal space standards) and H10 (Accessible and 

Adaptable Homes) is set out in the Internal Space Standards, & Accessible and 

Adaptable Homes Background Paper (BGP.15).   

 
4.2. The proposed policy builds upon the requirements of Policy HP12 in the Sites and 

Housing Plan (2016).  As written HP12 sets out minimum floorspace requirements for 

single dwellings (39m2) and single family dwellings (75m2), along with prohibitions on 

inadequate ceiling height, lack of natural lighting or ventilation and restrictions on 

outlook.  On the introduction of the national space standards after the adoption of the 

Site and Housing Plan policy, the City Council started to give weight to the national 

standards and produced a technical advice note on residential space standards, which 

explicitly referred to the national standards and makes use of its definitions and terms 

of reference. The evidence contained in the background paper indicates that these 

standards have been observed in applications/approvals since the adoption of the 

current plan.  

 

4.3. As drafted, the proposed policy in the emerging Local Plan will largely be a 

formalisation of existing practice and will facilitate and improve the development 

management decision making process. As such, because the existing space standards 

policy has been implemented for some time, there are no examples of approved 

substandard dwellings coming forward, so there is no direct evidence from the city 

itself that a lack of policy would result in sub-standard dwellings coming forward. This 

does not preclude the need for including a robust policy in the emerging local plan that 

ensures national space standards are adhered to. To that end a number of examples 

from other local authorities to demonstrate the positive impacts that the integration 

of the national space standards within local policies is included within the Background 

paper. Assessment of the effectiveness of the space requirement policy was only 

carried out in earnest in the 2014/15 monitoring. It nevertheless demonstrated 
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through the use of random sampling of completed residential developments that all 

were in compliance with the policy as written.  

 

4.4. The Council acknowledges that this should not apply to student accommodation and 

extra care homes. Communal accommodation such as student accommodation and 

care homes, although often catering for a transient population, will have a variety of 

demands on the space, for example student bedrooms are not just bedrooms but also 

study spaces and care home rooms will need spaces for equipment, carers and visitors, 

whilst also providing a decent living space. There is no Government policy that 

prevents space standards being set for other types of accommodation.  Indeed it is 

considered entirely appropriate that there are minimum size standards set out for 

bedrooms in communal accommodation for well-being reasons. Rather than a whole 

new set of bedroom size standards being developed for communal accommodation 

the Local Plan policy attempts to apply the bedroom sizes set out in national space 

standards.  

 
4.5. We acknowledge that the National Space Standards do say that the bedroom 

standards should not be applied independently. However, student and care home 

rooms do have additional demands on their space we find that they are generally 

proposed at a size that easily meets the minimum bedroom size. For example, a recent 

application for student accommodation in the city had the smallest student room at 

8.5sqm which is larger than the proposed policy requirement which would be least 

7.5m2 and is at least 2.15m wide. We consider this is a justified approach given the 

quantity of communal accommodation delivered in the city and reflects current 

practice. However, if the Inspectors consider it necessary for soundness, then the 

elements relating to student accommodation and extra care homes could be removed 

from the policy. 

 
4.6. The third paragraph of the proposed policy refers to Schedule 4 of the Housing Act 

which sets out minimum bedroom sizes for HMOs.  The requirements as set out in the 

second paragraph are slightly larger than the minimum sizes. Because many HMOs are 

conversions the larger room standards could be hard to meet, and it was in 

consideration for these that the third paragraph was included.  However, new build 

(purpose built) HMOs can be built to this standard.  HMOs form an important part of 

the affordable accommodation offer in the City and the profile of users would be much 

broader than those for student accommodation or other forms of communal 

dwellings.   They are not just bedrooms but deemed to form separate households 

which could comprise more than one individual, despite the fact that facilities are 

shared.  The nature of living in HMOs is that bedrooms are frequently used as more 

than just bedrooms but are often an individual or couple’s main living space. As such it 

is considered justified to ensure in policy that such residents who live in HMOs can 

have access to decent sized bedrooms, which will be their main living spaces.    
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Q5.  Policy RE3: Flood risk management  
 

We note the contents of the Statement of Common Ground with the 

Environment Agency and do not need to pick up individual points under the 

site specific policies. However, please can the Council comment as to whether 

it considers the measures proposed in the Statement of Common Ground are 

likely to affect the anticipated capacity of the affected housing sites. 
 

5.1. The Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) with the Environment Agency (COM.4) 

introduces proposed wording to achieve safe access and/ or egress to satisfy the 

Exception Test.  This agreed requirement includes the production of a comprehensive 

flood risk management strategy for impacted sites, which is likely to included on-site 

mitigation, emergency planning measures and evacuation procedures.  These 

particular measures should not have a direct impact on site capacities as the mitigation 

measures are unlikely to have a substantial land take. 

 

5.2. There are five sites in flood risk areas where there has been a change in capacity.  

These capacity updates were provided by landowners after the City Council had agreed 

the SoCG with the Environment Agency. Given the chronology of the updates to 

capacity, provided after the agreement of the SoCG with the Environment Agency, it is 

assumed that the landowners in question had regard to the SoCG.   

 
5.3. Our understanding from landowners was that the changes in capacity were due to 

further work having been completed on schemes and there was not a direct 

correlation between the requirement for a flood risk management strategy and the 

changes in capacity. The five sites and associated changes in capacity are set out 

below. As can be seen most of the sites actually increased in capacity.  

 SP1 West End Sites (Oxpens) (increase of 55 units)  

 SP2 Osney Mead (decrease of 33 units)  

 SP28 Park Farm (increase of 2 units) 

 SP33 Bertie Place (increase of 10 units) 

 SP34 Canalside Land (increase of 1 unit) 

 

5.4. In updating the housing trajectory the City Council have re-run the sequential test to 

ensure that there is no impact on the Local Plan. We can confirm that there was no 

change to the outcome following this update. If the Inspectors consider it necessary 

we can enter the additional sequential test into evidence.   
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Q6.  Policy RE4: Sustainable drainage, surface and groundwater flow  
 

As regards details of the SuDS, the policy cannot require compliance with a 

separate document that is not part of the development plan and has thus not 

been subject to examination. The text should instead read “Applicants must 

have regard to…” 
 

6.1. The City Council recognizes and accepts that the SuDS Design and Evaluation Guide, 

although having been consulted upon as part of the Regulation 19 consultation and 

forming part of the Examination Library at RSE.03, is not part of the development plan 

submitted for examination.  As such, it does not have the same weight as the Plan 

itself.  The City Council is keen to ensure that applicants follow the broad principles in 

the SuDS Design and Evaluation Guide.  We would be keen for applicants to 

demonstrate as part of proposals that they have had regard to the guidance given 

SuDS are a very important part of development proposals, especially in a city such as 

Oxford which has grown around the confluence of two rivers.   

 

6.2. The City Council therefore proposes the following wording in an effort to address the 

Inspectors’ concerns regarding “requiring compliance”.  

 
Suggested modification to Policy RE4, paragraph 2  

 
Applicants must demonstrate that they compliance with have had regard to the SuDS 
Design and Evaluation Guidance SPD/ TAN for minor applications and Oxfordshire 
County Council guidance for major applications. 
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Q7.  Policy RE5: Health, Wellbeing and Health Impact Assessments 
 

What might an HIA include that is not already in the other submitted material 

including the design and access statement? In what circumstances can the 

Council envisage it would make use of the information in an HIA to refuse or 

seek amendments to a development? 

 

7.1. The Health Impact Assessment (HIA) has different objectives to a design and access 

statement, which includes information about the design principles and concepts that 

have been applied to the development and how issues relating to access to the 

development have been dealt with. Links between planning and healthy communities 

are wider than elements of design that may be covered in a design and access 

statement. The HIA is there to ensure that the health and wellbeing policies of the 

Local Plan and implications of major planning applications are consistently taken into 

account. By bringing together planning policy requirements and standards that 

influence health and wellbeing the checklist seeks to mainstream health into the 

planning system.  

 

7.2. The benefits of considering health implications of developments are supported by 

national policy. Paragraph 91 of the NPPF seeks for planning policies to aim to achieve 

healthy, inclusive and safe places. Paragraph 92 indicates that policies should support 

healthy lifestyles, especially where this would address identified local health and well-

being needs – for example through the provision of safe and accessible green 

infrastructure, sports facilities, local shops, access to healthier food, allotments and 

layouts that encourage walking and cycling. 

 
7.3. Furthermore, the Planning Practice Guidance states that “the design and use of the 

built and natural environments, including green infrastructure, are major determinants 

of health and wellbeing. Planning and health need to be considered together in two 

ways: in terms of creating environments that support and encourage healthy lifestyles 

and in terms of identifying and securing the facilities needed for primary, secondary 

and tertiary care, and the wider health and care system.” (Paragraph: 001 Reference 

ID:53-001-20190722). 

 
7.4. Policy RE5 requires submission of Health Impact Assessments for major development 

schemes so this will become a requirement on the planning local validation checklist, 

as is the case with some other planning authorities1. The checklist helps demonstrate 

compliance with the requirements of the policy. As set out in Policy RE5, development 

                                                           
1 Camden – required for 10 or more residential units or developments with 1,000 square metres or more of additional commercial or visitor 
floorspace 
 
Brentwood  - required for 50 or more residential units, or 1,000 square metres of non-residential floor space, or C2 developments. 

 

https://www.camden.gov.uk/health-impact-assessment
https://www.brentwood.gov.uk/pdf/26062019160823000000.pdf
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is expected to contribute to healthier communities and if this cannot be demonstrated 

through use of the checklist then development may be refused. There are a very wide 

range of measures that may help to achieve healthier communities including provision 

of green spaces and measures to support cycling. Demonstrating a contribution to 

healthier communities is considered achievable for all new developments. 
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Q8.  Policy RE6: Air quality  
 

In the fourth paragraph, the text should read “which in the absence of mitigation 

measures would be likely to expose…”. 
 

8.1. We do not consider that this change to the policy should be made. This is because it 

will be unknown whether mitigation is required or what the level of mitigation required 

will be unless and until the potential adverse impacts caused by the development can 

be assessed by means of an Air Quality Assessment.  

 

8.2. An Air Quality Assessment cannot be required only where it is known that mitigation 

measures are necessary because it must be undertaken to first identify whether 

mitigation measures are necessary and what they should be. This is recognised in the 

NPPF as paragraph 32, which states that “where significant adverse impacts are 

unavoidable, suitable mitigation measures should be proposed (or, where this is not 

possible, compensatory measures should be considered)”.  

 

8.3. The Air Quality Assessment helps to establish the level of adverse impact. In addition, 

the last sentence of paragraph 181 of the NPPF states, “Planning decisions should 

ensure that any new development in Air Quality Management Areas and Clean Air 

Zones is consistent with the local air quality action plan.” Paragraph 4.9 of Oxford City’s 

Air Quality Action Plan says that use of the planning system will be strengthen to 

further reduce transport emissions by ensuring “transport and environmental impact 

assessments for new developments are adequate to determine what levels of 

mitigation may be required to offset potential increases in transport activity and 

emissions”. 
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Q9.  Policy RE7: Managing the impact of development  
 

 

Criterion (b) refers to “unaddressed transport issues” and criterion (g) seeks 

transport evidence, but Policy RE7 does not set out how the local planning 

authority would judge the acceptability of the transport aspects of a scheme. 

This needs to be clarified for effectiveness. The same problem arises in Policy 

M2, which is referred to below. When dealing with planning applications, all 

parties need to know the yardsticks by which the application will be judged. 

We note the suggested revised wording from the Statement of Common 

Ground with Highways England, but this policy and Policy M2 need to be 

developed and we invite the Council to re-write the relevant aspects of both 

policies, employing the wording from NPPF paragraphs 109 and 110. 
 

9.1. The City Council acknowledges the Inspectors’ comments and as such suggests an 

adjustment to the wording in Policy RE7 criterion b) so that it uses the same 

transport terminology from the NPPF (2019).   This should ensure that in the future 

all users of the policy have a clear understanding of what is required.  Criterion g) in 

Policy RE7 identifies that transport impacts will be one of the factors the City 

Council will consider in determining compliance with criterion a), b) and c) of the 

Policy and refers users to Policy M2. 

 

9.2. The suggested modification to Policy RE7 on page 72 of submission plan is set out 

below. The Council has also suggested a modification to wording within Policy M2, 

which is set out in the response to Q21. 

 

Suggested modification to Policy RE7: Managing the impact of development 

 

Planning permission will only be granted for development that: 

a) ensures that amenity of communities, occupiers and neighbours is protected; and 

b) does not have unaddressed unacceptable transport impacts affecting communities, 

occupiers, neighbours and the existing transport network; and 

c) provides mitigation measures where necessary. 

 

The factors the City Council will consider in determining compliance with the above elements of this 

policy include: 

a) visual privacy; outlook; 

b) sunlight, daylight and overshadowing; 

c) artificial lighting levels; 

d) transport impacts, including the assessment of these impacts within the Transport 

Assessments, Travel Plans and Delivery and Servicing Management Plans Policy T2 Assessing 

and managing development Policy M2; 

e) impacts of the construction phase, including the assessment of these impacts within the 
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Construction Management Plans; 

f) odour fumes and dust;  

g) microclimate; 

h) contaminated land; and 

i) impact upon water and wastewater infrastructure  
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Q10. Policy G2: Protection of biodiversity and geodiversity  
 

We note that the Statement of Common Ground with Natural England 

indicates that an appropriate assessment will be required in respect of certain 

potential impacts on the Oxford Meadows SAC, notwithstanding that there is 

already an HRA / AA. Please can the Council set out the current position. 

 

Should the policy also refer to land immediately adjacent to SACs and SSSIs? 

Where brownfield sites which have become vegetated are to be developed, 

would the requirement to demonstrate a net gain in biodiversity of this order 

make it more difficult to make full use of brownfield land, thus running counter 

to important planning objectives to make the best use of such land in this very 

constrained urban area? 
 
Update on current position HRA /AA 
 
10.1 Prior to the publication of the Regulation 19 consultation document, Oxford City 

Council were in the process of agreeing an alternative methodology to the 

approach set out in Natural England’s guidance note which was published in July 

2018.  This methodology used existing data included within other authorities 

HRAs and the car-free residential element of Policy M3 to show that the 

quantum of development (8,620 homes) included in the Oxford Local Plan 2036 

would be unlikely to have an adverse impact on the integrity of the Oxford 

Meadows SAC.   

 

10.2 The approach also relied on the fact that a reasonable quantum of the housing 

trajectory delivers purpose-built student accommodation.  Oxford City Council 

has had a long-standing relationship with both universities to ensure that 

students living in purpose built student accommodation do not bring cars to 

Oxford.  The universities are able to enforce this as the requirement forms a part 

of the students’ tenancy agreements.  

 

10.3 Given the discussions with prior to the submission of the OLP2036, Oxford City 

Council consulted on a Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) (including Stage 2 

– Appropriate Assessment (AA)) at the Regulation 19 Consultation stage, which 

used this alternative methodology.  Natural England then submitted 

representations to the Regulation 19 consultation which advised that modelling 

“should be undertaken to predict how the Local Plan will affect traffic flows on 

the A40 and A34 as they pass through Oxford Meadows; if an increase of more 

than 1,000AADT is predicted we consider this to represent a likely significant 

effect and advise that appropriate assessment is needed to determine whether 

there would be an adverse effect on the integrity of the Oxford Meadows SAC”.  
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10.4 Natural England considers that transport modelling work is needed to effectively 

demonstrate that development coming forward as part of Oxford City’s Local 

Plan (OLP2036), both ‘alone and in-combination’ with the plans of neighbouring 

Oxfordshire districts is not likely to have an adverse impact on the integrity of 

the Oxford Meadows SAC.   

 

10.5 Natural England considers that the transport modelling should look at vehicle 

movements associated with OLP2036 on two roads.  The roads in question are 

the part of the A34 which bisects the Oxford Meadows SAC, and the section of 

the A40 which runs adjacent to it.   

 
10.6 Although Oxford City Council consider the existing approach to be legally 

compliant the council is currently commissioning modelling work using the 

County Council’s transport model Oxfordshire Strategic Model (OSM)) to allay 

the concerns of Natural England. The City Council anticipates this modelling will 

be completed in time for the Examination Hearings.    

 
10.7 Oxford City Council is confident that the modelling work will show that 

development in the city not have an adverse impact on the integrity of the 

Oxford Meadows SAC.  This is because the other Oxfordshire authorities have 

previously modelled 6,695 C3 homes for Oxford’s.  The most recent transport 

modelling work was undertaken by South Oxfordshire District Council, which 

showed a reduction of 100 AADT on the affected roads with 6,695 C3 homes 

included for Oxford alongside the growth in other neighbouring authorities.  

 
10.8 Oxford City’s housing trajectory does not just contain C3 residential dwellings.  It 

also contains a significant element of purpose built student accommodation 

development (C2).  The trajectory is for 10,885 homes.  This includes 3,186 

student rooms which are included in the trajectory as 1,275 equivalent 

dwellings.  Since students in purpose built student accommodation are not 

allowed to bring cars to Oxford, we consider that their impact, particularly on the 

A34 and A40, is likely to be minimal. These will be modelled specifically as C2 

accommodation with the appropriate trip generation rates provided by 

Oxfordshire County Council as highway authority.  

 
10.9 This leaves 9,610 C3 homes. This is 2,915 homes above that already modelled. 

The City Council does not consider that this level of growth is likely to have a 

significant impact in terms of AADT on the affected roads (A34 and A40).  In line 

with a precautionary principal, in the first instance, these additional homes will 

be modelled without any application of our local transport policies e.g. car free 
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developments. However, in reality these policies will reduce the impact of the 

developments on these roads.  

 
Policy G2 approach to SACs and SSSIs 
 
 
10.10 Policy G2 prevents any development that would have an adverse impact on the 

SAC or SSSIs, although it only prevents development on the sites themselves. 

Whether adjacent development will have an impact on a SSSI or a SAC will 

depend on the nature of the protected site and the nature of the development. 

Analysis has taken place of the likely impact of site allocations (see BGP17) and 

this is reflected in the sites policies’ requirements.    Individual site allocation 

policies already include a requirement for the provision of a buffer zone during 

the construction period to avoid disturbance to SSSIs where development is 

proposed to an adjacent SSSI. To ensure this is applied to all sites adjacent to a 

SSSI or the SAC the Council and Natural England agreed through the SoCG to 

suggest to the Inspectors the following modification to Policy G2.  

Suggested modification to Policy G2 set out within the SoCG with Natural England 

Sites and species important for biodiversity and geodiversity will be protected. Planning permission 
will not be granted for any development that would have an adverse impact on sites of national or 
international importance (the SAC and SSSIs), and development will not be permitted on these 
sites, save where related to and required for the maintenance or enhancement of the site’s 
importance for biodiversity or geodiversity.  Development proposed on land immediately adjacent 
to the SSSIs should be designed with a buffer to avoid disturbance to the SSSIs during the 
construction period.  

 

10.11 In July 2018 (updated most recently in June 2019) the updated National Planning 

Policy Framework (NPPF) now requires at paragraph 170(d) that: 

“Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the 

natural and local environment by minimising impacts on and providing net 

gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks 

that are more resilient to current and future pressures;”  

10.12 On 13 March 2019, the Government confirmed that new developments must 

deliver an overall increase in biodiversity2.  The Chancellor confirmed in the 

Spring Statement 2019 that the government will use the forthcoming 

Environment Bill to mandate ‘biodiversity net gain’ – meaning the delivery of 

                                                           
2
 https://deframedia.blog.gov.uk/2019/03/13/government-to-mandate-biodiversity-net-gain/ 

https://deframedia.blog.gov.uk/2019/03/13/government-to-mandate-biodiversity-net-gain/
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much-needed infrastructure and housing is not at the expense of vital 

biodiversity.   

 

10.13 On 21 July 2019 the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) was updated introducing 

guidance on biodiversity net gain.  This set out that “plans, in particular those 

containing strategic policies, can be used to set out a suitable approach to both 

biodiversity and wider environmental net gain, how it will be achieved, and which 

areas present the best opportunities to deliver gains.” 

 
10.14 Representations made to the OLP2036 at the Regulation 19 Consultation Stage 

suggest that 5% biodiversity net gain is too low and that it the figure should be 

higher.  Oxford City Council considers that the 5% net gain for biodiversity is 

appropriate as the figure takes account of the constrained urban area.  By way of 

comparisons, the Natural England guidance suggests a 10% biodiversity net gain 

and more rural districts such have Lichfield have proposed a 20% biodiversity net 

gain.   

 
10.15 The policy itself makes provision for off-setting measures that can be provided off-

site as well as, where it is appropriate, on-site mitigation.  This means that where 

biodiversity provision is not possible on site, then net gain can be made off-site 

without adversely impacting the capacity of sites.  Biodiversity offsetting does not 

necessarily need to be within the city administrative boundary. There are also 

innovative biodiversity solutions that can be implemented within developments, 

such as green walls and roofs and also through SuDs.  The City Council has 

produced a Technical Advice Note (TAN) on biodiversity that sets out a range of 

suitable mechanisms for the implementation of biodiversity net gain on-site.   

 
10.16 For these reasons, we do not consider this policy will adversely affect the capacity 

of sites or the ability to bring forward brownfield sites in the city even where they 

have become vegetated. We consider the approach to be justified, consistent with 

national policy and effective.
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Q11. Policy G3: Green Belt  
 

“Save where provided for within this Local Plan“ should be deleted, since the 

plan should not deviate from national Green Belt policy. If these words are 

referring to allocated sites removed from the Green Belt by the Plan, they are 

unnecessary: their removal through the plan process would accord with national 

policy and on the Plan’s adoption they would not be in the Green Belt. 

 

11.1 The City Council agrees with the point made by the Inspectors and as such suggests a 

modification to the wording in Policy G3: Green Belt, which is set out below. 

 

Suggested modification to Policy G3: Green Belt 
 
“Save where otherwise provided for within this Local Plan, p Proposals for development in the 
Green bBelt will be determined in accordance with national policy.  Planning permission will not 
be granted for inappropriate development within the Green Belt, in accordance with national 
policy.   
 
The Green Belt Boundary is defined on the Policies Map.”  
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Q12. Policy G5: Outdoor sports  
 

The policy does not reflect the contents of paragraph 97 of the NPPF which 

includes recreational buildings. The Council are invited to re-cast this policy to 

reflect national policy and cover indoor sports including leisure and indoor 

sports centres, pavilions, stadiums and clubhouses. These should be removed 

from paragraph 8.23 in relation to Policy V7 and brought under Policy G5, which 

should be re-worded to accord with the NPPF. 
 

12.1. Policy G5 was intended to apply specifically to outdoor sports, and is in the section of 

the Plan relating to Oxford’s green and blue infrastructure network. Whether sites 

should be protected by G5 has been carefully considered in relation to the site-specific 

criteria of the Green Spaces Study and (GRS.8) and the general needs of the city in 

terms of playing pitches as assessed in the playing pitch strategy (interim report, 

GRS.11 and 2012-2026 Strategy, GRS.12). The sports pitches protected are included in 

the playing pitch strategy and the anticipated outdoor sports needs over the plan 

period means that any loss of these should be compensated for.  

 

12.2. Paragraph 92 of the NPPF states that we should plan positively for the provision and 

use of shared spaces, community facilities (such as local shops, meeting places, sports 

venues, open space, cultural buildings, public houses and places of worship) and other 

local services to enhance the sustainability of communities and residential 

environments, so it does itself conflate sports venues with community facilities. Given 

the constrained nature of Oxford it is important that facilities are multi-functional. 

Leisure centres, which would traditionally be classed as a sport and recreational 

facility, are increasingly also important community hubs. Likewise, community centres 

frequently offer sport and recreational facilities. An excellent example of this is the 

Rose Hill Community Centre, which includes rooms suitable for meetings and 

conference, parties and classes, a social club, advice centre, youth suite, a health club, 

a gym and changing facilities. As stated in paragraph 8.24, co-locating multiple 

facilities on a single site can be an efficient way to improve both quality and 

accessibility. Leisure facilities frequently have a role in meeting the needs of the 

community, can be important community hubs, and frequently will need to diversify 

their offer in order to improve efficiency of sites such that the full community needs of 

Oxford’s residents can continue to be met in the face of the pressure resulting from an 

increasing population and a constrained amount of space. For this reason indoor 

sports and leisure facilities were included only as part of Policy V7. However, we 

acknowledge that not all of these facilities will be community facilities. Therefore, a 

modification is suggested to Policy G5 to ensure that the NPPF approach is applied to 

all indoor sport and recreation facilities.  
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12.3. Policy V7 guards against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services, 

particularly where this would reduce the community’s ability to meet its day-to-day 

needs. We consider that the reference to leisure and indoor sports centres in 

paragraph 8.23 can remain without conflict with the proposed modification to Policy 

G5 because that relates specifically to facilities ‘that serve a local community’. This 

policy seeks to protect and retain facilities that serve the local community and the 

policy sets out that their loss is only acceptable if new or improved facilities are to be 

provided in a location equally or more accessible by walking, cycling and public 

transport. Indoor sport and leisure facilities that are not also considered a community 

facility may be surplus to requirements or replaced in a ‘suitable’ location. To make 

the distinction clear, additional text is also proposed as a new paragraph following 

paragraph 5.16 and to the Glossary.   

Suggested modifications to Policy G5 
 
Outdoor Indoor and Ooutdoor sports and recreation facilities 
 
The City Council will seek to protect outdoor sports facilities sports and recreational buildings and land.  
 
Outdoor sports facilities: 
 
Where development will lead to the loss of an outdoor sports facility, proposals must compensate for 
this loss with improved provision I terms of quantity and quality. Consideration will be given to the need 
for different types of sports pitches as identified in the Playing Pitch Study. Any replacement provision 
should be provided in a suitable location equally or more accessible by walking, cycling and public 
transport, and accessible to local users of the existing site where relevant.  
 
Indoor sports facilities: 
 
Existing indoor sports and recreational facilities should not be lost unless:  

a) an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the facility to be surplus to 
requirements; or 

b) the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or better 
provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; or  

c) the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the benefits of which clearly 
outweigh the loss of the current or former use. 

 
Suggested modification to include new paragraph to follow 5.16 
 
Indoor sport and recreation facilities are also important to supporting the health and well-being of 
communities. Often these facilities are linked to outdoor facilities and help enhance their usefulness and 
capacity, for example changing rooms and pavilions. Indoor sport and leisure facilities are also 
protected pursuant to policy G5 unless they are shown to be surplus or are to be replaced. Some indoor 
sport and recreation facilities have a much wider community function. These facilities will be also be 
considered as community facilities and proposals relating to these will be considered under Policy V7.  
 

Suggested modification to include additional definition in the Local Plan Glossary 

 

Indoor sport and recreation facilities: This may include, for example, swimming baths, skating rinks, 

gyms, dance halls, indoor courts and leisure centres as well as facilities linked to outdoor sports such as 

pavilions and changing rooms. It does not include sport or recreation involving firearms or motorised 

vehicles. 

 



40 
 

Q13. Policy G7: Other green and open spaces  
 

If Policy G5 is amended to accord with NPPF paragraph 97 to cover sports and 

recreational open space and buildings, and given that Policy G1 protects the 

Green and Blue Infrastructure Network designated on the Proposals Map, it is 

not clear what Policy G7 is intended to achieve. It is not a Local Green Space 

policy allowed for by Paragraph 99 of the NPPF, because the land is not 

designated as such and there is no indication of community involvement. In 

applying exceptional circumstances and community benefit tests to 

development proposals for undefined open space, Policy G7 appears not to 

have any basis in national policy. We are minded to recommend the deletion 

of this policy in conjunction with the modification of Policy G5 as discussed 

above. The Council are invited to comment. 
 

13.1 As noted, Policy G1 protects the Green and Blue Infrastructure Network, which also 

includes biodiversity sites in Policy G2 and Policy G5 protects sports and recreational 

open space. Some sites covered by Policy G5 are also within the Policy G1 protection 

and some are not. Policy G4 protects allotments, some of which are also covered by 

Policy G1 and some of which are not. Residential garden land is covered by Policy G6.  

 

13.2 Outside of these protections there do exist other green spaces, which Policy G7 is 

designed to apply to. An example of this is Westlands Drive, which is not protected as 

part of the GI Network nor is it protected for outdoor sports. The site is not allocated 

but it is included in the housing trajectory because of recent interest from the 

landowner in developing the site. Sites such as this would be considered under the 

proposed policy G7. Other examples of this type of space include housing amenity 

land, for example at Jordan Hill Close, David Walter Close, Townsend Square and 

Nether Durnford (see sites 451-455 in Appendix 3 of the Green Infrastructure Study 

GRS.8). These could be developable if the landowner comes forward. Policy G7 

provides a plan led approach to these sites and makes it clear that if the criteria are 

worked through these types of sites could be lost.  

 

13.3 As set out in the Oxford Green Infrastructure Study (GRS.8) criteria were developed to 

assess all green spaces in the city. Appendix 3 of the Green Infrastructure Study shows 

the assessments of the sites against each of the criteria and concludes with whether 

they should be protected as GI, allotments or as outdoor sports. This study informs 

which sites are protected by policies G1, G5 and G8.  

 

13.4 Policy G7 is intended to manage the release of these other greenfield sites to ensure 

plan-led approach.  The approach set out in the Oxford Local Plan 2036 differs 

significantly from previous approaches to green spaces. The longstanding policy 

approach in Oxford is to focus development on previously developed land and only 
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permit development on greenfield sites if they are allocated for development or are 

required to maintain a five-year housing land supply (Policy CS2 of the Core Strategy). 

This was to maintain a focus on the re-use of previously developed land.  

 

13.5 The emerging Oxford Local Plan recognises that the NPPF no longer sets out a 

previously developed land first approach. Therefore, the focus has been on identifying 

the green spaces that need protection. However, given the significant change in policy 

approach from previous plans and the acknowledgement that all green spaces have 

some value, we consider that Policy G7 is entirely appropriate and consistent with the 

NPPF. Although the NPPF does not set out this policy approach explicitly, that does not 

mean that this policy is inconsistent with the NPPF. The NPPF says, in paragraph 117, 

that strategic policies should set out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively 

assessed needs, in a way that makes as much use as possible of previously developed 

land. Furthermore, paragraph 118 says that planning policies and decisions should 

encourage multiple benefits from urban and rural land and criterion b says it should be 

recognised that undeveloped land can perform many functions such as for wildlife, 

recreation, carbon storage, cooling/shading and so on. Criterion c says that substantial 

weight should be given to the value of using suitable brownfield land.   

 

13.6 This policy seeks to show a positive approach to potential development on these 

‘other’ greenfield sites, highlighting their development opportunity, which is 

important given the shift in policy approach. Anything covered by G7 that is more than 

0.25ha will have been identified in the HELAA. Not all will have been available from the 

landowner but those that are available have been included Appendix B of the HELAA 

and in the housing trajectory. There are also likely to be smaller sites that may come 

forward for development.  

 

13.7 Land to which Policy G7 would apply is not designated as Local Green Space. If it were 

it would be protected from development, whereas Policy G7 allows development. 

However, the extensive and community led exercise to identify Local Green Space has 

not taken place. It might be that some land that Policy G7 applies to could meet the 

criteria for Local Green Space and at some point become designated. The policy gives 

the opportunity to allow this to happen. The policy also ensures that green space, 

when it is suitable for development, is properly considered. The policy sets out in a 

formal and clear way what should be considered when balancing the harm of 

development compared to the benefits; a planning judgement using this balance 

should be applied to all proposals but it is considered helpful to set out considerations 

in policy to provide clarity. 
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Q14. Paragraph 6.10 (Preamble to Policy DH1: High quality design 

and placemaking) and Appendix 6  
The explanatory text states that, in relation to public art, “A developer will be 

expected to show how public art has been designed in at an early stage… Details 

of the public art should be submitted with a planning application” whilst 

Appendix 6 states “…public art… should be provided on all schemes of 20 

dwellings or more or over 2,000 square metres”. These statements read as (and 

would be likely to be applied as) policy requirements, but they do not appear in 

Policy DH1 itself. Policy requirements should be set out within the policies rather 

than in the supporting text. However, the statements are inappropriate in any 

case because the NPPF does not seek public art in schemes of this size and 

above; rather, it seeks the creation of high quality buildings and spaces. Whilst 

public art might form an element of this, it is not an essential component of good 

design; the cost of commissioning art might be better spent on other design 

aspects. In consequence, the requirements in paragraph 6.10 and Appendix 6 are 

unnecessarily prescriptive and ineffective as written and should be deleted. It 

would instead be appropriate for the supporting text to express encouragement 

towards the provision of public art on larger development schemes. The 

bracketed part of the relevant bullet in Appendix 6 should be deleted. 

 

43.1 Whilst the NPPF does not explicitly refer to public art, it can play a major part in re-

enforcing the city’s character and distinctiveness and can be incorporated in many 

ways in developments and regeneration schemes. Public art should be viewed as an 

essential component of successful public realm enhancements, rather than an add-

on. It can take many forms and perform many functions. It may be used to reflect 

heritage significance of an area. Public art should not be at the expense of another 

design aspect and could form a useable part of the public realm such as street 

furniture or be incorporated as part of the design of the building. Proposals for new 

public art should reflect and respond to local character, contribute to a high quality 

environment and create a sense of place. The PPG states that “public spaces are 

available for everyone to see, use, enjoy” and that “public art and sculpture can play 

an important role in making interesting and exciting places that people enjoy using”. 

(Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 26-018-20140306).  

 

43.2 In order to address some of the concerns expressed and ensure flexibility in how the 

public realm is designed the council suggests the deletion of the threshold included in 

Appendix 6. This is set out below.  
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Suggested modification to Appendix 6: Design of external areas 

 

• Are all spaces clearly defined and have a purpose? This should include well defined 

private and public spaces, including a choice of open space.  

• Are all external public spaces such as streets and parks overlooked by windows serving 

habitable rooms in buildings and adjacent activity. 

• Has left over space and awkward corners been avoided? 

•  Does the landscaping provide opportunities for sensory richness? 

• What type of street furniture, lighting and public art is proposed (where appropriate)? 

(public art which contributes to local distinctiveness should be provided on all schemes 

of 20 dwellings or more (gross) or aver 2000m2. Details of the public art should be 

submitted with a planning application). 

• How is car parking integrated into the development so that it doesn’t have a negative 

impact on the experience of using outside spaces? How has landscaping been used to 

help integrate parking into the street scene? 

• How will lighting impact on the surrounding area? 

• Have Secure by Design principles been incorporated? 

 

 

43.3 To ensure consistency with the removal of the requirement in Appendix 6, the 

following change is proposed to paragraph 6.10 within the draft Local Plan.  

 

Suggested modification to Paragraph 6.10 

 

6.10  Public art is an excellent way to add interest, create a sense of place and provide a focal 

point. The public art could contribute to creating local distinctiveness, by saying something 

about the place it is in. It might reflect a historic use or event of the area, or the purpose of 

the new development. It can inject fun, quirkiness and a sense of personality. Incorporating 

Public Art may be an essential means to achieve an enhanced public realm and good design 

and its potential to achieve these objectives should be considered. Public art should not be 

seen as an embellishment of a scheme or appear as an add-on or afterthought. Rather, it 

should be part of design considerations from the start and integrated into the overall design 

concept. A developer will be expected to show how public art has been designed in at an 

early stage. A temporary piece, an event or a curated space might be accepted if they offer 

something worthwhile. Creating multi-functional public art might help to achieve a well-

loved design, for example public art that can be used as seating. Details of the public art 

should be submitted with a planning application. 
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Q15. Policy DH2: Views and building heights  
 

In criterion (b), the text should read “… and regard should be had to the 

guidance on the design of higher buildings set out in the High Buildings Study 

TAN...”, rather than the “TAN should be followed”. That is because the TAN 

has not been subject to examination and is not part of the development plan, 

so compliance with it cannot be required by a local plan policy. 
 

The main issue is whether the Plan is effective in controlling building heights to 

protect the city’s character and its heritage assets and their settings and we 

invite the Council to provide a considered response to this in the light of the 

comments from historic England. 
 

15.1 The City Council agrees that the wording of criterion (b) should be amended, and have 

set out a suggested modification below.  

 

Suggested modification to Policy DH2, criterion (b) 
 

…any design choice to design buildings to a height that would impact on character should be fully 
explained, and regard should be had to the guidance on design of higher buildings set out in the High 
Buildings Study TAN should be followed…. 

 

 

15.2 In their representation relating to Policy DH2 Historic England state that the 

documents provided as the evidence base and technical advice note to support draft 

Local Plan Policy DH2 stand the council in much better stead for assessing proposals for 

taller buildings than has previously been the case, and they say ‘there is much within 

these documents that we support’. They then identify three key areas of concern. To 

respond to this question we have focused on the three key areas of comment 

identified by Historic England in their representation and have then drawn a conclusion 

about whether the Plan is effective in controlling building heights to protect the city’s 

character and its heritage assets and their setting.  

 

15.3 Historic England’s first main area of comment is summarised as follows:  

Although we have really welcomed the specialist heritage input of Headland 

Archaeology in collating the evidence base, there generally remains an uneasy fit 

between the townscape approach which is to the fore in the documents and the 

required approach to the setting of heritage assets. The difference between the two 

things is important as setting has clear statutory weight attached to it under the 1990 

Planning and Listed Buildings Act, whilst other elements (views, view cones and the use 

of datums) are all local policy without that added weight. View can obviously be an 

important part of setting, but consideration also needs to be given to other aspects of 

experiencing heritage assets, including views for them and potential functional or 

cultural associations between individual assets 
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15.4 Policy DH2 concerns views and building heights, which are specific and definable. The 

Policy is focused on these considerations, giving strong guidance on how they will be 

considered. The setting of a heritage asset is defined in the NPPF as:  

The surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not 

fixed and may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. Elements of a 

setting may make a positive or negative contribution to the significance of an 

asset, may affect the ability to appreciate that significance or may be neutral.”  

 

15.5 Setting therefore refers to the surrounds in which an asset is experienced, which may 

or may not be related to views and may or may not be affected by high buildings. The 

setting of heritage assets is protected by Policy DH3 and Policy DH5. Policy DH2 can sit 

alongside these policies without conflict. Historic England does not suggest that there 

is conflict, but that Policy DH2 does not deal adequately with setting. Introducing the 

term setting to Policy DH2 would create confusion. Given that it should clearly be 

considered in relation to Policy DH3 and Policy DH5, and particularly because it is the 

case that setting is broader and a harder to define concept to which very specific 

consideration will need to be given in relation to each heritage asset.  

 

15.6 It is unclear to what extent Historic England’s comments regarding setting relate to 

Policy DH2 or whether they are concerned primarily with the methodology used in the 

Technical Advice Note (TAN) (DES.1). It is considered that the concept of setting has 

been appropriately considered in the development of the TAN. Paragraph 3.10 of the 

TAN explains that analysis has taken place about how heritage assets relate to their 

settings in Oxford, the contribution that settings make to heritage significance, and the 

potential for high buildings to affect that contribution. Paragraph 3.11 explains the five 

circumstances where the addition of a high building to the setting of a heritage asset in 

Oxford could, in principle, diminish the positive contribution that setting makes to the 

heritage significance of that asset. Paragraph 3.15 sets out how some heritage assets 

derive significance from a wider area and are much more likely to be affected by high 

buildings, including all 18 of Oxford’s Conservation Areas. Paragraph 3.16 goes on to 

describe how the high buildings evidence base report (DES.2) identifies a complex 

pattern across the city of overlapping settings and views where change resulting from 

the construction of high buildings could affect the heritage significance of multiple 

heritage assets. This understanding has informed the area-based summaries that flag 

key heritage considerations, which for this purpose are issues affecting the significance 

of heritage assets that are likely to be relevant to the siting and design of a high 

building in Oxford and could be an important consideration in the determination of a 

planning application.  

 

15.7 The methodology of the TAN has taken appropriate account of setting. Policy DH2 

introduces restrictions that are welcomed by Historic England and requires regard to 
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be had to the TAN. The TAN sets out heritage considerations, informed by an 

understanding of setting, which may be relevant to the siting and design of high 

buildings. The evidence base to inform the TAN included landscape, views and 

Conservation Areas.  Furthermore, Policy DH3 and Policy DH5 require full heritage 

consideration of setting. Therefore, whilst Policy DH2 is about views, it is informed by a 

full understanding of setting, and furthermore, setting is protected by Policy DH3.  

 
15.8 Historic England’s second main area of comment is summarized as follows:  

“The use of the term ‘high building’ to also cover densification is unhelpful. This is 

particularly concerning given the comments at paragraph 3 of the TAN, which states 

that sensitive densification is more likely to be an appropriate approach to 

development in Oxford than high buildings. The evidence base study also equates high 

buildings with densification with little qualification or caveat in the introduction despite 

now well-established understanding that mid-rise and terraced development is the 

most efficient form of land use. The document is about tall buildings and HE advice on 

this is referred to but not on managing significance in decision taking.”  

 

15.9 The third paragraph of the Foreword of the TAN, as referenced by Historic England, in 

full states: ‘High buildings and densification within the city is an important part of the 

solution to these complex challenges. By making better and more efficient use of land, 

a more compact and sustainable city can be developed. This need not be high rise 

tower blocks or skyscrapers but more likely sensitive densification of existing higher 

areas.’ The text relating to Policy DH2 refers to ‘taller’ buildings throughout. As stated 

in the introduction to the TAN ‘it is neither necessary nor helpful to precisely define 

what a high building is. The height at which a building is considered to be high will be 

dependent on its surrounding context and is likely to vary across the city. Even an 

increase in height of a single storey may constitute a high building that could include 

consideration of some of this guidance. An understanding of context is critical. For the 

purposes of the TAN, the term ‘high building’ is used to mean both high buildings and 

densification of built form acknowledging the two are separate and very different in 

nature.’   

 

15.10 It is recognised that mid-rise and terraced development are often the most efficient 

form of land use, although it should also be recognised that the policy applies to all 

forms of development, not only the residential development to which the term 

‘terrace’ usually applies. It is also clear that, in an already densely urbanized city, 

increased densification can often only be achieved by increasing height; to achieve 

intensification often additional storeys will be added, which also represents 

densification. Policy RE2 ensures efficient use is made of land. The existence of Policy 

DH2 does not in any way promote high buildings at the expensive of making efficient 

use of land or as an alternative to other forms of ‘densification’. High buildings, which 

in fact may only be ‘taller’ buildings, will often be required in order to intensify. As 
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acknowledged, the policy may also be relevant when there is densification that does 

not result in buildings higher than those existing, so when there is only ‘densification’. 

Many of the design considerations are similar for densification and high buildings such 

as relationship with the street, verticality and so on. 

 

15.11 Historic England’s third main area of comment is summarised as follows:  

“the general requirements for pre-application discussion, modelling and consultation 

are all appropriate. We suggest that where applications have the potential to affect 

heritage assets there is reference to using appropriate expertise to provide analysis. 

The policy should also state that development above the Carfax tower should not only 

be of the highest design quality, but also that it will be a very rare occurrence. The 

policy should refer to other significant views in recognition that the View Cones are not 

exhaustive. We see no reason why such proposals should be excluded from the need to 

provide visual impact assessments, 3D modelling and explanations of impact.”  

 

15.12 The requirements of Policy DH2 referred to by Historic England relate to developments 

within a 1,200 metre radius of Carfax tower that exceed 18.2m. They do not apply to 

developments within View Cones. Outside of the central area the height threshold is 

less relevant because buildings are not directly within the setting of the spires and 

towers that form Oxford’s historic skyline. The policy in relation to View Cones states 

that ‘planning permission will not be granted for development proposed within a View 

Cone or the setting of a View Cone if it would harm the special significance of the view. 

View Cones are identified on the draft Policies map. The View Cones Assessment 

(2015, DES.3) examines the significance of views and sets out a methodology for 

heritage assessment of the views which is applied to each of the View Cones. It 

describes and analyses the important features of the view cones. As set out in 

paragraph 6.23, this analysis should be used to help judge and explain the impact of 

any proposed development. The View Cones Assessment, on page 17, explains how the 

viewing places at the points of the View Cones have been valued historically for the 

aesthetic quality of the view, or encompasses specially created or preserved viewing 

places. Furthermore, several have associations with prominent past viewers. Each view 

has a specific contribution to the significance of the city, in addition to what is seen 

from the view. This is not to say that other views are not significant.  

 

15.13 Policy DH2 begins by stating that: ‘The City Council will seek to retain significant view 

both within Oxford and from outside, in particular to and from the historic skyline. 

Planning permission will not be granted for any building or structure that would harm 

the special significance of Oxford’s historic skyline.’ This offers very strong protection of 

views, and is not restricted to view cones (or their setting).  Where applications have 

the potential to affect heritage assets, Policy DH3 will apply (or DH5). This requires a 

heritage assessment to be submitted and sets out the criteria that should be met. We 

consider it would cause confusion if this requirement were to be repeated in DH2. 
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15.14 Finally, we do not consider it necessary for Policy DH2 to say that buildings above the 

height of Carfax tower (presumably Historic England’s comment means within the 

Historic Core Area) should be a rare occurrence. What is rare and when the threshold 

of ‘rare’ has been exceeded will be very difficult to define. Furthermore, the control 

offered by the policy will ensure that consideration needs to be given to all aspects of 

potential impact and will prevent harmful incursions into the skyline.  

 

15.15 A further comment made by Historic England is that Paragraph 6.18 of the Plan states 

that taller buildings will be possible, but they state that there is not sufficient evidence 

and assessment to support such a strong claim. They consider that the best that can be 

said is “may be possible”. The same applies to 6.27. The Council does not consider that 

the modifications are necessary to make the plan sound as the principle that that taller 

building will be possible is established in evidence. The sentence continues to make 

clear that taller buildings must be designed to ensure they contribute to the existing 

character, and do not detract from the amenity of their surroundings.   

 

15.16 To conclude we think that Policy DH2 is effectively worded to control building heights 

to protect the city’s character and its heritage assets. It is informed by a thorough 

evidence base that has given full regard to the potential impacts of taller buildings on 

setting. The policy requires regard to this evidence base. Policies DH3 and DH5 both 

deal effectively with the issue of the setting of heritage assets. 
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Q16. Policy DH3: Designated heritage assets  
 

Some changes are needed to this policy to bring it into line with national policy. 

Firstly, the contents of NPPF paragraph 194 should be included. Secondly, there 

should be references to listed building consent (note that the NPPF uses the 

word “consent”). Thirdly, in the latter part of this policy, criterion (i) should not 

conclude with “and”, it should say “or if all of the following apply”. These 

changes need to be made at minimum, but in fact to avoid subsequent 

arguments over policy interpretation (at public inquiry for example) we 

recommend that Policy DH3 is re-written to use precisely the words and 

structure of the relevant section of the NPPF. 
 

We note that Historic England has commented that a number of site allocations 

should be deleted because it says that they would, for various reasons, have an 

adverse effect on heritage assets. Please can the Council provide a commentary 

on each of these.  Is it intended to produce a statement of common ground with 

Historic England which addresses the way forward for these sites?  
 

16.1 The City Council accepts that to ensure consistency with the NPPF, the following 

suggested modifications to Policy DH3 are necessary.   

Suggested modification to Policy DH3 
 
Planning permission or listed building consent will be granted for development that respects 
and draws inspiration from Oxford’s unique historic environment (above and below ground), 
responding positively to the significance character and distinctiveness of the heritage asset 
and locality. 
 
For In all planning decisions for planning permission or listed building consent affecting the 
significance of designated heritage assets, great weight will be given to the conservation of 
that asset (including its setting where it contributes to significance and to the setting of the 
asset where it contributes to that significance or appreciation of that significance).  
 
An application for planning permission A planning application for development which would 
or may affect the significance of any designated heritage asset (including, where appropriate, 
its setting) either directly or by being within its setting) should be accompanied by a heritage 
assessment that includes a description of the asset and its significance and an assessment of 
the impact of the development proposed on the asset’s significance. As part of this process full 
regard should be given to the detailed character assessments and other relevant information 
set out any relevant conservation area appraisal and management plan. 
 
The submitted heritage assessment must include information sufficient to demonstrate: 
a) an understanding of the significance of the heritage asset, including recognition of its 

contribution to the quality of life of current and future generations and the wider social, 
cultural, economic and environmental benefits they may bring; and 

b) that the development of the proposal and its design process have been informed by an 
understanding of the significance of the heritage asset and that harm to its significance 
has been avoided or minimised; and 
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c) that, in cases where development would result in harm to the significance of a heritage 
asset, including its setting, the extent of harm has been properly and accurately assessed 
and understood, that it is justified, and that measures are incorporated into the proposal, 
where appropriate, that mitigate, reduce or compensate for the harm;  

 
Where the setting of an asset is affected by a proposed development, the heritage assessment 
should include a description of the extent to which the setting contributes to the significance 
of the asset, as well as an assessment of the impact of the proposed development on the 
setting and its contribution to significance. 
 
Substantial harm to or loss of grade II listed buildings, or grade II registered parks or gardens, 
should be exceptional. Substantial harm to or loss of assets of the highest significance, 
notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck sites, registered battlefields, grade I and II* 
listed buildings, grade I and II* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should 
be wholly exceptional.  Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or loss 
of the significance of a designated heritage asset, planning permission or listed building 
consent will only be granted if: 
 
i) the harm is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh the harm or 

loss; and or all of the following apply 
ii) the nature of the asset prevents all reasonable uses of the sites; and 
iii) no viable use of the asset itself can be found in the medium term (through appropriate 

marketing) that will enable its conservation; and 
iv) conservation by grant funding or similar is not possible; and 
v) the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use; 
vi) a plan for recording and advancing understanding of the significance of any heritage 

assets to be lost, including making this evidence publicly available, is agreed with the City 
Council. 

 
Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to a designated 
heritage asset, this harm must be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal.  Clear 
and extensive justification for this harm should be set out in full in the heritage assessment.   

 
 Conservation areas are listed in Appendix 6.2 and defined on the Policies Map. 

 

 

 

16.2 Historic England suggests deletion of SP35, SP56, SP55 and SP60 because of concerns 

about heritage impacts. A separate question (Q47) has been asked about SP55 

(Radcliffe Observatory Quarter), SP57 (Ruskin Field) and SP56 (Ruskin College Campus).  

The answer to Q47 addresses whether policy SP56 and SP55 should be deleted.  

 
16.3 Policy SP35 allocates Court Place Gardens for development of student accommodation 

or employer-linked housing. The site is a brownfield site, already providing graduate 

student accommodation. The site is allocated in the Sites and Housing Plan as SP9. 

There is a listed building in the centre of the site. The current graduate accommodation 

is not of high quality and there is significant potential for the setting of the listed 

building to be enhanced by redevelopment of the existing student accommodation. 

The policy requires that it is ‘…demonstrated that the new design will have a positive 
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effect on the setting of the listed building compared to the existing development…’ The 

site is within the Iffley Conservation Area. There is potential for development that does 

not have an adverse impact on the Iffley Conservation Area, but this should be 

referenced in the policy, and the following modification is proposed: 

 

Suggested modification to Policy  SP35 
 
Through the redevelopment of the site it must be demonstrated that the new design will have a 
positive effect on the setting of the listed building compared to the existing development. 
Development should not have an adverse impact on the setting of the Iffley Conservation Area.  
 

16.4 Policy SP60 allocates Union Street Car Park for development of residential or student 

accommodation and car parking. The site is in use as a public car park. It is currently 

allocated in the Sites and Housing Plan as SP57. The site is described in paragraph 

9.287 as being within the area of a poorly understood Civil War parliamentary siege 

line. Historic England considers that if the archaeological interest of the site is poorly 

understood, it should not be allocated. The paragraph says that the siege line is poorly 

understood. That does not mean that the archaeology of the site is more poorly 

understood than for other site allocations. The high potential for archaeological 

interest on the site is noted by the archaeology icon in the policy. Policy DH4 would 

need to be adhered to, which will ensure applications include sufficient archaeological 

information and assessment. The full extent of and significance of the likely 

archaeological remains do not need to be investigated before the site can be allocated. 

The Local Plan notes that the whole central area of the city has a high potential for 

archaeological remains, but this does not mean that sites cannot be allocated until 

their individual archaeological interest is understood. The archaeological investigations 

can only take place as part of a redevelopment of the site.  

 
16.5 Whilst it is acknowledged that each of these sites is sensitive in heritage terms it is 

considered that potential exists for well-designed schemes to come forward that 

would not cause unacceptable harm to heritage assets, and therefore it is appropriate 

to take forward the site allocations. Strong policies exist in the Plan (and NPPF) to 

ensure the protection of heritage assets, such as Policy DH3 and DH4.  

Q17. Policy DH4: Archaeological remains  
 

To ensure that the policy complies with national planning policy the word 

“significance” should be added to lines 4/5 of the policy: “…define the character, 

extent and significance..” and the word “generally” should be removed from 

line 6. 
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17.1 The City Council accepts that to ensure consistency with the NPPF, the following 
suggested modifications to Policy DH4 are necessary.   

 
Suggested modification to Policy DH4 
 
Within the City Centre Archaeological Area, on allocated sites where identified or elsewhere 
where archaeological deposits and features are suspected to be present (including upstanding 
remains), applications should include sufficient information to define the character, significance 
and extent of such deposits so far as reasonably practical. This information should generally 
include: 
 

a) a Heritage Assessment that includes a description…  
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Q18. Policy DH5: Local Heritage Assets  
 

This policy actually relates to non-designated heritage assets, ie those not 

included in the definition in the glossary of the NPPF, and it should say clearly 

that this is what it is referring to. The first part of Policy DH5 does not belong in 

the policy since it is an explanation of the criteria the Council themselves will use 

in deciding what goes on the Oxford Heritage Asset Register; it is not a policy 

applicable to development management. It should be removed and put into the 

explanatory text. In the second part of the policy, the requirement to 

demonstrate that the conservation of the asset has informed the design of the 

development is not in accordance with national policy. We invite the Council to 

revise the policy take into account the above, and to reflect the wording in 

paragraph 197 of the NPPF which requires a balanced judgement to be made in 

respect of applications affecting the significance of non-designated heritage 

assets, having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the 

heritage asset. 
 

18.1. The City Council accepts that to ensure consistency the NPPF the criteria regarding the 

Oxford Heritage Asset Register ought be moved to paragraph 6.39 and amendments 

made to Policy DH5 to reflect this and clarify the balanced judgement t h at  n eed s  

to be made in respect of applications affecting the significance of non-designated 

heritage assets, having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance 

of the heritage asset. The suggested modifications are set out below.   

 

Suggested modification to paragraph 6.39 

 

6.39 The policy will ensure that heritage assets of local importance will be a material 

consideration when determining planning applications. Locally important heritage assets 

can be added to the list when they are identified. The criteria for inclusion of the Oxford 

Heritage Asset Register are: 

 heritage interest that can be conserved and enjoyed; and 

 value as heritage to the character and identity of the city, or area, or community; 
and 

 a level of significance greater than the general positive characteristics of the local 
area.  

The policy sets out criteria describing a local heritage asset. If these criteria are met an 
asset can be added to the Oxford Heritage Asset Register following approval at a 
Planning Committee or City Executive Board. Assets can be nominated by members of the 
public or during the planning application process. 

 

Suggested modifications to Policy DH5 
Assets will be considered for inclusion on the Oxford Heritage Asset Register if they have: 

 heritage interest that can be conserved and enjoyed; and 

 value as heritage to the character and identity of the city, or area, or community; 
and 

 a level of significance greater than the general positive characteristics of the local 
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area.  
 

Planning permission will only be granted for development affecting a local heritage 
asset or its setting (or setting of an asset) if it is demonstrated that the significance of 
the asset, and its conservation, has informed the design of the development proposed. 
due regard has been given to the impact on the assets’ significance and  its setting and 
that it is demonstrated that the significance of the asset and its conservation has 
informed the design of the proposed development. In determining whether planning 
permission should be granted for a development proposals, which affects (directly or 
indirectly) a local heritage asset (that is not designated), consideration will be given to 
the significance of the asset, the extent of impact on its significance, as well as the 
public benefits that may result from the development proposals. scale of any harm or 
loss to the asset as balanced against the public benefits that may result from the 
development proposals. 
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Q19. Policy DH6: Shopfronts and signage  
 

The terminology of the policy and the supporting text at paragraph 6.43 needs 

to be corrected. Advertisements do not require planning permission; they need 

advertisement consent. Supporting structures are considered part of the 

advertisement. Shopfronts however do require planning permission. So the 

policy should read “Advertisement consent will only be granted for signage, and 

planning permission will only be granted for shopfronts, where…”. 

 

19.1 The City Council accepts that in order to make the policy clear and therefore 

effective, the following modification is suggested to Policy DH6 and Paragraph 6.43. 

 

Suggested modification to Policy DH6 

 

Planning permission will only be granted for new or changed shopfronts and advertisement 

consent will only be granted for signage and other forms of advertisement sign or canopy where 

the design, positioning, materials, colour, proportion and illumination are not detrimental to 

assets with heritage significance or visual or residential amenity, as demonstrated through the 

following criteria, all of which should be met: 

a) the design responds to and positively contributes to the character and design of existing 

buildings and surroundings; and 

 

b)  public safety would not be prejudiced; and 

 
c) visual pollution and clutter are avoided; and 

 
d)  historic shop fronts are retained 

 

Suggested modification to Paragraph 6.43  

 

6.43 The policy approach will ensure that new or changed shopfronts that require planning 

permission (or listed building consent) and adverts and signs that require advertisement 

consent planning permission (or listed buildings consent) are of a design, size and materials 

that complement that character of buildings they are on and the surrounding public realm. 

The policy will ensure visual pollution and clutters are avoided and will help to maintain 

Oxford’s historic shopfronts. Compromises may need to be made to ‘corporate’ designs in 

particularly sensitive areas to meet the requirements of the policy, for example internally 

illuminated box fascias and projecting signs will not be generally appropriate in 

conservation areas. 
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Q20. Policy M1: Prioritising walking, cycling and public transport  
 

The second paragraph of the policy should read: “Financial contributions fairly 

and reasonably related to the development will be sought towards the cost of 

new or improved bus services where the direct impact of development would 

make such measures necessary”, to ensure that the policy accords with the 

statutory requirements for s106 obligations in the CIL Regulations and the policy 

requirements in paragraph 56 of the NPPF. 
 

20.1 The City Council suggests that the wording in the draft policy under the public transport 
heading that relates to financial contributions is rewritten to ensure it accords with the 
three tests for planning obligations set out in paragraph 56 of the NPPF (2019). The 
suggested modification is set out below.  

 
Suggested modification to Policy M1: Prioritising walking, cycling, and public transport 

 
Planning permission will only be granted for development that minimises the need to travel and is laid 
out and designed in a way that prioritises access by walking, cycling and public transport. 
 
Walking: 
In order to promote walking in the city and improve the pedestrian environment, development 
proposals must meet the needs arising from the development and take opportunities to achieve 
improvements. Proposals shall: 
 

a) ensure that the urban environment is permeable and safe to walk through and adequately lit, 
with good and direct connections both within and across the wider network;  

b) make improvements to the pedestrian environment including the provision of high quality 
crossings points where needed, seating, signage and landscaping; and 

c) support high quality public realm improvement works (refer to Policy DH1) and ensure that 
footways are sufficiently wide to accommodate the level of use. 

 
Cycling: 
In order to promote cycling in the city and ensure an accessible environment for cyclists, the Council will 
seek to ensure that development: 
 

d) provides for connected, high quality, convenient and safe (segregated where possible) cycle 
routes within developments and the wider networks that are permeable and can accommodate 
the anticipated growth in cycling;  

e) provides for accessible, conveniently located, secure cycle parking facilities (refer to Policy M5) in 
both private and publicly-accessible locations; and 

f) makes provision for high quality on-site facilities that promote cycle usage, including changing 
rooms, showers, dryers and lockers. 

 
New pedestrian and cycle routes: 
New (or improved) pedestrian and cycle routes are shown on the proposals map.  Proposals will be 
expected to facilitate and deliver these links to serve needs arising from development and where 
opportunities arise to secure improvements.  Planning permission will not be granted for development 
that would jeopardise future delivery of these links. 
 
Public transport: 
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In order to safeguard and promote the provision of public transport in Oxford development that will 
add to demands on public transport should contribute towards improvements to bus network 
infrastructure including pedestrian and cycle routes to bus stops, shelters, passenger seating, waiting 
areas, signage, timetable information and infrastructure relating to zero emissions.   
 
Financial contributions fairly and reasonably related to the development will be sought towards the 
cost of new or improved bus services where the direct impact of development would make such 
measures necessary. existing services are not considered adequate.   
 
The City Council will work with its partners to improve the ease and quality of access into and around 
Oxford by public transport, by: 
i) ensuring that road space is managed efficiently to support public transport – including rapid 

transit - through initiatives such as bus priority measures, infrastructure and demand 
management.   

ii) supporting the County Council in their management of both scheduled and tourist coaches 
entering and leaving the city;  

iii) improving the capacity and attractiveness of Park and Ride, particularly the development of 
remote sites closer to county towns;  

iv) promoting bus/rapid transit access to and between major employers, hospitals, schools and 
colleges in the Eastern Arc (including the Headington and Marston area), Wolvercote/Cutteslowe 
and Cowley and Littlemore; and 

v) ensuring sufficient space is provided particularly within the city centre and district centres for bus 
stops and interchange between bus services and cycling.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

 
Proposals for new development will be expected to incorporate the measures set out above to meet the 
needs of the development and where the opportunity arises, to secure improvements.  Developments 
should be designed to accommodate bus movements, where appropriate. 
 
Rail network: 
Proposals to enhance the City’s rail network will be supported, in particular the re-development of 
Oxford Station and additional rail capacity to accommodate more services, including opening of the 
Cowley Branch Line for passengers.  Land for the provision of new stations at Oxford Business 
Park/Retail Park (Cowley area) and Oxford Science Park (Littlemore area)(refer to Sites 9 & 10 chapter 
9) and access routes to the stations and across the line is safeguarded.   
 
Proposals for improvements to Oxford Railway Station that increase network capacity, improve the 
design and quality of facilities and interchange and support the Cowley Branch Line will be supported.  
 
Sites for Cowley Branch Line stations and local access routes which are safeguarded and which should 
be improved by local development are defined on the Policies Map. 
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Q21. Policy M2: Assessing and managing development  
 

Transport Assessments and Travel Plans are documents that are submitted with 

planning applications, but the policy does not establish any criteria to be used to 

assess whether a scheme is acceptable. The last sentence of this policy does not 

assist an applicant to understand what “adequate and appropriate transport- 

related measures” are, or when they would be required. This issue is linked to 

Policy RE7(g), referred to above, which has the same shortcomings. When 

dealing with planning applications, all parties need to know the yardsticks by 

which the application will be judged. Policy RE7(g) and Policy M2 need to be 

developed and the Council are invited to re-word the relevant parts employing 

the wording from NPPF paragraphs 109 and 110. 
 

Construction Management Plans are referred to here and in the supporting text 

but without any detail. The policy needs to be clear about the circumstances 

under which a Construction Management Plan will need to be submitted. The 

contents of such a plan could be included in Appendix 7. 
 

We note the Statement of Common Ground with Highways England. 
 

21.1 The NPPF at paragraph 109 indicates that development should only be prevented 

or refused on highway grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on 

highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be 

severe.  There is no further definition or guidance within the NPPF of what ‘an 

unacceptable impact’ would be or of the definition of ‘severe’.  It is therefore likely 

to be subjective and whether a scheme is acceptable on highway grounds is likely 

to be assessed on a case by case basis.    

 

21.2 The draft Local Plan refers the reader to Appendix 7.1 and Appendix 7.2, which 

provide further information as to when a Transport Assessment (TA) or Travel Plan 

(TP) would be required and what should be included. The City Council has 

suggested a modification to the policy to include some of the wording in paragraph 

110 of the NPPF.  This would assist the applicant with understanding what should 

be considered when preparing a TA or TP.  

 

21.3 It is accepted that further information could be provided on the circumstances 

under which a Construction Management Plan will need to be submitted and 

guidance on what should be included.  A modification is therefore suggested to the 

wording in both the draft policy wording and supporting paragraph 7.21.  

 

21.4 To assist an applicant with understanding what adequate and appropriate 

transport-related measures are the draft policy could be modified to cross 

reference the information set out earlier in the policy and included in national 
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guidance (paragraph 110 of the NPPF).  This is included in the suggested 

modifications below.  

 

Suggested modification to Policy M2: Assessing and managing development 

 

A Transport Assessment must be submitted for development in accordance with the requirements as 
defined in Appendix 7.1.  
 
Transport Assessments must assess the multi-modal impacts of development proposals and 
demonstrate the transport measures which would be used to mitigate the development impact to 
ensure:  
 
a) there is no unacceptable impact on highway safety; 
 
b) there is no severe residual cumulative impact on the road network 
 
c) pedestrian and cycle movements are prioritised, both within the scheme and with neighbouring 

areas 
 
d) access to high quality public transport is facilitated, with layouts that maximise the catchment 

area for bus or other public transport services, and appropriate facilities that encourage public 
transport use 

 
e) the needs of people with disabilities and reduced mobility in relation to all modes of transport are 

addressed 
 
f) the development helps to create places that are safe, secure and attractive – which minimise the 

scope for conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles, avoid unnecessary street clutter, 
and respond to local character and design standards; 

 
g) the efficient delivery of goods, and access by service and emergency vehicles is allowed for; and 
 
h) charging of plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles is enabled in safe, accessible and 

convenient locations. 
 
A Travel Plan, which has clear objectives, targets and a monitoring and review procedure, must be 
submitted for development that is likely to generate significant amounts of movement have significant 
transport implications in accordance with the requirements in Appendix 7.2.  Travel Plans must help to 
support outcomes (a) to (h) set out above. 
 
Where a Delivery and Service Management Plan is provided this should set out how deliveries will be 
managed and demonstrate how impacts will be minimised including congestion, safety, noise and how 
zero or ultra-low emission and last mile opportunities will be considered.  
 
Where A Construction Management Plan is must be provided for developments of:  
 

 20 dwellings or more; 

 500m2 or more of non-residential floorspace; or 

 any size in a location where construction activities are likely to have a significant impact on the 
adjacent or surrounding road network. 
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Construction Management Plans  should set out how the construction phase of the development will be 
managed and in particular: 
 

 Time of operations 

 Noise Operations 

 Abatement Noise Techniques 

 Monitoring Noise Levels 

 Vibration Levels  

 Dust Levels 

 Wheel washing arrangements 

 Rodent Controls 

 Community Liaison 

 Traffic management incl. deliveries and contractors vehicles 

 Waste Materials 
 
Suggested modification to paragraph 7.21  
Developments must ensure Construction Management Plans (CMP set out how the impacts arising from 
construction work are managed.  Policy M2 sets out the requirements for a CMP.  These should The 
CMP should form part of the planning process. 
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Q22. Policy M3: Motor vehicle parking  
 

Car free housing – Please can the Council provide the evidence which directly 

demonstrates that it is necessary to have car free housing in the circumstances 

set out in Policy M3 in order to protect the integrity of the Oxford Meadows 

SAC (see paragraph 7.24). 
 

22.1 The justification for car free housing3 is that there needs to be a decrease of car 

use and ownership in the city to achieve a reduction in air pollution, congestion 

and for the creation of a more attractive environment for walking and cycling.  In 

reducing the availability of public and private parking there should be fewer car 

trips and the attractions of using public transport and walking or cycling are 

enhanced.  Parking across the city is not an efficient use of land. This is a key 

consideration in Oxford, where land is so constrained and results in lower 

densities. Increasing density is important not only to maximise housing provision 

but also to support frequent, commercially viable, public transport routes which 

further help to reduce motor traffic in the city.  This is the basis of the strategy 

that has been developed in partnership with the highways authority and aligned 

to Oxfordshire County Council’s wider policy development for transport and the 

role out of controlled parking zones (CPZ) across the city during the plan period in 

line with the Local Transport Plan objectives.   

 

22.2 Car free parking is not a mitigation measure to combat the impacts upon the 

Oxford Meadows SAC and it is not being relied upon in the current modelling of 

the transport impacts of the Local Plan.  However, given the presence and 

sensitivity of the SAC the requirement of new housing sites to be car free as set 

out in Policy M3, Appendix 7.3, along with other policies in the plan,  offers the 

additional benefit of reducing nitrous oxide emissions which can only be a benefit 

in protecting the integrity of the Oxford Meadows SAC.   As such, the City Council 

suggests the deletion of the third sentence in paragraph 7.24 to avoid any future 

confusion on this issue. 

 

Suggested modification to paragraph7.24 

 

The City and County Councils are actively working towards covering the whole city with 
Controlled Parking Zones by 2036, if not earlier. The reduction of parking and car use 
within and around the city is essential if air quality is to be improved.In addition, to ensure 
that the fullest protection of the integrity of the Oxford Meadows SAC and to comply with 
the requirements of the Habitats Regulations Assessment, new residential development 
sites will need to be car-free as set out in M3 and Appendix 7.3. 

 

                                                           
3
 A car free development is where parking is not provided on site.  However, car parking spaces would be delivered on site for 

disabled users, operational needs and service vehicles and car clubs.  Permits may be provided for residents to park in nearby 
public parks in specific circumstances for example residents who require a car for their employment e.g. care workers.  
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22.3 Many areas of the city are already covered by CPZs.  In CPZs, new developments 

with little or no private parking will not have a negative impact on surrounding 

areas, as parking cannot be displaced to the street.  Oxfordshire County Council 

(in consultation with Oxford City Council) is already in the process of developing 

and implementing more Controlled Parking Zones and the aspiration is that the 

majority of the city will be covered by a CPZ during the plan period. This is 

reflected in the current Local Transport Plan, which states that “over time it is 

likely that the majority of streets in the city will be covered by parking 

restrictions”. 

 

22.4 In April 2019, following a period of informal public consultation, the County 

Council’s Cabinet Member for Environment (including Transport) approved plans 

to further develop and carry out formal consultation on nine new CPZs across the 

city. Funding is already in place to implement these nine schemes which subject 

to more formal consultation are expected to be implemented between winter 

2019 and summer 2021. Further information on both existing and proposed CPZs 

in the city, including the timetables for new zones is available at the following 

web links:  

 
o Details of existing and proposed CPZs: 

https://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/residents/roads-and-transport/parking/parking-
permits/controlled-parking-zones#new%20plans  
 

o Outcomes of Cabinet Member Decisions meeting in April 2019 including report: 

http://mycouncil.oxfordshire.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=931&MId=5734 

 

Is it the intention of the Council that by 2036 all new housing throughout the city 

will be car free? This would appear to be the case from paragraph 7.24, which 

states that Controlled Parking Zones will cover the whole city by 2036 if not 

earlier, and one reading of Policy M3, which requires car free housing within such 

zones. However, Policy M3 is ambiguous since it is not clear whether the walking 

distance criteria are separate from the CPZ requirement or whether they qualify 

it. What is the intention of the Council? The policy and supporting text need to 

be re-written to clarify this matter. 

 

22.5 The roll out of CPZs is one determinant of whether car free development would 

be acceptable for new residential development.  In addition, as shown in the 

residential parking decision flow diagram below, for a site to be considered as car 

free it not only needs to be in a CPZ but must be within 800m of a food 

convenience shop and 400m of a frequent bus service.  The council considers that 

the flow diagram (included below for ease of reference) provides an effective way 

of ensuring car free is delivered where it is sustainable to do so for the residents 

https://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/residents/roads-and-transport/parking/parking-permits/controlled-parking-zones#new%20plans
https://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/residents/roads-and-transport/parking/parking-permits/controlled-parking-zones#new%20plans
http://mycouncil.oxfordshire.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=931&MId=5734
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of the development but also in terms of managing the impact for existing 

residents.  

 

 

 
 

22.6 If,  during the plan period where all new development meets the tests as set out 

in the Residential Parking Decision Flow Diagram at Appendix 7.3 then yes it 

would be the City Council’s intention that from that time onwards all new housing 

throughout the city would be car free.  However, for that to be achieved many 

parts of the city currently underprovided for in terms of frequent bus services and 

convenience stores would have to be provided.  Paragraph 7.33 states that “The 

City Council will continue to work with the County Council to facilitate measures 

to maintain and enhance Oxford’s overall accessibility to ensure people have 

realistic options other than to drive into the city and district centres”.  In the 

absence of regular bus services this is not a sustainable option for many people.  

However, it is anticipated that over the plan period the city will develop in the 

area of improved public transport routes, particularly to the Eastern Arc to give 

people a realistic alternative to mobility other than using the private car.  It is 

important that the plan is written to ensure that it is future proofed; it would be 

of limited value if it did not achieve enough vision to go beyond the status quo of 

the current situation with regard to traffic and transport in the city.  

 

Have the Council looked into the practical implications of this policy? Is there 

any study which examines the potential effect of the car free housing policy on 

conditions in neighbouring streets, the availability of space in public car parks, 

and on parking in private car parks by agreement or for a fee? 

 

22.7 The implications of “high-car” housing in Oxford have already been proven to be 

problematic leading to levels of congestion and poor air quality in the city which 

have prompted the proposed introduction of a zero emission zone across the city 
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centre and traffic congestion management measures.  Both these measures will 

be introduced during the Plan period.  This Local Plan approach to car parking 

clearly correlates with these measures.  If Oxford is to achieve its ambition of 

becoming a “world class cycling city with improved air quality, reduced 

congestion and enhanced public realm” planning policies on car paring need to 

change..  An efficient free flowing public transport system, safe walking and 

cycling routes cannot be delivered if the city retains or even increases the number 

of cars coming into and moving across the city.  Policy M3 is an important part in 

the process of moving towards this change during the plan period and is in 

accordance with paragraph 103 of the NPPF.    

 

22.8 The council can agree the practical implications of this policy through individual 

transport plans and schemes.  The County Council is proposing bold measures to 

reduce travel demand and provide enhanced public transport, walking and cycling 

facilities, which will reduce the desire of residents moving to new housing 

developments in the city to own a car in the first place.  However, if there is 

unmet demand for parking, this can be managed as set out below: 

 

22.9 The impact on surrounding streets is not considered to justify a move away from 

the proposals set out for car free developments. The car-free requirement is 

limited to areas which have controlled parking zones, and which are by definition 

protected from overspill parking from car-free sites. Oxfordshire County Council 

can keep the effectiveness of restrictions within CPZs under review to ensure that 

the approach is effective.  

 

22.10 On and off street public parking (including park and ride car parks) in Oxford are 

almost exclusively managed by the city and county councils, and can therefore be 

effectively managed these through time limits and/or charges to ensure there is 

no unintended overspill into these parking areas from car-free sites and to 

protect the core functions of those car parks.  Even if residents of car-free sites 

decide to pay for space in private car parks then firstly,  the fee and likely distance 

from their home will act as a deterrent, meaning relatively few people are likely 

to take this option and secondly, residents will be occupying a space which would 

otherwise have been used by someone else, (and quite possibly an in-commuter) 

so the overall effect on traffic generation would be at worst neutral, and possible 

positive.   

 

22.11 In drafting the Local Plan and preparing the evidence base the council has given 

considerable thought and consideration to the approach and the practical 

implications of the motor vehicle parking policy. The City Council acknowledges 

that working in partnership with the county and their extensive experience of 

transport implementation in assessing the practical implications of a car free 
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policy is not the only measure in supporting this approach.  Other measures, 

beyond planning, are needed to ensure things are aligned for this policy to be 

effective.  It is not enough for both councils to achieve a downward pressure on 

parking across the city but this must also be aligned with investment in cycling, 

public transport and other measures to support the strategy.  This will be 

supported by Growth Deal and other investment, where a number of measures 

are already underway to improve cycling, public transport and pedestrian 

movement across the city, including the ‘Access to Headington’ scheme and 

improvements to Oxford’s radial routes. 

 

22.12 If Oxford is to ensure it makes the most efficient use of land then it has to make 

some challenging decisions particularly with regard to car use and parking levels.  

The Local Plan has taken an ambitious approach to car parking as set out in Policy 

M3 and detailed further in Appendix 7.3.  The City Council and County Council has 

been an active promoter of car clubs across the city and supports the County 

Council in their ambitions to introduce additional traffic congestion management 

measures alongside the expansion of the park and rides in and around Oxford.  It 

also supports the initiatives of the bus companies such as the recently introduced 

Pick Me Up system provided by Oxford Bus Company 

https://pickmeup.oxfordbus.co.uk/.  The City Council has also supported the bus 

company in transferring its fleet to low carbon, invested in operation of park and 

ride, working to reduce public car parking in the city centre to encourage use of 

public transport.  

 
 

Has the Council looked at the potential effects of its proposed car free policy on 

the profile of households that would occupy new housing: for example whether 

it would have the effect of limiting new housing opportunities within the city for 

different sectors of society; for example, whether it would reduce the likelihood 

of housing being occupied by families with children, less mobile people (but not 

registered disabled people who are catered for by the policy), and other groups 

in need of personal transport? 

 

22.13 The City Council has considered all users in the drafting of the policy and does not 

consider the policy would discriminate against any particular occupiers. The council 

recognises that some people will be “essential car users” owing to their 

occupations and as such would need to have access to a car parking space within 

proximity to their house.  This could be controlled by permit in a similar way to the 

CPZ permit scheme already in operation in many parts of the city.     Over the plan 

period a range of housing will be delivered in a wide range of locations.  As detailed 

earlier, housing sites would only be car free if they fulfill the requirements, namely 

proximity to a convenience store and provision of a frequent bus service.  In the 

absence of these measures the requirement to be car free housing would be 

https://pickmeup.oxfordbus.co.uk/
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unreasonable.  The City Council considers that there is enough flexibility in the 

policy to accommodate these issues and concerns. 

 

Parking standards– Paragraphs 5 and 6 of the policy are ambiguous. Paragraph 5 
refers to no increase in parking, but what baseline is this related to? Is this talking 
about extensions / expansion of existing sites?  Paragraph 6 talks about additional 
parking within new developments, but it is not clear what additional means – 
does it refer to provision above that allowed for in the parking standards? 

 

Appendix 7.3 is also unclear. It has a zero parking requirement for “existing 

employment uses” which presumably means extensions to existing employment 

uses. For “all other uses” – presumably including extensions to them – it states 

that these are to be determined through discussion in the light of the Transport 

Assessment and Travel Plan. If this interpretation is correct, it appears 

inconsistent to adopt a different approach towards parking for extensions to 

existing employment sites compared with extensions to other uses. Similarly, it 

would appear inconsistent to adopt a different approach to parking for 

extensions on existing employment sites compared with parking on new 

employment sites. The Council’s response to Set 1 of our questions and 

comments does not address this point. 
 

The appropriate approach in all cases would be evidence-based discussion in the 

light of the Transport Assessment and Travel Plan, subject to the overriding 

objective to limit parking to that necessary to ensure the effective operation of 

the activity whilst ensuring that the City’s environmental objectives are not 

compromised. We invite the Council to re-write these parts of the policy and the 

relevant part of Appendix 7 to reflect this. 

 

22.14 This response needs to be read in conjunction with the response to Question 8: Car 

parking.  The rational and justification of setting of local car parking standards 

within Oxford is justified in paragraphs 8.3 -8.9 of that response.  The City Council 

acknowledges that there has been a lack of clarity between the wording of Policy 

M3 and the site allocation policies and Appendix 7.3.  The suggested modifications 

set out below to Policy M3 and Appendix 7.3 pick up the points regarding non-

residential development in IC1.B.   

 

Suggested modifications to Policy M3: Motor Vehicle Parking  
 
In Controlled Parking Zones or employer-linked housing areas (where occupants do not have an 
operational need for a car) where development is located within a 400m walk to frequent (15 
minute) public transport services and within 800m walk to a local supermarket or equivalent 
facilities (measured from the mid-point of the proposed development) planning permission will 
only be granted for residential development* that is car-free. 
 
In all other locations, planning permission will only be granted where the relevant maximum 
standards set out in Appendix 7.3 are complied with. 
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Need for dDisabled parking provision must be provided considered in all residential 
development in accordance with the standards set out in Appendix 7.3. 
 
Parking for car club vehicles must be provided in all residential developments with the 
standards sets out in Appendix 7.3. 
 
The parking requirements 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 
 
*For the purposes of this policy, residential development includes C3 dwellings, C4 and Sui 
Generis, Houses in Multiple Occupation and all C2 development (residential institutions). 
 
 Suggested modifications to Appendix 7.3: Vehicular parking standards 

 
Vehicular parking standards: 

 

Policy M3 sets out Oxford City Council's policy on providing parking for new residential 
developments which would not be car free.  The standards below should be read alongside 
Policy M3 and its supporting text. 
 

Houses ( of any size) 
including HMOs 

1 space per house ( may be allocated or 
unallocated) 
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Flats ( of any size) Car-free, plus operational, disabled and car 
club parking up to 0.2 spaces per dwelling 

Wheelchair accessible or 
adaptable houses and fl ats 

1 space per dwelling, to be provided on-plot 
(must be designed for wheelchair users)  

Retirement homes 1 space per 2 residents’ rooms 

Sheltered/extra care homes 1 space per 2 homes plus 1 space per 2 staff 

Nursing homes 1 space per 3 residents’ rooms plus 1 space per 2 staff 

 
 

Dwellings (of any size)* 1 space per dwelling (to be provided within the 
development site, where feasible) and car club parking 
up to 0.2 spaces per dwelling. 

Houses in Multiple 
Occupation (HMOs) 

Parking standards to be decided case by case on their 
merit. 

Wheelchair accessible or 
adaptable houses and flats 

1 space per dwelling, to be provided within the curtilage 
of the dwelling (this must be designed in accordance 
with Part M of Building Regulations).  

Retirement homes 1 space per 2 homes plus 1 space per 2 staff 

Sheltered/extra care homes 1 space per 2 homes plus 1 space per 2 staff 

Nursing homes 1 space per 3 residents’ rooms plus 1 space per 2 staff 

Student Accommodation 0 spaces per resident room. Operational parking and 
disabled parking to be considered on a case by case 
basis in accordance with Policy H8. 

*Any parking provided on plot to be excluded from a permit for any future CPZ and only 1 
permit to be provided per dwelling on street where not provided on plot.  

 

Disabled Parking: 

On developments of 4 or more homes, wheelchair accessible or adaptable homes should 
provide allocated disabled parking, irrespective of location. On sites of 20 or more homes 
disabled parking should be provided for at least 5% of dwellings. Provision for disabled parking 
will be considered on a case by case basis and be determined through pre-application 
meetings/planning applications in the light of their Transport Assessment and Travel Plan. 
Where dDisabled parking is provided it should have level access to, and be within 50 metres of, 
the building entrance which it is intended to serve. 

 

Powered Two Wheelers: 

Residential  1 space per 5 dwellings 

Non-residential developments 1 space per 400m2 up to 2000m2, 1 space per 

1000m2 thereafter. 

 

Non-residential development: 

Existing employment uses  No additional increase in parking spaces 

All other uses All other uses To be determined through pre-
application 
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The approach towards reducing parking on existing operational sites does not 

appear in this policy but is included in a number of the site specific policies. We 

have already commented on this approach in our first set of questions and will 

be replying to the Council’s response in due course. 
 

22.15 The response has been noted and the suggested modification has been 

incorporated. Please see response to IC1.B. We have suggested that the references 

to parking be removed from the site allocation policies with the only exceptions 

being those sites where a public car park is to be replaced as part of redevelopment. 

The affected policies are set out in our response to IC1.B. 
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Q23. Policy M5: Cycle parking  
 

What survey work has been carried out to support the cycle parking standards 

set out in Appendix 7.4? 
 

Is it a mistake that Appendix 7.4 requires 4 cycle spaces for a 1 or 2 bedroom 

dwelling? 

 

Oxford Brookes University states that 75% of the cycle parking spaces on its site 

are unused. Please can the Council point towards any practical survey work and 

discussions with the academic institutions that provides support for the standard 

of 3 cycles for 4 student bedrooms? Would this standard lead to an unnecessary 

amount of land being devoted to unused cycle parking? 
 
 

23.1 The bicycle standards are the same as those in the adopted Sites and Housing Plan 

Policy HP15.   No further survey work has been undertaken in preparing these 

cycle parking standards. 

 

23.2 It is a mistake where reference is made to the provision of at least 4 cycle parking 

spaces for a 1 or 2 bedroom dwelling. The standard should be modified in the 

appendix to read at least 2 spaces for a 1 or 2 bedroom dwelling (refer to table at 

the end of the question)  

 

23.3 The Oxford Brookes University (OBU) Reg. 19 response made specific reference to 

the draft Policy M5 removing the caveat from the current Sites and Housing Plan 

Policy HP15 which required cycle parking provision at a rate of 1 space per 2 

bedrooms where located close to an institution where most of its occupants will 

be studying.  The Reg. 19 response also referenced the Transport Statement 

submitted in support of the recent application by the University for development 

at Clive Booth Student Village (planning application ref. 18/02587/FUL).  This 

statement (Annex 10 of the Environmental Statement submitted in support of the 

application) made reference to available cycle parking capacity and current usage 

on the site with evidence obtained from two surveys undertaken.  The surveys 

concluded that at this specific site cycle parking provision was underused with 

OBU citing the reason for under usage as being due to the site’s close proximity to 

the Headington Campus. 

 

23.4 The adopted Sites and Housing Plan Policy HP15 included the following “For 

student accommodation located close to the institution where most of its 

occupants will be studying, planning permission may be granted where a reduced 

standard of 1 space for every 2 study bedrooms is provided”.  The text supporting 

this policy stated “Sufficient, high-quality cycle parking is especially important for 
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student accommodation, as it is car-free. The minimum standards for student 

accommodation reflect that more students are likely to cycle in Oxford if they live 

away from their place of study (whereas those within close proximity are likely to 

walk” (paragraph A3.30). 

 

23.5 It is acknowledged that previous policies have allowed a reduction in cycle parking 

standards where student accommodation is located close to a place of study and 

therefore it is recommended that this be added to the draft Policy M5 and its 

supporting text.  In addition to this the bicycle parking standards referenced in 

Appendix 7.4 should be changed to ensure they are the same as the standards in 

the current Sites and Housing Plan and to allow for spare unused capacity to be 

utilized where it is in an appropriate location on site. This would need to be 

demonstrated through a Transport Assessment.  This modification is in line with 

existing practice in the city. 

 

Suggested Modification to Policy M5 

 

Policy M5: BicCycle Parking 

 

Planning permission will only be granted for development that complies with or exceeds the 

minimum bicycle parking provision as set out in Appendix 7.4. 

 

Provision of bicycle parking lower than the minimum standards set out in Appendix 7.4 may be 

acceptable for new student accommodation that is located close to the institution where most of its 

occupants will be studying and/or where it is adequately demonstrated through a transport 

assessment that there is existing unused cycle capacity available, in appropriate locations and of an 

appropriate design standard on site, to accommodate the increased number of bedrooms. 

 

BicCycle parking should be, well designed and well located, convenient, secure, covered (where 

possible enclosed) and provide level, unobstructed external access to the street.  BicCycle parking 

should be designed to accommodate an appropriate amount of parking for the needs of disabled 

people, bicycle trailers, and cargo bicycles, as well as and facilities for electric charging 

infrastructure.  

 

For new non-residential development, the City Council will seek the provision of showers and 

changing facilities in accordance with the thresholds and minimum standards set out in Appendix 

7.4. 

 

Where opportunities to do so arise in relation to development, consideration should be given for 

the provision of space for storage of dockless bikecycles.   

 

Suggested Modification to Appendix 7.4 

 

7.4 Minimum BicCycle Parking Standards 
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Houses and flats up to 2 bedrooms At least 42 spaces per dwelling 

Houses and flats of 3 or more bedrooms At least 3 spaces per dwelling 

Student Accommodation At least 3 spaces for every 4 study 

bedrooms unless site specific evidence 

indicates otherwise in accordance with 

Policy M5. 

HMOs At least 1 space per occupant  

Hotel/Guest Houses At least 1 spaces per 5 non-resident staff 

(or other people). Plus 1 space per 

resident staff 

Shops (A1) other than non-food retail 

warehouses, financial and professional 

services (A2)  

1 space per 11m2 

Businesses (B1)  1 space per 90m2 or 1 space per 5 staff of 

other people 

Food and Drink (A3-5) 1 space per 40m2 public floor space 

Non-food retail warehouses including 

garden centres (A1) 

1 space per 400m2 

General industry 

(B2/warehousing/distribution (B8)/traders’ 

merchants (A1) 

As B1 up to 235m2. 1 space per 5 staff (or 

other people). 

Places of assembly including cinemas, 

theatres, stadiums and concert halls. 

4 spaces per 10 seats up to 1,000 seats; 1 

space per 100 seats thereafter. 

Places of worship/community centres/ 

public halls 

2 spaces per 20m2 of seating/assembly 

floorspace 

Libraries 1 space per 200m2 

Medical clinics/dentists 1 space per treatment room plus 1 space 

per 5 staff or other people 

Hospitals 1 space per 5 staff or other people 

Public sports facilities 1 space per 5 staff (or other people) plus 

additional provision to be determined on 

its merits with the following guideline; 1 

space per 105m2. In TDAs, additional 

provision should be increased to 1:55m2 

and in the TCA to 1:35m2. 

Primary/junior schools 1 space per 10 5 pupils. Plus 1 space per 

3 staff (or other people).  

Secondary/senior schools 1 space per 2 pupils. Plus 1 space per 3 

staff (or other people). 

Non-residential higher/further education 1 space per 2 students (based on 

anticipated peak number of students on-

site at any one time). Plus 1 space per 5 

staff. 

Other developments To be treated on their individual merits, 

guided by the general principle of 1 

space per 5 people.  
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Q24. Policy V1: Ensuring the vitality of centres  
 

We have read the background justification for the retail impact assessment 

threshold, which makes reference to comparable-sized units, but has any 

analysis of potential trade draw or trade impact (as opposed to unit sizes) been 

carried out to support the threshold? 
 

Should the policy make it clear that the plan’s allocations are exempted from the 

need for a retail impact assessment? 
 

24.1 The Oxford City Council Retail and Leisure Study (May 2017) (RTL.1) prepared by Carter 

Jonas provides the overall evidence base that set outs in paragraphs 14.42-14.50 some 

further background information to support the use of local thresholds in Oxford. In 

particular paragraph 14.43 shows how the approach taken does positively respond to 

the requirements set out in Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) published in March 2014, 

which sets out six criterion that need to be considered. The Oxford Retail and Leisure 

Study (ORLS) does provide detailed quantitative and qualitative assessments which use 

an economic model to assess the capacity for and impact of new retail development 

and investment. This included an assessment of ‘market share analysis’ in paragraphs 

12.15-12.17, and the ‘inflow (Trade Draw) from outside the Study Area was assessed 

for the City centre (20% non-food and 10% food), District centres and out-of-centre 

locations. In the case of the City centre the trade draw for non-food was considered to 

be 20% and for food 10%. In the case of District centres  and in particular Cowley 

Centre and Summertown an assumption of 10% for non-food was considered 

appropriate, whilst in the case of the other District centres only a 5% draw from non-

food and food was assumed and in the case of Blackbird Leys no inflow. In terms of 

out-of-centre locations including Botley Road Retail Park a 10% draw was considered 

appropriate whilst in the case of Oxford Retail Park and Horspath Driftway Retail Park a 

5% trade draw for non-food and food was assumed.  In the case of Blackbird Leys and 

local centres no trade draw was assumed, since they largely serve a local resident 

catchment population. 

 

24.2 Therefore, whilst the Retail, Leisure and Vibrancy of Centres Background Paper does 

set out the case for a lower threshold which focuses on the size of the proposed 

threshold (350 sqm), clearly the ORLS provides the detailed evidence base for the 

wider assessment of the threshold. The consultants therefore concluded in paragraph 

14.44 of their study that the ‘quantitative and qualitative research evidence indicates 

that the main towns and smaller centres appear to be vital and viable, they are 

nevertheless vulnerable to increased competition from out-of-centre retailing and the 

growth of internet shopping.’  

 

24.3 In relation to the application of the threshold the City Council considers that a 

modification to Policy V1 should be made to the plan to make it clear that those sites 
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allocated for retail development should not be required to comply with the proposed 

retail impact assessment threshold.  The suggested modification to Policy V1 is set out 

below.  

 

Suggested modification to the fourth paragraph of Policy V1 
Planning applications for retail and leisure development outside centres which are 350m2 (gross) or 
more, must be accompanied by an ‘impact assessment’ and as part of such an assessment, 
demonstrate with evidence that there will be no adverse impact on the vitality and viability of the 
existing centres, and that good accessibility is available for walking, cycling and public transport. Sites 
allocated for retail development in section 9 (Areas of Change and Site Allocations) will be exempt from 
the requirement to comply with the retail impact assessment threshold.  
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Q25. Policy V2: Shopping frontages in the city centre  
 

Has any survey work and analysis been carried out to assess whether this degree 

of prescription and control over the proportion of retail uses is necessary or 

desirable, in the light of (a) changing retail patterns and (b) the impact of the 

Westgate Centre? 
 

Is “the proportion of units” in line 5 of criterion (c) meant to say more (as it 

does in Policy V3)? – at the present time it is not clear.  
 

Criterion (g) gives the Council the opportunity to decide arbitrarily what does 

and does not add to the diversity and range of uses available to shoppers and 

visitors, leading potentially to inconsistent approaches being taken to 

applications for development within the same use class. Prospective applicants 

would not be able to tell whether their proposal would be likely to meet with 

approval. In consequence the criterion is unclear and ineffective as it stands, 

and it should instead be re-written to express encouragement to proposals 

that add to the diversity and range of uses.  
 

Surveys and analysis 

25.1 The Oxford Retail and Leisure Study (March 2017) (RTL.1) considered in detail within 

Section 3 of the study the retail and town centre trends that were currently taking 

place within the Oxford centres and those forecast for the future. The consultants then 

carried out health checks for the City and District centres (Sections 5-11), which 

involved detailed survey and analysis work that provided the context for their 

assessment of the proposed policy approach that should be taken forward. As a result 

of the survey and analysis work undertaken by the consultants (Carter Jonas) their 

advice as set out in paragraph 14.55 of the ORLS study was to adopt a ‘hybrid’ policy 

for Primary and Secondary frontages. This approach recommended retaining a 70% of 

Class A1 type uses and 85% of Class A uses in the Primary Shopping Frontage (PRS) but 

allowing for an ‘exception’, for other town centre uses (as defined by the NPPF) where 

they would not have a significant adverse impact on the role and function of the 

centre. In relation to the Secondary Shopping Frontages (SSF the proposal was to 

maintain 85% of Class A uses.  

 

25.2 The City Council considered that greater flexibility would be required in the future for 

other uses in the Primary Shopping Frontages, given the recent opening of the 

Westgate Shopping Centre. Policy V2 therefore proposes seeking to maintain 60% 

Class A1 units within the Primary Shopping Frontage and 40% in the rest of the 

Shopping Frontage (Secondary areas). Whilst in both cases other town centre uses 

would be supported providing the overall level does not fall below 85% of all Class A 

uses.  
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25.3 The City Council’s survey (March 2019) for the Primary Shopping Frontage, (to be 

added to evidence base), reflects the latest position and fully takes into account the 

impact of the completed new Westgate Shopping Development. This assessment 

shows that the proportion of Class A1 uses to be 75.9% and Class A uses to be 99.49%. 

This does allow for considerable flexibility in the application of Policy V2 which for 

Primary Shopping Frontages does seek to maintain 60% of all units to be in Class A1 

(retail) uses, allowing for changes of use to Class A (A2-A5) and the potential for ‘other 

town centre’ uses, providing it meets the Class A1 (retail) threshold and that the 

overall level of Class A uses does not fall below 85% of the total number of units within 

the Primary Frontage in the city centre. The vacancy level for the Primary Shopping 

Frontage in the city centre is 16.9%, which is higher than previously but does not take 

into account the significant additional supply of new retail and service units recently 

completed at the Westgate Shopping Centre, which has its own thresholds reflecting 

the original mix of uses. The Westgate Shopping Development comprises an additional 

108 units, which the survey showed included 77.7% of Class A1 (retail) uses and 95.3% 

of Class A uses. Policy V2 threshold as it applies to the Westgate seeks to ensure that 

the proportion of Class A1 (retail) uses does not fall below 60% of the total number of 

units, whilst Class A2-A5 uses which is currently 17.5% should not fall below 20% of the 

total. The overall vacancy rate was assessed to be 14.8%, which reflected the on-going 

completion of the site following its opening when there were still a few units available 

to let.   

 

25.4 In addition those other defined areas (secondary locations) within the City centre 

provides further scope for a range of other uses, which were also subject to the City 

Council’s survey (March 2019), which took account of the impact of the Westgate 

development. This assessment showed the proportion of Class A1 (retail) uses to be 

44.3%, whilst the proportion of Class A uses to be 89.8%. As a measure of the vitality 

and viability of these areas the vacancy rate was assessed to be 12.7%, which given the 

nature of these locations within the City centre does appear to represent a reasonable 

level.   

 

25.5 Policy V2 is in essence a ‘hybrid’ policy that does set clear thresholds (Primary and rest 

of shopping frontage) for seeking to maintain a reasonable proportion of Class A1 

(retail) uses together with the flexibility for allowing both other Class A uses and ‘other 

town centre’ uses. The surveys show that the thresholds for the Primary and other 

areas (secondary) are considered to be necessary and appropriate to secure some 

retail uses that help to underpin the vitality and viability of the City centre. The 

proposed policy approach does however positively respond to the changing retail 

patterns and the impact of the Westgate Shopping Centre and does allow a reasonable 

amount of flexibility to ensure that the desired mix of uses can be delivered. In 

addition the ‘exceptions test’ makes it clear how further flexibility does allow the 

thresholds to be breached, subject to satisfying set criteria.  
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Impact of Westgate 

25.6 A report was prepared by the Economic Development Manager to Scrutiny Committee 

on the 4th December 2018, which assessed the impact of the opening of the Westgate 

Shopping Development on the local economy, local traders and visitor numbers. This 

report summarised the scale of the Westgate development which opened in October 

2017 part of a two year development programme that comprised an 800,000 sqft 

scheme (470,00 sqft additional floorspace) with 125 stores and restaurants and a 

cinema. The report considered the wider economic and social factors affecting High 

Streets generally; Westgate’s performance; and the employment impact creating over 

2,000 FTE jobs. A comparison was also undertaken between the previous vacancy rates 

before (November 2017) and after Westgate (November 2018). The key findings of this 

assessment are set out in the table below. 

 

Table 25.1: Key findings of the comparison of vacancy rates before (November 2017) and 

after Westgate (November 2018) 

Retail survey 2017 
Primary Frontages 
 

Retail survey 2018 
Primary Frontages 
 

Retail survey 2017 
Secondary frontages 

Retail survey 2018 
Secondary frontages 

Retail (75%) Retail (78%) Retail (49%) Retail (45%) 

Offices (11%) Offices (7%) Offices (8%) Offices (6%) 

Food and drink (13%) Food and drink (12%) Food and drink (31%) Food and drink (40%) 

Vacancies (8.4%) Vacancies (8.8%) Vacancies (6.8%) Vacancies (10.3%) 
 

25.7 The report refers to some Centre for Cities data published in June 2018, which provides 

some helpful benchmarking. It shows that the average vacancy rate in England and 

Wales is 16%. The best performing locations include Cambridge and Brighton at 8%, 

similar to Oxford, whilst the worst performing includes Newport at 28%.   

 

25.8 In summary, the report concludes that ‘the early signs are positive in terms of the 

impact of this major development’. Although it recognises that concerns over vacant 

units are understandable, it highlights the important trend that ‘new investments 

within the older stock and new occupiers are likely to come forward’. The change in 

the profile occupier is one that is expected to continue as part of the long-term process 

of change that does however need to be kept under review.  The report recognises 

that ‘there are a range of dynamic factors at play  and the Westgate Centre cannot be 

isolated as the only factor impacting the trading environment within the city centre.’ 

The City Council do however continue work closely with all stakeholders through ‘the 

city centre Task Force and Talk of the Town’ who comprise a representative group of 

businesses who work collaboratively with the City Council to ensure the successful day-
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to-day operation of the city centre and work towards the development of a shared 

vision.  

 
25.9 In order to ensure the policy is effective the council have suggested modifications to 

seek to address the issues identified in the question relating to Criterion (c) and (g). 

 

Suggested modification to Policy V2: Shopping Frontages in the city centre  
 
Planning permission will only be granted at ground floor level within the city centre for the following 
uses: 

a) Class A1 (retail) uses; or 
b) Class A2 – A5 (financial and professional services, restaurant, pub and take-away) uses where 

the proposed development would not result in the proportion of units at ground floor level in 
Class A1 use falling below 60% of the total number of units within the defined Primary 
Shopping Frontage or 40% of units in the rest of the Shopping Frontage;  or 

c) Other town centre uses where the proposed development would not result in the proportion 
of units at ground floor level in A1 use falling below 60% of the total number of units in the 
Primary Shopping Frontage or below 40% of the total number of units in the rest of the 
Shopping Frontage and where the proportion of Class A units at ground floor level does not fall 
below 85% in the Primary Shopping Frontage or the rest of the Shopping Frontage,  and in all 
cases where proposals for these other town centre uses: 
i) promote the diversity of and range of uses available to shoppers and visitors to the centre, 

enhancing their experience; and 
ii)   promote an active street frontage both in terms of increasing footfall and retaining an 

active window display.  
It is also encouraged that proposals for other town centre uses add to the diversity and range of uses 

available to shoppers and visitors to the centre, enhancing their experience. 

 
In exceptional circumstances, planning permission will be granted for changes of use from A1 or other 
A class uses to other town centre uses that would lead to a breach of the percentage thresholds, if it is 
demonstrated that changes in the retail circumstances of Oxford city centre mean that there is no 
longer demand for the existing levels of A1 or other A class units, and if sufficiently robust  evidence is 
provided to clearly demonstrate that the uses proposed would not adversely impact the function, 
vitality and viability of the particular street frontage itself or the shopping frontage as a whole. The 
following criteria must all be satisfied: 

d) marketing of the property for its existing use for at least a year, at a realistic price,  and 
evidence of lack of interest clearly shown to demonstrate a lack of viability; and 

e) evidence of changing retail needs in Oxford city centre; and     
f) it would not result in such a concentration of a particular Class A use, other than Class A1 

(retail), that it would lead to a significant interruption of the shopping frontage, reducing its 
character, attractiveness and function (considered to be if there are more than 4 adjoining 
units within the same use class (other than A1)); and 

g) it promotes the diversity of and range of uses available to shoppers and visitors to the centre, 
enhancing their experience; and 

h) it would make better and more efficient use of the upper floors where relevant, introducing 
new uses, such as residential and or office space for start-ups and incubator / innovation uses; 
and 

i) it promotes an active street frontage both in terms of increasing footfall and retaining an 
active window display. 
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It is also encouraged that proposals add to the diversity and range of uses available to shoppers and 

visitors to the centre, enhancing their experience. 

 
Planning permission will not be granted within the Westgate Shopping Centre where it would result in 
a change to the established and approved mix of uses4, which are as follows:  

j) Class A1 (retail) uses: no less than 60% 
k) Class A2 – A5 (financial and professional services, restaurant, pub and take-away) uses: no less 

than 20% 
l) Class D2 (assembly and leisure) uses: the existing library floorspace should be maintained 

 
The Shopping Frontages are defined on the Policies Map.       
 

 

 
 

  

                                                           
4
 The mix of uses is established in the outline planning permission 13/02557/OUT 
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Q26. Policy V3: The Covered Market  
 

As with Policy V2, Criterion (i) gives the Council the opportunity to decide 

arbitrarily what does and does not add to the diversity and range of uses 

available to shoppers and visitors, leading potentially to inconsistent approaches 

being taken to different kinds of activity within the same use class. Prospective 

applicants would not be able to tell whether their proposal would be likely to 

meet with approval. In consequence the criterion is unclear and ineffective as it 

stands, and it should instead be re-written to express encouragement to 

proposals that add to the diversity and range of uses. 

 

26.1 In the light of the concerns expressed by the Inspectors the City Council have suggest 

that the policy is amended to rely solely on the thresholds for the implementation of 

Policy V3 as set out in the first paragraph of criterion (c) concerned with the proportion 

of ‘other town centre’ uses that would be supported only where the total proportion 

of Class A1, 3, 4 and 5 uses does not fall below 80% of the total number of units within 

the market. The references to diversity and range of uses have been changed to reflect 

an encouragement rather than requirement as suggested by the Inspectors. The 

suggested modification is set out below.  

 

Suggested modification to Policy V3: The Covered Market 
Planning permission will only be granted within the Covered Market for the following uses: 
a) Class A1 (retail) uses; or 

b) Class A3, A4 and A5 (restaurant, pub and take-away) uses where the proposed development would not 

result in the proportion of units at ground floor level in Class A1 use falling below 50% of the total 

number of units within the market; or  

c) Other appropriate town centre uses (excluding for example offices (B1a) and hotels)  where the 

proportion of A1 does not fall below 50% of the total number of units within the Covered Market and 

where the total proportion of Class A1, 3 and 5 uses does not fall below 80% of the total number of 

units within the market. 

All proposals for uses other than A1, A3, A4 or A5 should provide evidence to demonstrate that the 
proposed uses would not adversely impact the character, function, vitality and viability of the market by 
satisfying the following criteria: 

i) it promotes the diversity of and range of uses available to shoppers and visitors to the market, 
enhancing their experience; 

ii) it promotes an active frontage in terms retaining an active window display; 
 

All proposals for uses other than A1, A3, A4 or A5 should promote an active frontage in terms retaining an 

active window display. It is also encouraged that proposals for uses other than A1, A3, A4 or A5 add to the 

diversity and range of uses available to shoppers and visitors to the market, enhancing their experience. 

 
Planning permission will only be granted for alterations to or extensions of the Covered Market when it can 
be demonstrated that their design is informed by an understanding of the unique qualities and heritage 
interest of the Covered Market itself its setting.   
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Q27. Policy V4: District and Local Centre Shopping Frontages  
 

Please will the Council explain the reason for the differences in the percentage 

figures applied to the different shopping centres, including drawing attention 

to any relevant survey work. 
 

Why isn’t there an “exceptional circumstances” clause for the District Centres as 

there is for the other kinds of centre? 
 

As with Policies V2 and V3, Criterion (p) gives the Council the opportunity to 

decide arbitrarily what does and does not add to the diversity and range of uses 

available to shoppers and visitors, leading potentially to inconsistent approaches 

being taken to different kinds of activity within the same use class. Prospective 

applicants would not be able to tell whether their proposal would be likely to 

meet with approval. In consequence the criterion is unclear and ineffective as it 

stands, and it should be re-written to express encouragement to proposals that 

add to the diversity and range of uses. 
 

27.1 The City Council  regularly undertake surveys of the City and District centres to monitor 

their vitality and viability and to provide an evidence base for informing decisions on 

existing adopted frontage policies. The overall policy approach is positive in seeking to 

allow for greater scope for other Class A uses together with ‘other town centre’ uses, 

whilst maintaining an appropriate proportion of Class A1 (retail) uses that reflects the 

particular circumstances of each respective centre. The latest surveys were undertaken 

in March 2019. These are set out in the table below. 

Table 27.1 Survey results for the District Centres, March 2019 

District Centre Class A1 
(retail) % 

Proposed threshold 
policy to maintain 
Class A1 (retail) % 

Class A uses % Proposed 
threshold policy to 
maintain Class 
uses A2-A5 
% 

Cowley centre 74.4% 60% 91.4% 85% 

Cowley Road 48.5% 50% 93.7% 85% 

Headington 59% 50% 93.6% 85% 

Summertown 60.1% 50% 95.1% 85% 

Blackbird Leys 53.8% 40% 100% 85% 

 

27.2 The policy approach taken towards the District centres recognises the higher 

proportion of Class A1 uses within the Cowley centre as opposed to the other District 

centres. Cowley Road, Headington and Summertown do have comparative proportions 

of Class A1 uses; whilst Blackbird Leys does have significantly lower level. These 

differences are reflected in the thresholds for each District centre. The survey results 

for the Cowley Centre show that there is a reasonable amount of flexibility to allow for 
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a greater mix of uses, both other Class A uses and ‘other town centre’ uses. There is 

some flexibility in the Cowley Road but greater flexibility in both Headington and 

Summertown to allow new Class A and ‘other town centre’ uses to be introduced into 

these District Centres. In Blackbird Leys there is some scope for Class A and ‘other town 

centre’ uses. In addition to the thresholds Policy V4 does allow for ‘exceptional 

circumstances’ to be demonstrated subject to meeting the stated criterion, which does 

allow greater flexibility to reflect the changes to the retail / service landscape and the 

impact of on-line retailing. The latest survey results are set out in the table below. 

Table 27.2 Survey results for the Local Centres, March 2019 

Local Centre Class A1 
(retail) %  

Proposed threshold 
policy to maintain 
Class A1 (retail) % 

Class A 
uses % 

Proposed 
threshold policy to 
maintain Class 
uses A2-A5 
% 

New Marston 53% 40% 86.6% 85% 

St. Clements Area  55.1% 40%   91.8% 85% 

Rosehill 42.8% 40%   90.4% 85% 

Jericho 44.4% 40%   97% 85% 

Little Clarendon Street 
Area 

65.9% 40% 100% 85% 

North Parade Area 54.1% 40%   91.6% 85% 

 

27.3 The implementation of Policy V4 for these local centres would therefore allow for a 

greater mix of Class A (A2-A5) uses within the local centres. In the case of North Parade 

however whilst there would be scope for other Class A uses to be permitted given the 

present mix of uses ‘other town centre uses’ would be limited by the proposed 

threshold. We acknowledge that the ‘exceptional circumstances’ as drafted only 

mentions district centres and this should also reference local circumstances to offer 

the opportunity for ‘other town centre’ uses to be permitted even though the 

threshold is breached, providing the stated criterion could be met.  

 

27.4 The suggested modification also includes changes to the reference to diversity and 

range of uses so that it is an encouragement rather than requirement as suggested by 

the Inspectors. The suggested modification is set out below.  

 

Policy V4: District and Local Centre Shopping Frontages 
 
Planning permission will only be granted at ground floor level within District and Local Centre 
Shopping Frontages for the following uses: 
 
District Centres: 
Cowley Centre District Centre: 

a) Class A1 (retail) uses; or 
b) Class A2 – A5 (financial and professional services, restaurant, pub and take-away) 

uses where the proposed development would not result in the proportion of units at 
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ground floor level in Class A1 use falling below 60% of the total number of units 
within the defined Shopping Frontage; or 

c) Other town centre uses where the proportion of A1 does not fall below 60% of the 
total number of units within the defined Shopping Frontage and where the 
proportion of Class A uses does not fall below 85% of the total number of units 
defined within the Shopping Frontage.  

East Oxford-Cowley Road, Headington, and Summertown District Centres:  
d) Class A1 (retail) uses; or 
e) Class A2 – A5 (financial and professional services, restaurant, pub and take-away) 

uses where the proposed development would not result in the proportion of units at 
ground floor level in Class A1 use falling below 50% of the total number of units 
within the defined Shopping Frontage; or 

f) Other town centre uses where the proportion of A1 does not fall below 50% of the 
total number of units within the defined Shopping Frontage and the proportion of 
Class A uses does not fall below 85% of the total number of units within the defined 
Shopping Frontage. 

Blackbird Leys District Centre:  
g) Class A1 (retail) uses; or 
h) Class A2 – A5 (financial and professional services, restaurant, pub and take-away) 

uses where the proposed development would not result in the proportion of units at 
ground floor level in Class A1 use falling below 40% of the total number of units 
within the defined Shopping frontage; or 

i) Other town centre uses where the proportion of A1 does not fall below 40% of the 
total number of units within the defined Shopping Frontage and the proportion of 
Class A uses does not fall below 85% of the total number of units within the defined 
Shopping Frontage.  

  
Local Centres: 

j) Class A1 (retail) uses; or 
k) Class A2 – A5 (financial and professional services, restaurant, pub and take-away) 

uses where the proposed development would not result in the proportion of units at 
ground floor level in Class A1 use falling below 40% of the total number of units 
within the defined Shopping Frontage; or 

l) Other town centre uses where the proportion of A1 does not fall below 40% of the 
total number of units within the defined Shopping Frontage and the proportion of 
Class A uses does not fall below 85% of the total number of units within the defined 
Shopping Frontage. 

 
In exceptional circumstances, planning permission will be granted for changes of use from A class 
uses to other town centre uses that would lead to a breach of the percentage thresholds, if it is 
demonstrated that changes in the retail circumstances of the local or district centres means that 
there is no longer demand for the existing levels of A1 or other A class units, and if sufficiently robust 
evidence is provided to clearly demonstrate that the uses proposed would not adversely impact the 
function, vitality and viability of the shopping frontage as a whole. The  following criteria must all be 
satisfied: 

m) marketing of the property for its existing use for at least a year, at a realistic 
price,  and evidence of lack of interest clearly shown to demonstrate a lack of 
viability; and 

n) evidence of changing retail needs in the district centre; and 
o) the proposal would not result in such a concentration of a particular Class A use, 

other than Class A1 (retail), that it would lead to a significant interruption of the 
shopping frontage, reducing its character, attractiveness and function (considered to 
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be if there are more than 4 adjoining units within the same use class (other than 
A1)); and 

p) it promotes the diversity of and range of uses available to shoppers and visitors to 
the centre, enhancing their experience; and 

q) it would make better and more efficient use of the upper floors where relevant, 
introducing new uses, such as residential and or office space for start-ups and 
incubator / innovation uses; and 

r) it promotes an active street frontage both in terms of increasing footfall and 
retaining an active window display. 

It is also encouraged that proposals add to the diversity and range of uses available to shoppers 

and visitors to the local or district centre, enhancing their experience. 

 
The Shopping Frontages in each District Centre and Local Centre are defined on the Policies Map. 
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Q28. Policy V5: Sustainable tourism  
Please can the Council highlight how this policy relates to any overall policy for 

the management of tourism. 
 

It is not clear from the policy itself whether it applies to the expansion of 

existing accommodation as well as completely new visitor accommodation. 

Paragraph 8.15 supports the modernisation of existing sites, but this does not 

appear in the policy; “modernisation” in itself does not require planning 

permission, and does not mean the same as expansion. The approach to the 

development and expansion of existing sites should be made clear in the policy. 
 

Given the very high demand for hotel accommodation, is there a good reason for 

the policy to be so restrictive in terms of its locational criteria and would it rule 

out appropriate sites? There are other policies in the plan which seek to protect 

residential accommodation and living conditions, so is this locational restriction 

necessary? 
 

Criterion (j) gives the Council the opportunity to decide arbitrarily what does and 

does not add to the cultural diversity of Oxford, leading potentially to 

inconsistent approaches being taken to different kinds of activity within the same 

use class. Prospective applicants would not be able to tell whether their proposal 

would be likely to meet with approval. In consequence the criterion is unclear 

and ineffective as it stands, and it should be re-written to express 

encouragement to proposals that add to the cultural diversity of Oxford. 
 

Location 

28.1 Policy V5 (Sustainable Tourism) reflects this broad spatial policy approach and 

therefore seeks to direct key tourist related uses such as short-stay accommodation to 

the City and District centres together with main arterial routes. Whilst Policy V6 

(Cultural and social activities) takes a similar approach. This over-arching policy 

approach reflects the approach to ‘town centres’ set out in the NPPF. 

 

28.2 Policy V1 (Ensuring the vitality of centres) makes it clear that planning permission will 

be granted for the development of ‘other town centre’ uses, which amongst others 

includes tourism, leisure, entertainment, arts and cultural uses. The city centre and 

district centres already provide a key focus for tourist related uses and these areas are 

best suited to accommodate uses in order to manage the pressures and impacts that 

these activities can create. 

 

28.3 Directing development for these uses to existing centres, reduces the need to travel 

because of the variety of facilities in one place and maximises the opportunity to use 

existing routes and networks to travel by walking, cycling and public transport. Given 

the acute shortage of housing in Oxford there is a strong resistance to the loss of 

existing housing accommodation to other uses and therefore the need for new 
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developments not to adversely impact on residential amenity. Oxford is a constrained 

city with limited opportunities for new development and its urban area tightly 

constrained by both its administrative boundaries and the Green Belt. In these 

circumstances whilst there is a high demand for hotel accommodation this needs to 

balanced against other competing uses, not least the City’s key priority to maximise 

housing development.      

 

Expansion  

28.4 Paragraph 8.15 does state that the amount and diversity of short-stay accommodation 

to meet the need identified will be provided ‘by permitting new sites’ and by 

‘protecting and modernising existing sites.’ To add clarity it is suggested that Paragraph 

8.15 and Policy V5 is modified to remove ‘modernisation’ and include an allowance for 

‘expansion’ of existing sites. This is set out below.   

 

Criterion (j) 

28.5 In relation to criterion (j) the City Council recognises the need to amend this criterion 

to give prospective applicants more clarity and reflect an encouragement rather than 

requirement.   
 

Suggested modification to Policy V5: Sustainable Tourism 
 
Planning permission will only be granted for the development of new sites and the expansion of existing 
sites for holiday and other short stay accommodation in the following locations: in the City Centre, in 
District Centres, on sites allocated for that purpose, and on Oxford’s main arterial roads where there is 
frequent and direct public transport to the city centre.5 
 
Proposals for short stay accommodation must also meet all the following criteria:  

a) it is acceptable in terms of access, parking, highway safety, traffic generation, pedestrian and 
cycle movements 

b) there is no loss of residential dwelling; and 
c) it will not result in an unacceptable level of noise and disturbance to nearby residents. 

 
Planning permission will only be granted for the change of use from holiday and other short-stay 
accommodation when any of the following criteria are met: 

d) no other occupier can be found following a realistic effort to market the premises  as set out in 
Appendix 8.1, for continued use as holiday and other short stay accommodation (whether or 
not of the same form the existing use); or 

e) evidence of non-viability is submitted; or 
f) the accommodation is in a location unsuitable for the use as demonstrated by being contrary to 

the location requirements or any of the criteria a-c above.  
 
Planning permission will be granted for new tourist attractions where proposals meet all of the 
following criteria:  

                                                           
5
 Abingdon Road, Banbury Road, Botley Road, Cowley Road, Iffley Road, London Road, Marston Road, Oxford 

Road, Woodstock Road 
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g) they are realistically and easily accessible by walking, cycling or public transport for the 
majority of people travelling to the site; and: 

h) they will not cause environmental or traffic impacts; and: 
i) they are well related to any existing or proposed tourist and leisure related areas; and 
j) they add to the cultural diversity of Oxford. 

It is also encouraged that proposals add to the cultural diversity of Oxford.  

 
Suggested modification to Paragraph 8.15 
The amount and diversity of short-stay accommodation to support this aim will be achieved by 
permitting new sites in the city centre and on Oxford’s main arterial roads, and by protecting and 
modernising allowing the expansion existing sites to support this use. 
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Q29. Policy V6: Cultural and social activities  
 

The use of “cultural” in both Policies V6 and V7 introduces some uncertainty as 

to the application of these policies and it would be better to address cultural 

uses in one or the other. 
 

Criterion (d) gives the Council the opportunity to decide arbitrarily what does 

and does not add to the cultural diversity of Oxford, leading potentially to 

inconsistent approaches being taken to different kinds of activity within the same 

use class. Prospective applicants would not be able to tell whether their proposal 

would be likely to meet with approval. In consequence the criterion is unclear 

and ineffective as it stands, and it should be re-written to express 

encouragement to proposals that add to the cultural diversity of Oxford. 
 

29.1 Policies V6 and V7 perform different functions and therefore it is not considered in any 
way confusing that they both refer to ‘cultural’ uses. Policy V6 sets out criteria for the 
assessment of proposals for new cultural, entertainment, leisure and tourism facilities. 
Policy V7 concerns protection of existing cultural and community facilities. If reference 
to cultural facilities is removed from Policy V7 it may result in uncertainty about 
whether these facilities may be lost and there will not be sufficient flexibility to ensure 
protection of important cultural facilities.  

 
29.2 It is agreed that criterion (d) may create uncertainty for applicants, so the council 

suggests a modification to Policy V6. This is set out below. 
 

Suggested modification to Policy V6: Cultural and social activities 
Planning permission will be granted for proposals which add to the cultural and social scene of the city 
within the city and district centres provided the use is appropriate to the scale and function of the 
centre. 
 
Proposals for cultural, entertainment, leisure and tourism (not accommodation) uses will only be 
permitted where the following criteria are met: 
 
a) they are realistically and easily accessible by walking, cycling or public transport for the majority of 

people expected to travel to and from the site; and 

b) they will not cause unacceptable environmental or traffic harm or adversely affect residential 

amenity; and: 

c) there is no negative cumulative impact resulting from the proposed use in relation to the number, 

capacity and location of other similar uses (existing or committed) in the area; and 

d) they add to the cultural diversity of Oxford; and 

e) d) policies V1 and V2 are complied with. 

 

It is also encouraged that proposals add to the cultural diversity of Oxford.  
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Q30. Policy V7: Infrastructure and cultural and community facilities  
 

See Policy V6 above: the use of “cultural” in both Policy V6 and V7 introduces 

some uncertainty as to the application of these policies and it would be better 

to address cultural uses in one or the other. 
 

Paragraph 8.23 sets out a list of these facilities. Under question 10 above, we 

have indicated that leisure and indoor sports centres, pavilions and stadiums, 

should be moved from this policy to Policy G5 which itself should be re-written 

to accord with the NPPF. 
 

30.1 The reason for the repetition of ‘cultural’ in Policies V6 and V7 is explained in reference 

to question 29 above. The comments regarding Policy G5 and the deletion of reference 

to leisure and indoor sports in relation to Policy V7 is addressed in response to 

question 12.  
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Q31. Policy V8: Utilities  
 

In the second part of this policy it is not clear what the Council mean by “high 

quality digital facilities”. The technological needs of users across the spectrum of 

B1 and B2 uses will vary widely and this policy does not give applicants or 

development management officers any clear idea of what is required to make a 

planning application acceptable. The provision of these facilities is best left to 

developers and prospective occupiers and we are minded to recommend 

deletion of this requirement. The Council are invited to comment. 
 

We make the observation here that there are a number of inappropriate 

requirements relating to water and sewerage in the supporting text relating to 

the site-specific policies, which contain a requirement for water supply and/or 

sewerage capacity to be investigated by Thames Water, such investigations to be 

funded by the applicant. An example is in paragraph 9.269 relating to Policy SP53: 

Oxford University Press Sports Ground, but there are a number of others, and we 

note that following Regulation 19 consultation, the Council are proposing similar 

wording in relation to most of the site policies. These requirements are 

inappropriate for various reasons. Firstly, the preparation of Local Plans is 

intended to be the focus for ensuring that the investment plans of water and 

sewerage companies align with development needs. It should not therefore be 

necessary for every allocated site to contain a requirement that planning 

applications have to fund exploratory investigations into water and sewerage 

needs; by this stage of the local plan process the capacity constraints, if any, 

should be known. Secondly, the issue is covered by other legislation: water 

companies themselves are subject to a statutory duty to ‘effectually drain’ their 

area. This requires them to invest in infrastructure suitable to meet the demands 

of projected population growth. There is also statutory provision for developers 

to fund the additional sewerage infrastructure required to accommodate flows 

from a proposed development. It is therefore unnecessary to include this in a 

local plan policy. Finally, s106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 does 

not contain any provision for a Council to require a developer to pay a third 

party. This requirement should be deleted in its entirety and Council’s similar 

proposed additions should not be made. 

 

High quality digital facilities 

31.1 The supporting text is intended to provide guidance as to the standard of high 

quality digital facilities that developers will be expected to provide.  It is the 

intention of the policy to allow flexibility and choice.  We considered it to be 

appropriate only to include specific reference to the type of digital facilities that 
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would be considered high quality in accordance with the policy criteria, in the 

supporting text.  
 

31.2 Paragraph 8.30 preceding the policy sets out the type of high quality digital 

facilities when it refers to “superfast”.  The council have previously suggested a 

minor change, as a factual clarification, to reflect the most up-to-date government 

requirements for broadband, consulted upon in late 2018 by Government, which 

included a commitment to full-fibre broadband.  The suggested modification was 

to change reference in the supporting text from “superfast” to “full-fibre”.  

 

Water and sewerage 

31.3 The City Council suggested wording to be included in the supporting text of the 

Proposed Submission Plan to address concerns raised by Thames Water during the 

plan-making process.  Additional suggested modifications were suggested at 

submission of the Local Plan by the City Council to address further representations 

made by Thames Water at the Proposed Submission Consultation stage (Regulation 

19). 

 

31.4 The City Council agrees with the rationale put forward by the Inspectors on this 

issue and proposes the following modifications to the supporting text and policies 

of the plan.   

 

Site name 

and Policy 

reference  

Paragraph

/ Policy   

Suggested Modifications 

West End 

Sites (SP1)  

9.17 Delete entire paragraph:  Sewerage network capacity in 

the area is unlikely to be able to support the demand 

anticipated from this development.  Investigations by 

Thames Water, funded by the applicant, will be necessary 

to determine whether an upgrade to the sewerage 

network is required.  Up to three years lead in time could 

e required to undertake such works.  

Cowley 

Centre (SP3)  

9.36 Delete entire paragraph:  Water supply network capacity 

in the area is unlikely to be able to support the demand 

anticipated by this development.  Investigations by 

Thames Water, funded by the applicant, will be necessary 

to determine whether upgrades to the water capacity 

network are required.  Up to three years lead in time 

could be required to undertake such works  

Blackbird 

Leys Central 

Area (SP4)  

9.45 Delete the entire paragraph:  Both the water supply 

network capacity and the sewerage network capacity in 

this area are unlikely to be able to support the demand 

anticipated from this development  Investigations by 
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Site name 

and Policy 

reference  

Paragraph

/ Policy   

Suggested Modifications 

Thames Water, funded by the applicant, will be necessary 

to determine whether upgrades to the water supply 

capacity and sewerage network are required.  Up to three 

years lead in time could be required to undertake such 

works. 

Blackbird 

Leys Central 

Area (SP4) 

Policy SP4 Delete 3rd paragraph of the policy:  

Applicants will be required to demonstrate that there is 

adequate waste water capacity both on and off the site to 

serve the development and that it would not lead to 

problems for existing or new users.  

Kassam 

Stadium Sites 

(SP15)  

9.98 Delete the entire paragraph:  Water supply network 

capacity in the area is unlikely to be able to support the 

demand anticipated by this development.  Investigations 

by Thames Water, funded by the applicant, will be 

necessary to determine whether upgrades to the water 

capacity network are required.  Up to three years lead in 

time could be required to undertake such works 

Nuffield 

Orthopaedic 

Centre (SP21)  

Policy 

SP21 

Delete final paragraph of policy:  

Development must not lead to water supply and 

sewerage network problems for existing or new users.  

Applicants may need to fund an assessment of water 

supply and sewerage capacity  

Warneford 

Hospital, 

Warneford 

Lane (SP23)  

9.144 Delete the entire paragraph:  Both the water supply 

network capacity and the sewerage network capacity in 

this area are unlikely to be able to support the demand 

anticipated from this development  Investigations by 

Thames Water, funded by the applicant, will be necessary 

to determine whether upgrades to the water supply 

capacity and sewerage network are required.  Up to three 

years lead in time could be required to undertake such 

works. 

Warneford 

Hospital, 

Warneford 

Lane (SP23)  

Policy 

SP23 

Delete fourth paragraph of the policy in its entirety:  

Development must not lead to water supply and 

sewerage network problems for existing or new users.  

Applicants may need to fund an assessment of water 

supply and sewerage capacity.  

Pear Tree 

Farm (SP29)  

9.176 Delete entire paragraph:  The sewerage network capacity 

in the area is unlikely to be able to support the demand 

anticipated from this development.  Investigations by 

Thames Water, funded by the applicant, will be necessary 

to determine whether an upgrade to the sewerage 

network is required.  Up to three years lead in time could 

be required to undertake such works.  
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Site name 

and Policy 

reference  

Paragraph

/ Policy   

Suggested Modifications 

Pear Tree 

Farm (SP29)  

Policy 

SP29 

Delete second half of last sentence of policy as set out 

below:  

Development proposals should be accompanied by an 

assessment of groundwater and surface water, and 

should show that agreement has been gained with 

Thames Water about foul drainage discharges.  

Lincoln 

College 

Sports 

Ground 

(SP44)  

9.230 Delete entire paragraph:  Sewerage network capacity in 

this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand 

anticipated from this development.  Investigations by 

Thames Water, funded by the applicant will be necessary 

to determine whether an upgrade to the sewerage 

network is required.  Up to three years lead in time could 

be required to undertake any such works  

Littlemore 

Park (SP45)  

9.238 Delete entire paragraph:  Sewerage network capacity in 

this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand 

anticipated from this development.  Investigations by 

Thames Water, funded by the applicant will be necessary 

to determine whether an upgrade to the sewerage 

network is required.  Up to three years lead in time could 

be required to undertake any such works 

Nielsen, 

London Road 

(SP48) 

9.247 Delete entire paragraph:  Sewerage network capacity in 

this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand 

anticipated from this development.  Investigations by 

Thames Water, funded by the applicant will be necessary 

to determine whether an upgrade to the sewerage 

network is required.  Up to three years lead in time could 

be required to undertake any such works 

Nielson 

London Road 

(SP48)  

Policy 

SP48 

Delete fifth paragraph of policy SP48: 

Applicants will be required to demonstrate that there is 

adequate waste water capacity both on and off the site to 

serve the development and that it would not lead to 

problems for existing new users  

Oxford 

University 

Press Sports 

Ground 

(SP53) 

9.269 Delete entire paragraph:  Sewerage network capacity in 

this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand 

anticipated from this development.  Investigations by 

Thames Water, funded by the applicant will be necessary 

to determine whether an upgrade to the sewerage 

network is required.  Up to three years lead in time could 

be required to undertake any such works 

Radcliffe 

Observatory  

Quarter 

(SP55)  

9.276 Delete entire paragraph:  Sewerage network capacity in 

this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand 

anticipated from this development.  Investigations by 

Thames Water, funded by the applicant will be necessary 
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Site name 

and Policy 

reference  

Paragraph

/ Policy   

Suggested Modifications 

to determine whether an upgrade to the sewerage 

network is required.  Up to three years lead in time could 

be required to undertake any such works 

Radcliffe 

Observatory 

Quarter 

(SP55)  

Policy 

SP55 

Delete fifth paragraph of Policy SP55:  

Applicants will be required to demonstrate that there is 

adequate waste water capacity both on and off site to 

serve the development and that it would not lead to 

problems for existing or new users.  

Wolvercote 

Paper Mill 

(SP64)  

9.301 Delete entire paragraph:  Sewerage network capacity in 

this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand 

anticipated from this development.  Investigations by 

Thames Water, funded by the applicant will be necessary 

to determine whether an upgrade to the sewerage 

network is required.  Up to three years lead in time could 

be required to undertake any such works 

Wolvercote 

Paper Mill 

(SP64)  

Policy 

SP64 

Delete fourth paragraph of policy SP64:  

Applicants will be required to demonstrate that there is 

adequate waste water capacity both on and off the site to 

serve the development and that it would not lead to 

problems for existing or new users.  
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Q32. Policy SP1: Sites in the West End  
 

The policy cannot say that planning permission will only be granted for new 

developments that follow the framework of the West End Design Code, since 

the latter is not part of the development plan and has not been subject to 

examination. It should therefore be re-written to say that development should 

have regard to the Code. 

 

28.1 The West End Design Code has been subject to examination. The West End Area Action 

Plan examination was held January 2008. The Design Code formed Appendix 3 of the 

AAP. Policy WE11 of the AAP relates to the Design Code and states that: Planning 

permission will only be granted for new developments that follow the framework set 

out in the Design Code.  We originally intended to save the Design Code as part of the 

development plan, but considered this is not necessary. Therefore, in order to properly 

reference the Design Code in the context of the Local Plan 2036, we propose the 

following modification to Policy SP1. 

 

Suggested modification to Policy SP1, first paragraph 
Planning permission will only be granted for new developments that have regard to follow the 
framework set out in the West End Design Code. 
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Q33. Areas of Change: Cowley Centre District Centre, East Oxford-

Cowley Road District Centre, Summertown District Centre, 

Headington  District Centre, Cowley Branch Line, Marston Road, 

Old Road  
 

The Plan contains no numbered policies governing these areas. However, the 

background text contains a number of statements such as those in paragraphs 

9.32, 9.42, 9.51, 9.58, 9.72, 9.78, 9.109 and 9.126 which are in fact policy 

requirements and are therefore inappropriately placed in the supporting text. As 

they stand these statements are ineffective. These should be set out in policy 

boxes, consistent with the remainder of the plan, beginning “Planning permission 

will be granted for new development within the area of change where it would 

take opportunities to deliver the following, where relevant..” or, alternatively, 

“Development proposals within the area of change, where relevant, should assist 

in achieving the following objectives..”. 
 

28.1 The intention was that the vision set out for each Area of Change should be complied 

with.  However, it is agreed that this should be made clearer in order to make the 

statements effective, and they should be set out in policy boxes consistent with the 

rest of the Plan. We propose modifications so that the statements that are intended as 

policy statements are incorporated into Policy boxes, with the numbering system 

AOC1, AOC2, AOC3 etc., as set out below.  

 

Suggested modifications to 9.32, 9.42, 9.51, 9.58, 9.72, 9.78, 9.109 and 9.126 to introduce Areas of 
Change policies 
 
Paragraph 9.14- remove paragraph number and introduce policy box, with the following wording: 
 
Policy AOC1: West End and Osney Mead 
Planning permission will be granted for new development within the area of change where it would 
take opportunities to deliver the following, where relevant: Planning permission will only be granted 
for new development within the area where it can be demonstrated that it takes opportunities to 
deliver the following, where relevant: …  
 
 
Paragraph 9.32- remove paragraph number and introduce policy box, with the following wording: 
 
Policy AOC2: Cowley Centre District Centre 
Planning permission will be granted for new development within the area of change where it would 
take opportunities to deliver the following, where relevant: Planning permission will only be granted 
for new development within the district centre where it can be demonstrated that it takes opportunities 
to deliver the following, where relevant: …  
 
Paragraph 9.42- remove paragraph number and introduce policy box, with the following wording: 
 
Policy AOC3: Blackbird Leys Area of Change 
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Planning permission will be granted for new development within the area of change where it would 
take opportunities to deliver the following, where relevant: Planning permission will only be granted 
for new development within the district centre where it can be demonstrated that it takes opportunities 
to deliver the following, where relevant: …  
 
Paragraph 9.51- remove paragraph number and introduce policy box, with the following wording: 
 
Policy AOC4: East Oxford-Cowley Road District Centre 
Planning permission will be granted for new development within the area of change where it would 
take opportunities to deliver the following, where relevant: Planning permission will only be granted 
for new development within the district centre where it can be demonstrated that it takes opportunities 
to deliver the following, where relevant: …  
 
Paragraph 9.58- remove paragraph number and introduce policy box, with the following wording: 
 
Policy AOC5: Summertown District Centre 
Planning permission will be granted for new development within the area of change where it would 
take opportunities to deliver the following, where relevant: Planning permission will only be granted 
for new development within the district centre where it can be demonstrated that it takes opportunities 
to deliver the following, where relevant: …  
 
Paragraph 9.72- remove paragraph number and introduce policy box, with the following wording: 
 
Policy AOC6: Headington District Centre 
Planning permission will be granted for new development within the area of change where it would 
take opportunities to deliver the following, where relevant: Planning permission will only be granted 
for new development within the district centre where it can be demonstrated that it takes opportunities 
to deliver the following, where relevant: …  
 
Paragraph 9.78- remove paragraph number and introduce policy box, with the following wording: 
 
Policy AOC7: Cowley Branch Line 
Planning permission will be granted for new development within the area of change where it would 
take opportunities to deliver the following, where relevant: Planning permission will only be granted 
for new development within the district centre where it can be demonstrated that it takes opportunities 
to deliver the following, where relevant: …  
 
 
Paragraph 9.109- remove paragraph number and introduce policy box, with the following wording: 
 
Policy AOC8: Marston Road 
Planning permission will be granted for new development within the area of change where it would 
take opportunities to deliver the following, where relevant: Planning permission will only be granted 
for new development within the district centre where it can be demonstrated that it takes opportunities 
to deliver the following, where relevant: …  
 
Paragraph 9.126- remove paragraph number and introduce policy box, with the following wording: 
 
Policy AOC9: Old Road 
Planning permission will be granted for new development within the area of change where it would 
take opportunities to deliver the following, where relevant: Planning permission will only be granted 
for new development within the district centre where it can be demonstrated that it takes opportunities 
to deliver the following, where relevant: …  
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33.2 The council also considers that additional text at the beginning of the Chapter would 
help to put these policies in context and aid the effectiveness of the Plan. We suggest 
the following additional modification to paragraph 9.2. 

 

Suggested additional modification paragraph 9.2 
 
This chapter highlights Areas of Change within the city, and sets out specific site allocation policies. 
Areas of change are the areas of the city where significant change is expected or best directed. These 
areas include the district centres and also areas where there are significant clusters of potential 
development sites. For each area of change, key considerations are summarised and also a vision is set 
out that new developments within the area should help deliver where relevant. The impact of 
development of sites in these areas needs to be considered in terms of the wider context of the area 
and other potential developments and this is to be achieved by the AOC policies. Within most of the 
areas of change are also individual site allocation policies.  
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Q34. Policy SP17: Government Buildings and Harcourt House  
 

What is the justification for restricting student accommodation to the part of 

the site north of Cuckoo Lane? 

 

34.1 The justification for restricting student accommodation to the part of the site north of 

Cuckoo Lane was that it was considered to be the most appropriate location as it 

would be adjacent to existing student accommodation.  However, if the Inspectors are 

minded, the City Council is willing to consider other suitable locations for student 

accommodation on the site which make the most efficient use of land and result in a 

high quality designed development. 

 

What is the justification for 10% public open space on the site given that it is 

near a park? 

 

34.2 Open space is a key infrastructure requirement for creating successful residential 

environments; as such new publicly accessible open space will be created through 

many of the site allocation policies and this one in particular.    As the population of the 

city grows over the plan period it is essential to ensure that sufficient open space is 

provided across the city to ensure that there is not undue pressure placed on existing 

public open spaces and green infrastructure.  Additional public open space should be 

provided commensurate with the level of growth across the city to mitigate the 

impacts of population growth upon existing parks and green infrastructure. 

 

34.3 Paragraph 91 of the NPFF states “Planning policies and decisions should aim to achieve 

healthy, inclusive and safe places…”. 

 
34.4 The requirement of on-site public open space provision demonstrates the City 

Council’s commitment to the Framework’s requirements.  If the Inspectors consider it 

appropriate, the council could consider offering flexibility in the policy in that the 

provision of the public open space should be commensurate to the proposal provided 

on site or provided on a site within walking distance of the proposal. 
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Q35. Policy SP 19: Land surrounding St Clement’s Church  
 

The policy would prevent Magdalen College from providing student 

accommodation on its own land. What are the planning reasons for this? 

What are the implications in terms of providing for student requirements? 

 

35.1 This policy supports residential development on this site. Magdalen College made 

representations to the Plan to seek the inclusion of student accommodation as well. 

The City Council discussed the matter with Magdalen College and has reflected on the 

representation received and the site specific circumstances for its use for student 

accommodation. The City Council and Magdalen College are now both in agreement 

that student accommodation / and or residential together with a children’s nursery as 

a potential ‘ancillary use’ would be acceptable on this site allocation. A Joint Statement 

of Common Ground (COM.9) has now been agreed and signed by both parties on 24th 

June 2019.  

 
35.2 A modification is therefore proposed to the first paragraph only in Policy SP19: Land 

surrounding St. Clement’s Church which will now state as set out below.  

 
Suggested modification to Policy SP29: Land surrounding St. Clements Church 
 
Planning permission will be granted for residential dwellings and/or student accommodation at the Land 
surrounding St. Clement’s Church site. Planning permission may also be granted for a childrens’ 
nursery as an ancillary use. Planning permission will not be granted for any other uses. 
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Q36. Sites Released from the Green Belt (Policies SP24 to SP31)  
 

This heading will need to be deleted for the adopted version of the plan, along 

with the statement in paragraph 9.145 that various sites “are in Green Belt 

currently”. In the adopted version of the Plan such sites will not be in the Green 

Belt. 
 

Whilst noting the last sentence of NPPF paragraph 138, please can the Council 

explain how in practical terms the developer of each of these sites is expected to 

make compensatory improvements to surrounding areas of Green Belt where 

these are not within their ownership? 
 

Please will the Council set out the specific local level characteristics (as opposed 

to strategic level circumstances) that have led them to conclude that there are 

exceptional circumstances that justify the release of these particular sites from 

the Green Belt. 

 

Wording in paragraph 9.145 and heading 

36.1 At submission the City Council set out some suggestions to the Inspectors for Minor 

Modifications to reference the exceptional circumstances that justify the release of 

sites SP24 -SP31 from the Green Belt.  The Inspectors suggested that these changes 

may represent main modifications.  If the Inspectors consider these references (to 

clarify that exceptional circumstances have justified the release of Green Belt sites) 

are necessary to make the Plan sound the City Council considers that these changes 

could be more succinctly dealt with through one modification to the text in 

paragraph 9.145.    

 

36.2 The City Council recognises that, should the site allocations SP24-SP31 be found 

suitable for release from the Green Belt then the wording of paragraph 9.145 will 

need to be amended to reflect their release and the heading deleted. A suggested 

modification is included below. 

 

Suggested modification to Paragraph 9.145 
 

Sites Released from Green Belt  

9.145 The City Council considers that exceptional circumstances exist to justify a Green Belt boundary 

review due to the need to support Oxford’s economic success and its dependence on the 

delivery of additional housing to meet housing need. The Green Belt Study (LUC, 2017) assessed 

the potential release of sites SP24-SP31 from the Green Belt. These sites have been released 

from the Green Belt because their impact on it ranges from between a low to a moderate 

impact rating on the overall purposes of the Green Belt. The following sites have therefore 

been released from the are in Green Belt and are allocated for development.  currently, 

although the Green Belt Review as part of the Local Plan proposes their removal (as well as the 
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removal of the land at St. Catherine’s College, which is shown on the Policies Map as site SP66, 

but which does not have a detailed site allocation policy because development of the site has 

largely happened as only minor elements are proposed.  Furthermore, the site is small and 

separated from the rest of the Green Belt by a wall and the removal from the Green Belt is 

intended to formalize the existing situation.  

 

 

Implementation of compensatory improvements to surrounding Green Belt 

36.3 The last sentence of paragraph 138 of the NPPF reads as follows:  

They [strategic policy-making authorities] should also set out ways in which the 

impact of removing land from the Green Belt can be offset through compensatory 

improvements to the environmental quality and accessibility of remaining Green Belt 

land.  

36.4 The Examination Library document “Identification of opportunities to enhance the 

beneficial use of the Green Belt” (GRS.3) (hereafter the “GB Opportunities Report”) 

produced by LUC, sets out a range of “potential GI enhancements” in the locality of 

each site proposed to be released from the Green Belt by the plan.  This GB 

Opportunities Report seeks to “identify the opportunities to enhance the Green 

Infrastructure on Green Belt land adjacent or in close proximity to the sites proposed 

for release, realising the multifunctional benefits that the enhancement of this land 

could bring.”  LUC undertook a detailed review of a wide range of evidence base and 

guidance documents covering GI issues within the city.  Table 1:  Existing GI Evidence 

appears at page 3 of the GB Opportunities Report.  It is reproduced overleaf for ease 

of reference and completeness.  

 

36.5 This approach follows the recently published Paragraph 002 Reference ID: 64-002-

201907226 of the Planning Practice Guidance.   

 

Table 36.1:  Existing GI Evidence reviewed as part of the GB Opportunities Report (GRS.3)  

Theme Existing Evidence Commentary 

Access to 

public rights 

of way, 

open space, 

allotments 

etc. 

Oxfordshire 

Growth Board 

Growth Deal Map  

This map identifies proposed Oxford pedestrian and cycle scheme 

projects within the city area and beyond  

GI Study  Oxford City Council have prepared a Draft GI Study.  It includes an 

initial audit of all existing GI land within the city to understand 

the type quantity and quality of provision 
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Theme Existing Evidence Commentary 

Green Spaces 

Strategy (2013-

2027)  

The strategy focuses on green space that is freely available to the 

public for informal recreation, allotments and play irrespective of 

the landowner. It states that current levels of green space should 

be maintained and opportunities sought to increase this. It also 

states that a green space standard linked to population (e.g. Core 

Strategy Policy CS21) is no longer appropriate. Instead the focus 

should be on protecting and enhancing existing green space and 

ensuring that new developments contribute to the provision of 

high‐quality, multifunctional green space where it is required most 

(e.g. financial contributions to improve the quality of existing 

spaces or on‐site provision of new green space). 

“Linking the green spaces identified within this study are the wide 

flood plains of the River Thames and the River Cherwell which 

comprise thousands of hectares of agricultural land and private 

land which together have the potential to form an integrated 

network of green infrastructure. Improving public access to these 

areas by collaborating and building partnerships with stakeholders 

is a key aim of this strategy.” 

“Our aspiration is that people do not have to walk more than 

1,900m to their nearest large park, not more than 750m to their 

nearest medium park and not more than 400m to their nearest 

small park. This standard will be applied to all new developments 

as well as existing residential areas.”  

Oxford Strategic 

Environmental and 

Economic 

Investment Plan  

The SEEIP sets out the vision and priorities for environmental 

investment across the county. To develop the vision and strategic 

priorities, the natural capital assets in the county were reviewed, to 

understand their condition and extent, the ecosystem services that 

they provide, the role that they play in relation to the economy and 

development. 

Oxfordshire Rights 

of Way 

Management Plan 

2014-2024 – 

Consultation Draft 

The plan includes an ‘Assessment of Need’ and a ‘Statement of 

Action’ for the ongoing maintenance and improvement of public 

Rights of Way within Oxfordshire. 

Sport and 

Recreation 

Provision 

Oxford City Council 

Playing pitch 

strategy (2012-2026)  

This strategy assesses current and future need for playing pitches in 

Oxford.  It was developed through consultation with Sport England 

and other stakeholders.  The main conclusion is that there is 

currently a shortage of playing pitch provision that has secured 

community use, however additional new pitches are not necessarily 

required to meet the shortfall, as securing community use at 
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Theme Existing Evidence Commentary 

currently unsecured sites could result in adequate provision for all 

sports.  

Biodiversity 

Wildlife and 

Corridors  

Oxford City Council 

Biodiversity Action 

Plan 2015-2020 

The Biodiversity Action Plan identifies opportunities for improving 

wildlife habitat connectivity, including cross-boundary networks.  

Thame Valley 

Environmental 

Records Centre – 

connectivity data  

The study contains a series of maps showing grassland, wetlands 

and woodland habitat networks at Appendix 2 

Landscape 

and Visual 

Amenity  

Oxford City 

Landscape Character 

Assessment (2002)  

Identifies key landscape characteristics within the City and 

identifies opportunities for maintenance/ enhancement of the 

City’s landscape setting.  

 

36.6 The GB Opportunities Report sets out the potential GI enhancements that could be 

achieved for each site.  For each site the GB Opportunities Report focuses on 

potential enhancements and opportunities that form part of the aforementioned 

evidence base documents.  LUC was asked as part of the brief to look at 

opportunities that were located within the site proposed for release or the wider site 

where only part of a site is proposed for release, on Oxford City Council owned land 

and opportunities that formed part of existing projects such as pedestrian and cycle 

scheme proposals to be taken forward by Oxfordshire County Council.  

Improvements to Conservation Target Areas and improvements to existing parks in 

the locality were also suggested as possible improvement areas for compensation as 

Conservation Target Areas already have a mechanism for improvements.  In fact all 

of the above compensatory improvements suggested as part of the report can be 

delivered through usual planning mechanisms – conditions, section 106 agreements 

and through the Community Infrastructure Levy.  As the off-site improvements and 

compensation are located on land which is governed by local authority landowners, 

often in existing recreation, or biodiversity use, improvements should be straight-

forward.  

 

36.7 Improvements to City and County owned land and schemes can be secured through 

the appropriate use of conditions, Section 106 Agreements and the Community 

Infrastructure Levy (where appropriate).  
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36.8 This accords with the Paragraph 003: Reference ID: 64-003-201907227 which 

suggests the use appropriate of “conditions, section 106 obligations and the 

Community Infrastructure Levy to secure the improvements where possible.   

 
Specific local level characteristics that justify release of sites from the Green Belt 

36.9 Paragraphs 136-137 set out the national planning policy requirements for 

‘exceptional circumstances’.   

 

36.10 The NPPF does not reference the “specific local level characteristics” of sites as being 

a qualifying factor for the determination of exceptional circumstances. However, 

there are specific reasons for choosing the sites that have been proposed for release.  

In order to best explain this, the City Council has looked at “openness” as described 

in paragraph 133 of the NPPF.  Paragraph 133 states:  

“The government attaches great importance to Green Belts.  The fundamental 

aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently 

open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their 

permanence.”  

36.11 Oxford City Council produced a Green Belt Study (GRS.1) to assess the impact of 

eleven potential development sites on the Green Belt.  The eleven sites were 

identified from the 2016 Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment 

(HELAA) as being potentially developable (i.e. they do not have insurmountable 

environmental constraints) and deliverable within the plan period. The sites all have 

known landowner interest. A few additional sites did not have insurmountable 

environmental constraints but have landowners who have stated they have no 

intention of allowing development on their sites.  It is worth noting that much of the 

Oxford Green Belt (within the city boundary) is undevelopable as it lies within the 

floodplain or within environmental designations such as SSSIs and the SAC.  

 

36.12 The Plan proposes seven sites for release from the Green Belt.  The Green Belt 

Background Paper sets out the strategic level circumstances.  The Oxford Green Belt 

Study (GRS.1) provides an assessment of each of the proposed sites against the five 

purposes of the Green Belt.  This assessment looked at the specific local level 

characteristics of each site as well as an overall rating.   

 

36.13 The preservation of Oxford’s special historic character and setting was prioritized as 

an important specific local level characteristic in coming to a decision as to which 

Green Belt sites to consider for release for development through the Oxford Local 

Plan 2036.  Paragraphs 57-64 of the Green Belt Background Paper (BGP.11) provide 

an in-depth discussion of this issue.   
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36.14 This next section looks at each site in turn setting out the specific local level 

characteristics that have led the Council to conclude that there are exceptional 

circumstances that justify the release of these particular sites from the Green Belt.  

Paragraph 133 states that “the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their 

openness and their permanence”.  The Green Belt Background Paper discusses the 

issue of permanence.  The following paragraphs address how each site impacts on 

the openness of the Green Belt.  They also note where particular boundaries have 

been chosen to help reinforce the permanence of the remaining area of Green Belt.    

 
36.15 The Green Belt Study subdivided larger sites where initial site analysis found that 

different parts of a site were likely to make different levels of contribution to Green 

Belt purposes.  Sites were subdivided into assessment parcels based on existing 

landscape features, such as field or road boundaries.  The Green Belt Study 

considered that assessments of the Green Belt at District level or above, typically 

select ‘strong’ features as parcel boundaries, in line with the NPPF paragraph 139 

reference to the need to “define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are 

readily recognizable and likely to be permanent’.  There was an acknowledgement in 

the study that at this smaller scale it was sometimes necessary to define parcels with 

weaker physical boundaries.  Two of the site allocations that propose the release of 

land from the Green Belt are parcels that formed part of larger sites.  These were 

sites SP26 Hill View Farm, and SP27 Land West of Mill Lane.  

 

SP24 Marston Paddock  

36.16 Residential development at this site would relate well to the existing built up area of 

Old Marston.  This is because the site displays very limited countryside characteristics 

as it has a strong contribution with the existing urban form.  Residential development 

in this location would have a strong relationship with the existing urban area, and 

would be separated from the countryside by the A40 (a strong boundary feature) 

which already limits the openness of the site.  It is appropriate that this site is 

released from the Green Belt for residential development given the site is not in a 

location that makes any contribution to Oxford’s historic setting or special character.  

This site makes a minimal contribution in terms of achieving Green Belt purposes 

which is a factor that goes towards demonstrating exceptional circumstances as to 

why this particular parcel has been chosen for release.  The overall assessment rating 

demonstrated that this site made a low-moderate contribution to the purposes of 

the Green Belt.  This is in line with the strategy of Green Belt release.  

 

SP25 St Frideswide Farm  
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36.17 Residential development at this site was assessed in the Green Belt Study as having a 

‘moderate’ impact in terms of achieving Green Belt purposes overall.  There would 

be a limited perception of urban sprawl as a result of the release of this site for 

development as the site itself shares characteristics with the existing urban form and 

the wider countryside.  Release of this site for development would not result in 

development extending further north than the existing housing to the west of the 

A4165 or any further east the existing settlement edge at Cutteslowe.  As such there 

would be a limited impact on the openness of the Green Belt.   The site makes a 

limited contribution to Oxford’s special character and wider historic setting given its 

location at the western fringe of the Cherwell Valley.  The limited impact of 

development in this location on the openness of the Green Belt coupled with the 

limited contribution that the site makes to Oxford’s special character and wider 

historic setting mean that this site has a limited function in terms of achieving Green 

Belt objectives.  These particular specific local level characteristics are a factor that 

justifies selection of this site for release from the Green Belt.  The release of this site 

is aligned with the City Council’s wider strategy of release of sites from the Green 

Belt.  

 

36.18 The release of this particular site cannot be viewed in isolation from the potential 

wider release of Green Belt land proposed by Cherwell District Council on land 

adjacent to it, especially given the Cherwell Inspector’s recent findings.  In a letter to 

Cherwell District Council dated 10 July 20198, the Inspector to that examination 

considered the adjacent land within Cherwell District Council’s administrative 

boundary to be acceptable in principle.    

 

SP26 Hill View Farm  

36.19 The Green Belt Study assessed the contribution to the Green Belt of this site as 

moderate.  Development at this site is considered to be peripheral location in 

relation to the Cherwell Valley.  Residential development at this site would represent 

an expansion of the urban form to the west of Old Marston and would be 

constrained by the hard boundary of the A40 to the north of the site.  Release of this 

site would not result in development of a significant proportion of the settlement 

gap between Marston and the Sunnymead suburb to the west of the River Cherwell 

however if more land was released then it would be likely to represent a significant 

encroachment into the Cherwell Valley which makes an important contribution to 

the city’s historic setting and special character.  The release of land currently 

proposed in the plan would retain the openness provided by the river and its 

associated floodplain which constitute a strong separating feature.   

 

                                                           
8
 https://www.cherwell.gov.uk/info/83/local-plans/515/local-plan-part-1-partial-review---examination/11 

https://www.cherwell.gov.uk/info/83/local-plans/515/local-plan-part-1-partial-review---examination/11


108 
 

36.20 The Oxford Green Belt Study highlights that if tall buildings were put forward in this 

location it would result in encroachment on the perceived openness of the valley.  

Therefore, in order to mitigate the impact of any tall buildings that might be 

proposed in this location, the policy restricts the height of any built form that would 

be allowed.  Release of this parcel of land is in line with the overall strategy of release 

of Green Belt land.  The release of land further into the Cherwell Valley is not 

considered to be appropriate given the important contribution that the valley makes 

to the historic setting and special character of Oxford.   

 

36.21 The Green Belt Study considered the potential impact on the Green Belt of releasing 

land to the west of this proposed allocation.  As set out above, the Green Belt Study 

methodology subdivided parcels of land on the basis of existing landscape features, 

such as field or road boundaries.  The parcel to the west of the proposed site 

allocation was therefore assessed as part of the study.  The study concluded that 

there would be a high impact on the Green Belt purposes of releasing this land from 

the Green Belt.  This is because the release of the land to the west of this site 

(assessed in the Green Belt study as parcel 112a-2 on page 35 of the Green Belt 

Study) would significantly compromise the openness of the Cherwell Valley, to the 

detriment of settlement separation, countryside character and the historic setting of 

Oxford.  This parcel to the west of site allocation SP26 was therefore not considered 

appropriate for release. The modification below is proposed to paragraph 9.156 of 

the draft Local Plan.  

 
SP27 Land West of Mill Lane  

36.22 Residential development at this location would be contained by the A40 to the north 

and would represent a limited extension into the Cherwell Valley.  Residential 

development in this location would relate well with the existing urban form in Old 

Marston to the east.  The site itself is very much on the periphery of the Cherwell 

Valley and given its size it does not represent a significant portion of the settlement 

gap between Marston and the Sunnymead suburb to the west of the River Cherwell.  

Release of this site maintains the openness of the valley and given the site size would 

only represent a small extension of the existing urban form.  The hard boundary of 

the A40 contains the site and limits the contribution that this site makes to the open 

countryside.  The release of this site from the Green Belt would constitute only 

limited urban sprawl its release would have a similarly limited impact on the 

openness of the area.  The limited function that this site serves in terms of achieving 

Green Belt objectives is a factor that goes towards demonstrating exceptional 

circumstances for the release of this particular site from the Green Belt.   

 

36.23 The Green Belt Study considered the potential impact on the Green Belt of releasing 

land to the west of this proposed allocation.  As set out above, the Green Belt Study 
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methodology subdivided parcels of land on the basis of existing landscape features, 

such as field or road boundaries.  The parcel to the west of the proposed site 

allocation was therefore assessed as part of the study.  The study concluded that 

there would be a high impact on the Green Belt purposes of releasing this land from 

the Green Belt.  This is because the release of the land to the west of this site 

(assessed in the Green Belt study as parcel 112b-2 on page 42 of the Green Belt 

Study) would significantly compromise the openness of the Cherwell Valley, to the 

detriment of settlement separation, countryside character and the historic setting of 

Oxford.  This parcel to the west of site allocation SP27 was therefore not considered 

appropriate for release.  

 

SP28 Park Farm 

36.24 Development at this location was assessed in the Green Belt Study as having a 

moderate impact on the Green Belt.  Residential development at this site is 

considered to be appropriate due to the location of this site adjacent to the large, 

built-up area of Oxford.  Although development of this site would represent a degree 

of urban sprawl given the small size of the site, this would have a limited impact on 

the openness of the Green Belt and its overall integrity.  The site is adjacent to the 

urban edge at New Marston - a residential suburb of the city.  The allocation for 

residential dwellings in this location is considered to be appropriate given the 

existing urbanizing influences and the sites peripheral location in the open valley.   

The site’s proximity to the existing urban form (adjacent to modern residential 

development) limits its contribution to the undeveloped Cherwell river valley which 

is a key characteristic of the City’s special character.   

 

36.25 The limited impact on openness and the limited contribution that this site makes to 

the Green Belt purposes result in the site serving a limited function in terms of 

achieving Green Belt purposes.  This is a locally specific factor that goes towards 

demonstrating the existence of exceptional circumstances for the release of this 

particular site from the Green Belt.  

 
SP29 Pear Tree Farm  

36.26 The release of land for residential development in this location was assessed in the 

Oxford Green Belt study as having a moderate impact on the Green Belt.  The site is 

located adjacent to the large built up area of Oxford.  Development in this location 

would have little impact on the countryside and would continue to preserve the 

openness of the settlement gap.  While the release and development of the site for 

housing would constitute a moderate degree of sprawl, the perception of this would 

be shielded by the site’s containment by road, rail and natural features.  The 

openness of this site makes some limited contribution to setting however the site has 

no relationship with the historic core.  This site has a limited function in terms of the 
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contribution that it plays in terms of achieving Green Belt objectives.  This limited 

function is a factor that goes towards demonstrating exceptional circumstances for 

the release of this particular site from the Green Belt.  The release of this parcel of 

land is aligned with Oxford City’s approach and strategy for the release of sites that 

have a low-moderate impact on the Green Belt.  

 

SP30 Land East of Redbridge Park and Ride  

36.27 This impact of the release of this site for development on the Green Belt objectives 

was assessed to be moderate.  Residential development on this site is considered to 

be appropriate given its location to the south of the major urban area of the city.  

The impact on openness of the development of this site would be limited by the hard 

boundary to the east (River Thames) and the southern road boundary.  This site has a 

degree of separation from the undeveloped river valley that penetrates into the 

heart of Oxford.  The strong relationship of the site to the existing urban edge of the 

city would serve to limit any perceived impact on openness.  Given the limited 

impact on openness and the strong relationship to the existing urban form and 

strong boundaries that contain this site from the wider rural setting, it is considered 

that this site has a limited function in terms of achieving Green Belt objectives.  

Therefore, the specific local level characteristics of this site are considered to justify 

its selection for release from the Green Belt. 

  

SP31 St Catherine’s College Land  

36.28 This allocation of this site for student accommodation is appropriate given its 

location within the college.  This site benefits from an extant planning permission.  

Given the existing development within the parcel, any additional development would 

not be perceived as sprawl and as such would not impact the openness of the Green 

Belt.  This site is more closely associated with the settlement edge than the open 

Green Belt and the site is enclosed by natural and physical barriers which act as 

strong boundary features thus any sense of openness in this location, have been lost. 

The site is too developed to make a contribution to safeguarding the countryside.  

This site has a minimal function in terms of achieving Green Belt objectives.  This 

minimal contribution that the site makes to the Green Belt provides the specific 

local-level characteristics which justify its release from the Green Belt.   

 

36.29 It is worth noting that all of the site allocations fit into the wider strategy for the 

release of Green Belt sites.  This was consulted upon at the Preferred Options Stage.  

The Green Belt Background Paper provides a detailed commentary about how this 

strategy was developed and how the decision to take forward only those sites with a 

low to moderate impact on the Green Belt was arrived at.  
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Q37. Policy SP34: Canalside Land  
 

Does this policy with its prescriptive list of requirements contain 

enough flexibility to ensure delivery? 
 

37.1 The site is in a highly sensitive location and subject to several significant physical, 

environmental and policy constraints.  These include the conservation area and 

listed building setting, the proximity to an ecologically sensitive site (i.e. Oxford 

Meadows SAC), land contamination issues arising from its former use as a 

boatyard, and the awkward access to vehicular and non-vehicular traffic.  In 

addition a portion of the site is within FZ3b and development would be subject to 

a sequential test.  Development on the site has the potential for wide ranging 

impacts across several areas and the policy requirements are deemed sufficiently 

proportionate to mitigate the potential for adverse impacts.   

 

37.2 A mixed use development scheme has been previously approved for the site 

although the permission has recently lapsed.  The approval would be compliant 

with the proposed policy and this demonstrates that it is possible for a scheme to 

be delivered on this location. The requirements for the site are considered 

essential to make development of the site acceptable, given the previous use of 

the site and the sensitivity of the area. The list of uses is considered sufficiently 

flexible. The site is suitable for housing and should be a housing –led development 

that also delivers the other community and boat yard replacement uses listed.  
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Q38. Policy SP39: Former Iffley Mead Playing Fields  
 

In the light of the former use and more recent history of this site, is 

the requirement for compensatory playing field provision or a 

compensatory contribution justified and/or adequate? 
 

38.1 Paragraph 97 of the NPPF says that playing fields should not be built on unless an 

assessment has shown the open space, buildings or land to be surplus to 

requirements or the loss would be replaced by equivalent or better provision in 

terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location or the development is for 

alternative sports provision. The draft policy SP39 requires that ‘the playing field 

should be re-provided or a contribution made to another facility’.  

 

38.2 The landowner, Oxfordshire County Council, in their Regulation 19 consultation 

response make reference to the playing pitch assessment commissioned to support 

the delivery of housing at Iffley Mead which indicates that the playing field was 

previously laid out as a football pitch.  The report concludes however that there is 

no merit in protecting the site for future sports use as it is no longer required by the 

Local Education Authority.   

 

38.3 Although identified as surplus by the landowner, the City Council does not consider 

that the site should be treated as surplus.  No formal playing pitch or former playing 

pitch in the city, regardless of whether the facility is for public or private use, is 

considered to be surplus to requirements.  This is because the findings of the 

interim playing pitches strategy are that a deficit in grass pitch football and 

potentially in artificial grass pitches is expected over the strategy period. It is 

anticipated this can be met by securing community use at education sites and 

improvements at existing sites.  This site therefore has potential and we will be at 

risk of losing this potential if its loss is not compensated for.  Contributions towards 

improved provision or alternative provision elsewhere are likely to be acceptable.  

Many of the pitches in the city are private sports facilities, either for schools or 

colleges. Future playing pitch provision relies on increasing community access to 

these. Even if they are surplus for the institution, it is important that their loss is 

compensated for. It is important that pitches that become disused are not therefore 

considered surplus because this would have potential to lead to significant loss of 

pitches and an undersupply in the city.  
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Q39. Policy SP41: Jesus College Sports Ground  
 

The policy would prevent Jesus College from providing student 

accommodation on its own land. In addition, the location of the site near to 

the district centre and transport routes could make it suitable for student 

accommodation. What are the planning reasons for preventing student 

accommodation from being provided? What are the implications in terms of 

meeting the need for student accommodation? 
 

Are the provisions for compensatory sports facilities appropriate, having 

regard to any playing field study and strategy? 
 

39.1 Allowing student accommodation on this site would be contrary to the strategy 

for locating student accommodation set out in Policy H8. The reasons for the 

locational restrictions set out in Policy H8 are discussed in response to Question 

2. Appropriate uses for sites are determined based on the strategic policies of 

the Plan and the suitability of the site for different uses. Regard is given to the 

landowner’s intentions, which are relevant because a site should be deliverable 

for the uses it is allocated for; this site was put forward by the landowner for 

general housing or student accommodation so it can be allocated for housing. 

The site is close to the district centre and transport routes. However, it is not 

directly within the district centre and to access it and transport routes quiet 

residential streets must be used. The site is close to the Bartlemas Conservation 

Area which is a quiet pocket retaining a rural character. The streets around the 

site are quiet suburban streets. Development of purpose built student 

accommodation would be dominant within this area and would affect the 

character of the area as well as amenity of local residents.  
 
39.2 Paragraph 97 of the NPPF says that playing fields should not be built on unless 

an assessment has shown the open space, buildings or land to be surplus to 

requirements or the loss would be replaced by equivalent or better provision in 

terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location or the development is for 

alternative sports provision. The draft policy SP39 requires that ‘the playing field 

should be re-provided or a contribution made to another facility’. The pitch is 

currently in use but the landowner anticipates future potential to share 

provision with Lincoln College. This site is accommodating a formal playing pitch 

that has some existing and established community use. However, no playing 

pitch or former playing pitch in the city regardless of whether the facility is for 

public or private use is considered to be surplus to requirements. This is because 

the findings of the interim playing pitches strategy are that a deficit in grass 

pitch football and potentially in artificial grass pitches is expected over the 

strategy period. It is anticipated this can be met by securing community use at 

education sites and improvements at existing sites.  This site therefore has 
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potential and we will be at risk of losing this potential if its loss is not 

compensated for.  Many of the pitches in the city are private sports facilities, 

either for schools or colleges. Future playing pitch provision relies on increasing 

community access to these. Even if they are surplus for the institution, it is 

important that their loss is compensated for. It is important that pitches are not 

allowed to become disused and then later considered surplus because this 

would have potential to lead to significant loss of pitches and an undersupply in 

the city.  

  



 

115 
 

Q40. Policy SP42: John Radcliffe Hospital Site  
 

A number of representations refer to the need for greater flexibility in the list 

of acceptable activities (i.e. planning permission not being granted for any 

other uses) and the issue of a reduction in car parking provision. These issues 

were covered in general terms in our first set of questions and comments, to 

which the Council have now replied. The issues raise practical concerns in 

respect of sites such as this and we will be responding to the Council in due 

course. 
 

40.1 Comments noted.  The John Radcliffe site needs a comprehensive approach given 

impacts of the site on nearby amenities and the transport networks.  A key priority 

for this policy is to ensure a comprehensive and managed approach to the operation 

and future development of the site. 

 

40.2 The changes proposed in relation to parking so that it is made clear the approach 

required in Policy M3 should resolve concerns over car parking. We consider the list 

of uses for this site to be wide ranging. We do not consider further flexibility is 

required. 
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Q41. Policy SP44: Lincoln College Sports Ground  
 

The policy would prevent Lincoln College from providing student 

accommodation on its own land. What are the planning reasons for preventing 

student accommodation from being provided? What are the implications for 

meeting the need for student accommodation? 
 

Are the provisions for sports facilities appropriate, having regard to any 

playing field study and strategy? 
 

41.1 Allowing student accommodation on this site would be contrary to the strategy 

for locating student accommodation set out in Policy H8. The reasons for the 

locational restrictions set out in Policy H8 are discussed in response to Question 

2. Appropriate uses for sites are determined based on the strategic policies of 

the Plan and the suitability of the site for different uses. Regard is given to the 

landowner’s intentions, which are relevant because a site should be deliverable 

for the uses it is allocated for; this site was put forward by the landowner for 

general housing or student accommodation so it can be allocated for housing. 

The site is close to the district centre and transport routes. However, it is not 

directly within the district centre and to access it and transport routes quiet 

residential streets must be used. The site is close to the Bartlemas Conservation 

Area which is a quiet pocket retaining a rural character. The streets around the 

site are quiet suburban streets. Development of purpose built student 

accommodation would be dominant within this area and would affect the 

character of the area as well as amenity of local residents.  
 
41.2 Paragraph 97 of the NPPF says that playing fields should not be built on unless 

an assessment has shown the open space, buildings or land to be surplus to 

requirements or the loss would be replaced by equivalent or better provision in 

terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location or the development is for 

alternative sports provision. The draft policy SP39 requires that ‘the playing field 

should be re-provided or a contribution made to another facility’. The pitch is 

currently in use but the landowner anticipates future potential to share 

provision with Jesus College. This site is accommodating a formal playing pitch 

that has some community use.  However, no playing pitch or former playing 

pitch in the city regardless of whether the facility is for public or private use is 

considered to be surplus to requirements. This is because the findings of the 

interim playing pitches strategy are that a deficit in grass pitch football and 

potentially in artificial grass pitches is expected over the strategy period. It is 

anticipated this can be met by securing community use at education sites and 

improvements at existing sites.  This site therefore has potential and we will be 

at risk of losing this potential if its loss is not compensated for.  Many of the 

pitches in the city are private sports facilities, either for schools or colleges. 
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Future playing pitch provision relies on increasing community access to these. 

Even if they are surplus for the institution, it is important that their loss is 

compensated for. It is important that pitches are not allowed to become disused 

and  then later considered surplus because this would have potential to lead to 

significant loss of pitches and an undersupply in the city.  
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Q42. Policy SP48: Nielsen, London Road (Thornhill Park) 
 
The contents of COM.10, the Statement of Common Ground, are noted. 

 

42.1 The suggested modification set out in the SoCG is included here for ease of 

reference. This suggested modification acknowledges that the requirements as set 

out in Policy E1 for Category 2 sites are not appropriate on this site as the site was 

subject to a prior approval application determined in December 2017 

(17/02989/B56) for the conversion of Nielsen House to 134 residential units. As 

such, the City Council is in agreement with the landowner that the policy should be 

amended to reflect this change. A suggested modification is set out below.  

 

Suggested modification for Policy SP48 

Policy SP48: Nielsen, Thornhill Park London Road  

Planning permission will be granted for a residential led development at the Nielsen Thornhill Park 

site which must include retain employment-generating development.   

 

Planning permission will be granted for a residential led mixed use redevelopment of the site. 

This should include some employment use, given the strategic location of the site. The quantum 

and location of non-residential uses to be provided on the site shall be determined through 

market evidence and a masterplan led approach. 

 

As a Category 2 employment site, the existing level of employment should be retained on site.  

Replacement employment could be in the form of: 

 An employment generating use; and/or 

 Healthcare development provided that the employee level was sufficient; 

and/or 

 Small scale employment units. 

 Planning permission will not be granted for any other uses. 

 

Opportunities should be taken to improve connectivity to and within the site for pedestrians and 

cyclists. 

 

The playing field should be re-provided or a contribution made to another facility. 

 

Applicants will be required to demonstrate that there is adequate waste water capacity both on 

and off the site to serve the development and that it would not lead to problems for existing or 

new users. 

 

  



 

119 
 

Q43. Policy SP49: Old Power Station  
 
Is the list of uses meant to include “academic institutional use”? 

 

43.1 The words were excluded from the submission version of the plan as an accidental 

oversight. The version of the draft approved at Council includes academic 

institutional use in the list of allowed uses. Paragraph 9.248 says that the site is 

suitable for academic usage. We suggest that the first paragraph of policy SP49 

should be modified. This is set out below.  

 

Suggested modification to Policy SP49 
 
Planning permission will be granted for academic institutional use, student accommodation 
and/or residential dwellings, including employer-linked housing, on the Old Power Station 
site.  

 

  



 

120 
 

Q44. Policy SP51: Oxford Brookes University Marston Road 

Campus  
 

Is there a planning reason why the policy does not allow for student housing 

on the campus? 
 

43.1 The site could allow for student accommodation because it is a campus site of the 

University of Oxford. Therefore, to ensure the policy is justified and therefore 

sound, we recommend modification set out below. 

 

Suggested modification to Policy SP51 

 
Planning permission will be granted at the Oxford Brookes Marston Road Campus for 
further academic use, with linked student accommodation or employer-linked housing or, 
should Oxford Brookes University vacate the site, for residential dwellings. Planning 
permission will not be granted for any other uses.   
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Q45. Policy SP52: Oxford Stadium 
 

Can the Council point to a detailed and up-to-date viability assessment to 

demonstrate that development in accordance with these policy 

requirements would be viable and whether it would be likely to be 

delivered? 
 

Can the Council provide sound and up-to-date evidence to demonstrate that 

the revival of greyhound racing and/or speedway is a viable and attractive 

proposition for operators and site owners? 
 

Given the considerable housing need in Oxford, would the approach taken 

by this policy deliver enough homes? 
 
 

Viability assessment 

45.1 A report for the Oxford Stadium – Stage 1 Commercial Viability Assessment, which 

was prepared by Five Lines Consulting was published on 26th March 2018 and 

represents the most up to date assessment undertaken on behalf of the City 

Council. The report, produced as part of the evidence base (SIT.4), includes an 

evaluation of the Oxford Stadium site (from a commercial potential perspective); 

and a review of the market potential, which considered the national market for 

both greyhound and speedway together with case studies and the potential 

concept for a stadium. In addition, the report provided a preliminary assessment of 

the possible economic impact and the benefits that could be generated by a 

development that is in line with the proposed uses set out in Policy SP52. The 

consultants concluded by recognising that the ‘greyhound and speedway markets 

have experienced commercial challenges over recent years and continue to do so.’ 

However in their view they conclude that ‘a commercially viable solution is possible 

at this site for the following reasons: 

 the site has the various buildings and infrastructure in place (albeit in need of 

significant refurbishment and improvement); and 

 Oxford has a history of hosting greyhound racing and speedway and there is 

evidence of continued local support (e.g. Save our Stadium Group); and 

 Oxford and Oxfordshire are relatively affluent with a growing economy, which 

means the Stadium can target residents, tourists and local / regional 

businesses for race days and that there is potential for other events on non-

race days such as conferences etc.; and 

 the City Council has already received an informal approaches by two 

interested third parties who have expressed an interest to invest in the site 

and operate the venue; and 

 an initial assessment of possible profit and loss performance suggests the site 

could generate an operating profit as a site for greyhound and speedway 
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racing, (this was originally set out in a confidential letter given the commercial 

sensitivity but is attached as an Appendix 1); and 

 other factors associated with the trading potential of the site, such as the role 

of broadcasting revenue and non-race day events(e.g. functions, banquets, 

parties, etc.), need to be explored further, as they will be important to the 

commercial success of the venue; and 

 the funding of the capital costs would be to include some ‘enabling housing 

development on the western car park of the site, which could provide some 

residual value; and 

 The development could generate various economic, community and other 

benefits, which could potentially include creating and supporting 62 additional 

full-time jobs in Oxfordshire. The GVA associated with these jobs could be 

around £3.1 million per annum. 

 

45.2 In relation to the operator interest, representations have been received from 

Nikolas Budimir who considers the site to be commercially viable for greyhound and 

speedway racing. This would be dependent on the additional promotion of other 

non-race day uses such as conferencing; together with appropriate leisure related 

uses and community activities.   

 

Deliver homes 

45.3 A planning application (13/00302/FUL) was submitted by Galliard Homes. This 

application was submitted on 7th February 2013 for the demolition of existing 

structures and the erection of 220 residential units (37x 1 bed flats, 43 x 2 bed flats, 

24 x 2 bed houses, 90 x 3 bed houses, 26 x 4 bed houses). The application was 

however refused planning permission for seven reasons, which included the loss of 

all the highly valued leisure / community facilities that are important to the 

wellbeing, community cohesion and social inclusion of Oxford and the wider area. 

The refusal was subsequently appealed by Galliard Homes on 10th January 2014 

however the appeal was withdrawn prior to determination by the Planning 

Inspectorate. Amongst the important considerations is that the Oxford Stadium is 

within a Conservation Area and the removal of all the buildings and structures 

comprising the heritage asset would cause substantial harm to its significance by 

removing the features that contribute to its architectural interest and much of its 

historic interest resulting in the loss of the historical and communal value these 

provide. So whilst the development of this site for 220 dwellings would potentially 

contribute to delivering more homes to meet Oxford’s need a scheme of this scale 

for the detailed reasons set out in the refusal notice was considered to be 

unacceptable.  
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45.4 It is considered however that some ‘enabling’ residential development would be 

important to the commercial viability of the development of this site in accordance 

with the leisure-led proposals set out in Policy SP52. Residential development on 

the western car park only, could potentially be up to 4-6 storeys given its location 

and the desire to make the most efficient use of the site. Such a development 

would fully take account of the policy requirements to deliver the key leisure 

related uses but also deliver a significant number of new homes (including policy 

compliant affordable housing) as ‘enabling residential’ development in a way that 

would positively preserve and enhance the Oxford Stadium Conservation Area. A 

suggested modification for Paragraph 9.263 is set out below. 

 
 

Suggested modification to paragraph 9.263 

 
9.263 The Oxford Stadium was designated as a Conservation Area in 2014, following its addition to 

the City Council’s Heritage Assets Register. It is considered to have heritage significance, with 
the location and character of the stadium illustrating the socio-economic character of 
Oxford’s eastern suburbs during the 20th Century. The established use as a stadium should 
not be affected by permitting of new residential developments in proximity. 
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Q46. Policy SP53: Oxford University Press Sports Ground  
 

What would be the objection to the University developing, say, employer-

linked housing or student accommodation on its own land? 

 

46.1 Addressing the need for housing is a number one priority of the City Council.  As 

such, to allow the University to develop anything other than market and affordable 

housing on this site would be contrary to the Local Plan objectives to deliver as 

much housing of the right mix, type and tenure, including affordable housing as 

possible whilst balancing other important needs of the city’s residents and 

businesses.    The landowner in the site update form for the HELAA 2017 stated that 

the site was “entirely suited for residential development…”.  It is already a site 

allocation (SP45) in the adopted Sites and Housing Plan for residential development.   

As the site is suitable, deliverable and achievable for residential development, it has 

been taken forward as a site allocation in the draft plan. 

 

46.2 The allocation of student accommodation on this site would be inappropriate as it 

would be contrary to the locational strategy for student accommodation in the plan 

as set out in draft Policy H8.  The details of which are fully outlined in the council’s 

response to question 2.  Oxford University Press (OUP) although a department of 

the University is a publishing business and does not need to provide student 

accommodation with a locational need to be on this site. 

 
46.3 The locational strategy set out in Policy H8 has been drafted as it will help to 

moderate the intense demand for student accommodation across the city that 

constricts the availability of sites for general market and affordable housing and 

that affects the character of residential neighbourhoods, as well as resulting in 

students living in locations that do not meet their expectations and that affects 

their experience of studying in the city.  The locational restriction has a dual 

purpose of balancing various housing needs and ensuring purpose built student 

accommodation only comes forward in suitable locations. The allocation of sites for 

student accommodation must be balanced against the need for market and 

affordable housing. 

 

46.4 Purpose built student accommodation is not suitable in all locations. The locational 

restriction recognises that it is important to locate student accommodation in a way 

that avoids unacceptable changes in character and great increases in activity along 

quieter residential streets. The proposed restriction means that student 

accommodation can be delivered only on or adjacent to existing campuses and 

within the city centre and district centres. These locations are particularly suited to 

absorbing student accommodation and the levels of activity associated with it. 
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Campuses and sites adjacent to them are suitable because everything is on hand for 

students and they are not affecting an existing purely residential area.  

46.5 The city is already unable to meet its affordable housing need (678 affordable 

homes per annum) within the city boundaries. We need to do all we can to 

maximise affordable housing delivery that meets identified affordable housing 

needs. This site is currently included for a capacity of 130 homes, which could 

deliver up to 65 affordable homes (52 for social rent and 13 for shared ownership). 

Student accommodation would not provide on-site affordable housing.    

 

46.6 This site would not be suitable or eligible for employer linked housing because it is 

not a campus site of the colleges of the University of Oxford and of Oxford (refer to 

Appendix 3.2).  In any event, if this site were to be developed for employer-linked 

housing, although that would benefit employees of the University, it would provide 

no on site affordable housing for Oxford residents falling into housing need, which 

is the driver for Oxford’s overall needs.     This would have implications for unmet 

housing needs.  As Oxford is so constrained it is essential that the City Council 

ensures that development proposed results in the most efficient use of land in 

meeting identified needs.   
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Q47. Policy SP55: Radcliffe Observatory Quarter; Policy SP66: 

Ruskin College Campus and Policy SP57: Ruskin Field  
 

Please can the Council point to any work that has been carried out that 

addresses the concerns raised in representations about heritage and 

landscape settings. 
 

Radcliffe Observatory Quarter (SP55) 

44.1 The few comments made in relation to this site raise concern that the policy does 

not have sufficient reference to conserving and enhancing the nearby conservation 

area and heritage assets. Another comment said that it is noted that the site has 

been specifically excluded from the Central Conservation Area and it is suggested 

that the boundaries be changed to include this area and raised the point that the 

site is within the historic core and it is also suggested that reference to building 

heights and heritage setting be included in the policy. Historic England said that the 

site allocation should be deleted unless it can be demonstrated through a Heritage 

Impact Assessment that development proposals can contribute towards the 

character of the Conservation Area and preserve and enhance the significance of 

nearby listed buildings and their setting.  

 

44.2 The principle of redevelopment of the Radcliffe Observatory Quarter is long 

established and indeed a substantial amount of redevelopment has taken place on 

the site already. The site was allocated in the Local Plan 2001-2016 with Policy 

DS.66 - Radcliffe Infirmary Site, which allowed redevelopment of the former 

hospital for University of Oxford academic uses, student accommodation and the 

relocation of the Jericho Health Centre. The allocation was carried forward into the 

Sites and Housing Plan with Policy SP47 - Radcliffe Observatory Quarter. A 

masterplan was approved in 2008 and development on the site has been ongoing 

since, in line with this masterplan. The masterplan identified the buildings that 

needed to be preserved and renovated and has informed design and layout across 

the site.  

 

44.3 As part of the Central Conservation Area Appraisal work consideration was given to 

whether the boundary is appropriate. A report approved by Cabinet on 29th May 

2019 (PSD.7) set out an extension of the Central (City and University) Conservation 

Area. The extension incorporates the Science Area but does not incorporate the 

ROQ. Consideration was given to extending the central conservation area boundary 

to incorporate the ROQ site. However, it was concluded the site has little physical 

relationship to the city and instead is more closely related the observatory and 

North Oxford. It was concluded that any future review of the North Oxford Victorian 

Suburbs Conservation Area should consider their inclusion, but that they should not 
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be included in the Central Conservation Area. As noted in the report, there is still 

considerable protection of the buildings on the site due to the statutory listing.  

 

44.4 Policy SP55 requires careful design that ensures development proposals contribute 

towards the character of the conservation area and preserve and enhance listed 

buildings. The policy wording is considered to adequately draw attention to the 

important heritage aspects of the site. Policy DH3 and the NPPF ensure that a 

heritage plan will be carried out  

 

44.5 Given the approved masterplan, approved applications and ongoing development 

of the site it is considered that further development can take place that is 

appropriate in the context of the heritage and setting of the site. Site policies are 

not applied in isolation and development proposals will also be assessed on how 

they meet the requirements of the design policies and heritage policies. Any harm 

to designated heritage assets and their setting must be avoided, justified and 

mitigated, reduced or compensated for. It is not considered that a heritage 

assessment is required before a policy can allocate land for development. A 

heritage assessment will be required in order to assess the specific impacts of a 

proposal, as required by Policy DH3. Whilst details will need to be explored through 

full applications there is not considered to be any in principle reason why the site 

cannot be allocated.  

 

Ruskin Field - Policy SP57 

44.6 Several objections were received on this allocation. One objection raised said that it 

is not clear what, if any, development is suitable or achievable on this site given the 

heritage constraints and constraints of the views of Oxford and its green setting. 

Objections also state that the council has not made clear what development it 

expects on the site and it is therefore difficult to make a meaningful response to the 

proposed policy. Some felt that there is insufficient reference to conserving and 

enhancing the nearby heritage assets. It is also suggested that the impact of 

development on this site should be considered in combination with the adjacent 

site in order to ensure the cumulative effects of the two sites can be fully 

understood and mitigated as necessary. The Neighbourhood Planning Forum 

considers the policy is in conflict with the Headington Neighbourhood Plan and it 

lacks a detailed account as to how the conflict has been resolved. The relevant 

policies in the Neighbourhood Plan cited in the representation are GSP4 (protection 

of the setting of the site), CIP1 (development to respect existing local character), 

CIP2 (protecting locally important views) and CIP4 (protecting important assets). 

 

44.7 The site boundary shown on the proposals map is informed by a design and 

heritage analysis of the site that was carried out by City Council Planning, Heritage 



 

128 
 

and Design officers. It is informed by the Conservation Area appraisal and an 

understanding of the landscape setting of the site and its role within views and the 

setting of the Conservation Area. The text and policy make it clear that 

development proposals should contribute to the character of the conservation area 

and preserve and enhance nearby listed buildings and their setting. The supporting 

text makes it clear that sensitive and sensitive design will be required that reflects 

the constraints and opportunities of the site. The housing trajectory includes an 

indicative capacity figure for the site based on analysis undertaken as part of the 

plan preparation. This is not included in the policy and the final housing numbers on 

the site will be determined through the detailed work that will be associated with a 

future planning application. We do not consider that the objections justify the site 

being removed as an allocation.  

 

44.8 The Council suggest that if the Inspectors are minded to modify the policy to ensure 

the effectiveness of the policy the following modification could be included to refer 

to the specific conservation area. The suggested modification is set out below.  

 
Suggested Modification to SP57 

 
Planning permission will be granted for expansion of the adjoining academic institution or 
residential use only, which may include employer-linked housing. Planning permission will 
not be granted for any other uses.  

 
New development should be informed by the landscape character and potential impact on views 
from the north in terms of choice of siting, height, form and appearance. Careful design must ensure 
that development proposals contribute towards the character of the Old Headington Cconservation 
Aarea and preserve and enhance nearby listed buildings and their setting. 

 

Ruskin College Campus – Policy SP56 

 

44.9 Planning permission, which has now expired, has been granted for new 

development on this site. The site is allocated in the Sites and Housing Plan as SP49. 

The setting of the listed buildings could be improved by sensitive development 

within the site. This site is within a conservation area. It also contains the listed 

Rookery and wall. A reference is made to the listed building and conservation area 

and the need to preserve and enhance the listed buildings and their setting and to 

ensure development proposals contribute towards the character of the 

conservation area. To make this clearer and to ensure the policy is effective, we 

suggest the following modification could be made. 

 

Suggested modification to Policy  SP56 
Planning permission will be granted for academic institutional uses, student accommodation 
and employer-linked housing at Ruskin College Campus. Development could include open 
space, sports facilities and allotments. Planning permission will not be granted for any other 
uses. 
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Development must retain and conserve or enhance the listed building and wall and their setting 
setting of the listed building and wall. Careful design must ensure that development proposals 

contribute towards the character of the conservation area and preserve and enhance 
nearby listed buildings and their setting. 

 
A reduction in car parking provision on site will be required and Ppedestrian and cycle links 
through and to the site should be enhanced. 
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Q48. Policy SP62: Valentia Road site  
It has been drawn to our attention that the Headington Neighbourhood 

Plan identifies this site as a public access green space. Please can the 

Council comment on this situation and explain how it will be resolved. 

 

Extracts from Headington Neighbourhood Plan appendices and endnotes 

48.1 The relevant policies of the Headington Neighbourhood Plan are set out below.   

 

Policy GSP1: Conserving and enhancing public access green space1 

1. All existing public access green space in the HNPA as shown on the Green 

Spaces Plan will be conserved and where appropriate enhanced unless 

currently allocated as a development site in an adopted development 

plan document.  

2. Development proposals that safeguard, and/ or provide opportunities to 

improve the quality and quantity of public access to green space through 

appropriate restoration, extension, expansion or diversification in a scale 

and setting compatible with their location will be approved.  

3. Development will not be permitted where it results in the loss of public 

access green space or harms its setting unless it can be demonstrated 

that there is an overriding need for development on that green space 

and: 

 A public access green space(s) of an equivalent size and amenity in 

an identified area(s) of need in the HPNA is provided; or 

 Access to the public of existing private green space(s) of an 

equivalent size and amenity in the HPNA is provided  

Endnote:  

1 Public access green space in Headington which is available to the public regardless 

of landowner, for recreation.  It comprises: parks – city, neighbourhood and local, 

playgrounds, sports grounds, square/ garden and civic spaces, ecological sites, 

green corridors, greens and commons, churchyards and cemeteries.  

Appendix  

“Valentia Road” is a Public Access green Space category “playing fields” (plan 

reference 6)  
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48.2 Policy GSP2 paragraph 3 sets out how the Headington Neighbourhood Plan requires 

new public access green space to be provided.  Paragraph 3 states:  

“The Plan favours the provision of public access green space on site.  However, 

where it can be demonstrated that public access green space cannot be 

provided on site as part of significant developments, the alternative public 

access green space must be provided within, or adjacent to, the HNPA.  This can 

be in the form of an extension or enhancement of existing public access green 

space within, or adjacent to, the HNPA”.  

City Council response 

48.3 Although the Headington Neighbourhood Plan does not explicitly define 

“significant” developments, in this context the Local Plan site allocation would seem 

an appropriate size and scale of development to apply this policy to.  Paragraph 3 

above discusses the implementation of where new public access green spaces are 

to be located in the HNPA.  The Policy clearly allows enhancement of existing public 

access green space to quality for on-site provision.  

 

48.4 Policy GSP1 (above) sets out that where there is an overriding need for 

development on a green space, that development may be permitted.  Oxford has 

unmet housing need.  So much so, in fact that there has been agreement with 

neighbouring authorities to deliver, as part of their Local Plans, levels of housing to 

assist Oxford in meeting its own housing need.  Given Oxford’s well-documented 

housing need, it is important to deliver as much housing on sites within Oxford City 

as possible.  Valentia Road is in a sustainable location, close to local shops and 

services (Headington District Centre), and close to sustainable transport links into 

the city centre.  The NPPF is clear at paragraph 30 that the Neighbourhood Plan 

policies can be superseded by strategic or non-strategic policies that are adopted 

subsequently. Given that meeting housing need is a strategic matter and this site 

allocation is in line with the overall spatial strategy of the emerging Local plan we 

do not consider the policy approach to be unsound. 

 

48.5 Site Allocation Policy SP62: Valentia Road Site (Proposed Submission Plan version) 

states:  
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“Planning permission will only be granted for housing on this site.  Planning 

permission will not be permitted for any other uses.  Improvements to the 

remaining area of the recreation ground will be required as part of any 

development on the site.”  

48.6 The site area for the site is 0.76ha.  The Housing Employment Land Availability 

Assessment recognises that this large site can successfully accommodate around 10 

units.  This would result in the remainder of the site becoming an improved public 

access green space in line with the aim of the Headington Neighbourhood Plan.    
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Q49. Policy SP64: Wolvercote Paper Mill  
 
Does the policy reflect the terms of any current planning permission? 

 
49.1 The site is currently being built out under planning permission reference 

13/01861/OUT and 18/00966/RES (development commenced in July 2018).  The 

policy does reflect this permission. However, given it is commenced, we suggest that 

SP66 is deleted as it is no longer needed.  Planning permission 13/01861/OUT 

‘Outline application (seeking means of access) for up to 190 residential units, 

employment space, community facilities, public open space and ancillary services and 

facilities. (Amended plans)(Additional information)’. Planning permission 

18/00966/RES ‘Reserved matters of outline planning permission 13/01861/OUT 

seeking permission for the appearance, landscaping, layout and scale of 190 

residential units, employment space, community facilities, public open space and 

facilities. (Amended plans and additional information)’. 

 

Suggested Modification 

Delete Policy SP66 and its preceding supportive text on pages 215 and 216 (Paragraph numbers 
9.296 to 9.302 inclusive) of the draft Local Plan.  
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Q50. Policy SP65: Bayards Hill Primary School Part Playing Fields  
 

Please can the Council explain how much of the site is expected to be used for 

housing and how this policy would comply with paragraph 97 of the NPPF. 
 

50.1 The existing playing field at Bayards Hill Primary School is 1.96 ha, of which 0.7ha of 

the site is proposed in the site allocation allocated for employer-linked affordable 

housing in Policy SP65.  The Council has drafted this policy fully cognizant of 

paragraph 97 of the Framework and as referred to in paragraph 5.15 of the Local 

Plan only in exceptional circumstances will the City Council grant permission for the 

redevelopment of a school playing field.  The council is satisfied that this  area of 

the playing fields at Bayards Hill Primary School could be redeveloped for employer 

linked affordable housing without compromising the open air sports facilities at the 

school.  The provision of employer-linked housing in this location could help with 

the recruitment and retention challenges that the academy is facing across its 

schools in the city. 

 
50.2 Paragraph 97 states that existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and 

land, including playing fields should not be built on unless: 

 
a) an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, 

buildings or land to be surplus to requirements;  
b) the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by 

equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable 
location; or  

c) the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the 
benefits of which clearly outweigh the loss of the current or former use. 

 
50.3 The City Council has been updating its Playing Pitch Strategy and  Sport England, 

who initially objected to the allocation of  a number of sites which would involve 

the loss of sports field because of the lack of an up-to-date strategy are now 

satisfied. They subsequently signed a statement of common ground (COM.7) with 

the council.  The results of the Playing Pitch Strategy have been in line with the 

assumptions made, so help to justify the site allocations including this allocation at 

Bayards Hill Primary School. 

 

50.4 The existing provision at Bayards Hill consists of 1 youth and 1 mini football pitch 

with secs Hill 1 youth and 1 mini football pitch with secured public access. The 

pitches would not be affected by the small housing development. Sport England 

was concerned about whether the remaining area of playing field would be of 

sufficient size for the school. The City Council explained that the site allocation 

comprises only part of the school’s playing fields, so that sufficient space will remain 
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for school playing field use. Sport England is satisfied with this approach and had no 

outstanding objections to this policy. 

 

50.5 This allocation if developed for employer-linked housing to provide homes for staff 

working in the Community School Alliance Trust.  This would be to meet an 

exceptional need for specialist housing.  The City Council in allocating part of the 

playing field for employer-linked housing is satisfied that the loss of part of the 

playing field would not compromise the existing facilities and in any way be 

detrimental to the outdoor sport and play activities at the school.  Further 

justification for the potential redevelopment of the playing field for employer linked 

housing in outlined in BGP12 Green Spaces. 

 

50.6 The following extract from a letter sent to the policy team emphasises the 

challenges faced by the Community Schools Alliance Trust Academy (CSAT) with the 

recruitment and retention of staff and provides an explanation as to the drafting of 

Policy SP65: 

 
1. How likely it is that you would consider providing housing for staff on your 
site(s) to help with recruitment and retention within the Local Plan period to 
2036?  
It is considered highly likely that the Trust would consider providing housing for Key 

Worker’s on site. This will help with the recruitment and retention process during the 

lifetime of the Plan. 

 
4. Are there particular sectors of your staff (in terms of salary/payscale or roles) 
which you would particularly wish to target the housing for to address your 
staffing concerns?  
The Trust would seek to accommodate staff on lower salaries who are unable to 

afford quality accommodation in the wider market in Oxford. This includes those 

new to the teaching profession. 
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Q51. Policy SP66: William Morris Close Sports Ground  
 

When was the site last used for sports use? Is it feasible to retain the playing 

pitch now, both in terms of the physical space available, and in respect of 

potential demand? 
 

51.1 The site was last used for sports in 2009, when it formed part of the Lord Nuffield 

Club prior to the club’s closure and the subsequent redevelopment of the 

clubhouse buildings to the north of the sports pitch on what is now the Tyndale 

School. Whilst there was a community access agreement in place for the clubhouse 

facilities this did not extend to the sports pitch, which has always been in private 

use.  

51.2 The applicant’s consultants (QRS) for the present proposals (18/03330/OUT) have 

prepared a report looking at the capacity of the site to accommodate sports uses. 

The site is physically constrained with residential development on two sides and the 

school to the north, with the road to the west of the site. The conclusion that can 

be drawn from the consultant’s report is that the site is no longer capable of being 

used for cricket, which it was previously used for at one time, as the site is too 

small. The site has a useable capacity for football and possibly rugby, though it 

would only be possible to accommodate a single adult pitch however there is 

insufficient room to provide changing facilities for an adult pitch therefore the 

capacity would be limited to a single junior football or rugby pitch with changing 

facilities.  

 

51.3 The site is not included within the playing pitch strategy. Demand for football 

pitches is more for all weather surfaces, which (particularly when provided with 

floodlighting) have a greater playing capacity than grass pitches. It is considered 

that the demand for the sports pitch would be low due to space limitations limiting 

the capacity to a single junior pitch and little prospect of floodlighting being 

appropriate on this site. Given this, it is considered justified that there is little 

prospect of the pitch coming back into use as a sports pitch.  

 

51.4 Paragraph 97 of the NPPF says that playing fields should not be built on unless an 

assessment has shown the open space, buildings or land to be surplus to 

requirements or the loss would be replaced by equivalent or better provision in 

terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location or the development is for 

alternative sports provision. The draft policy SP66 requires that ‘the playing pitch 

must be retained unless an alternative suitable provision is made. If alternative 

provision is made the City Council must be satisfied that it will be delivered.’  

 

51.5 As confirmed in the interim playing pitch strategy there is not an overall surplus 

across the city in playing pitches. Therefore alternative provision is needed.  It is 
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considered possible that alterative provision can be made; Sport England is satisfied 

with the proposals put forward as part of 18/03330/OUT and the policy wording as 

set out in the Statement of Common Ground between the City Council and Sport 

England (COM.7, specifically Table 3).  



 

 

Appendix 1: Background information for Policy SP52: Oxford Stadium 
 
Tom Morris 
Principal Economic Development and Spatial Officer 
Oxford City Council 
St. Aldate’s Chambers 
109 – 113 St. Aldate’s 
Oxford, OX1 1DS 
 
Dear Tom 

OXFORD STADIUM – COMMERCIAL VIABILITY ASSESSMENT 

“COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE” 

Introduction 

Five Lines Consulting were commissioned by Oxford City Council (‘the Council’) to assist the Council 

with their considerations over the future of Oxford Stadium.  Our commercial viability assessment was 

required to provide part of the evidence base for the emerging Local Plan 2036 to test the commercial 

viability of returning the Oxford Stadium to a greyhound and speedway use, and to understand what 

enabling resources may be required to enable this to take place (as part of which exercise we also 

carried out an illustrative appraisal of a potential residential development on the existing car park 

component of the stadium site). 

This letter supplements our main report titled ‘Oxford Stadium – Commercial Viability Assessment’ 

(dated 18th December 2017).  That report excludes the following financial appraisal, because we have 

been informed by the Council that it is considered commercial sensitive, particularly if the Council goes 

to the market for a development, investment and operating partner.   

Given the commercial sensitivity of the information included in this letter it should be treated as 

confidential.  

The financial appraisal presented in this letter comprises the following: 

 A review of possible capital costs. 

 

 A preliminary review of the trading potential of the site as a stadium for greyhound racing and 

speedway. 

 

 The key financial and commercial risks which need to be considered, and how these could be 

managed / mitigated should they occur. 

Although this is the early stages of this project, we consider the following appraisal to be based on 

reasonable initial assumptions.  As with all projects of this scale, the appraisal will need constant 

review and revision should the project progress past this nascent stage.   

We would note that whilst our work has been conducted carefully, we have not verified any 

information prepared by third parties.    

  

  

Date: 18th December 

2017 

 



 

 

At this early stage, the development options are conceptual only.  Because of this, it is important to 

stress that our work provides a preliminary review of the possible commercial, financial and economic 

development implications only.  It is not possible to guarantee the fulfilment of any financial estimates 

or illustrations contained within this letter or our main report, although they have been 

conscientiously prepared on the basis of our research and information made available to us at the time 

of the study. 

Capital cost implications 

The capital costs for the site will be based on the following: 

 The cost of the land acquisition is assumed to be £1.4 million.  The possible cost of land 

acquisition is to the best of our knowledge at this time.  It is assumed that this would reflect 

the CPO cost of acquisition. 

 

 The refurbishment costs, which will include the refurbishment and renovation of the site.  This 

includes renovation of the buildings, track and general environment, as well as the fixtures, 

fittings and equipment.  At this early stage, no detailed designs have been prepared for Oxford 

Stadium as a ‘new’ greyhound and speedway stadium.  Our discussions with an interested 

third party indicate that the refurbishment costs could be £1 million.  This is regarded as the 

best available estimate for the purpose of this initial financial appraisal. 

Funding of capital costs 

The total capital costs could be c. £2.4 million (i.e., the land acquisition cost plus the site refurbishment 

costs).   

There are various options which could be considered for the funding of these costs. These include 

some or all of the following: 

 Council funding by means of direct investment, either from Reserves or via Prudential Borrowing.  

For this option, the Council would have to examine the value of money of any investment, 

including the associated risks.  For example, if the Council invested through prudential Borrowing, 

it would be necessary to repay the prudential borrowing debt via the operations of the Stadium 

(e.g., the Council receiving a rent or profit share) – and to be comfortable that this debt servicing 

would be possible even in the case of sub-optimal trading performance at the Stadium. 

 

 Grant funding, which could possibly be attracted because of the economic development, 

community and other benefits the site could generate (see Chapter 5).  Sources for grants could 

include OxLEP. 

 

 A 3rd party investor and operator.  This option would involve a third party taking on the risk 

associated with investment and development.  The company would then operate the site.   

One specific option that we have explored - at a high level - is the development of a housing scheme 

on the 0.77 hectare Western Car Park9, which could be an enabling development.  This was to see 

whether such a development has potential for generating a profit which could be used to fund or part 

fund the c. £2.4 million capital costs.  A housing scheme could be developed under a number of routes 

                                                           
9
 This is an estimate of the size of the site available which was provided by the Council. 



 

 

– i.e., by the Council or a third party, or collectively under a joint venture arrangement.    

Table 1 summarises an initial development appraisal for a housing scheme on the Western Car Park 

site.  This includes the re-provision of 220 car parking spaces.  Appendix 1 details the specific 

assumptions used for the development appraisal.  Please note the following: 

 A land cost of £1.4 million is included as per the estimated CPO cost, as noted above – on this 

basis the housing scheme could in theory fully fund the total £2.4m if the appraisal results in a 

residual profit of £1.0 million (or more). 

 

 The housing type mix assumed is in line with guidance provided by the Council. 

 

 A density of 67 units per hectare is assumed, which is as per the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment density assumptions, and would be defined as ‘high density’. Based on 
0.77 hectares, this suggests a development of 52 units (split as per Appendix 1). 
 

 The tenure mix assumes 50% affordable housing as per Council policy requirements, with a 

higher representation of social rented than any other affordable tenure (albeit lower than the 

40% social rented provision that we understand would represent the Council’s ideal tenure 

mix) 

 220 on site car parking spaces are assumed to be re-provided on site, at an estimated cost of 
£15,000 per space.  This cost in particular would require specific verification and detailed 
costing by a quantity surveyor.  
 

 No developer’s profit has been assumed on the basis that either the Council acts as developer 

(and does so on a not for profit basis) or a 3rd party company does it for no/low profit on the 

basis of the potential profits which could generated by the greyhound/speedway stadium (and 

in which ongoing operating profits the third party would presumably expect to participate).    

 

 This is a big assumption and will need careful consideration and / or testing with the market.  

Even if a single 3rd party was prepared to lead on site development in order to cross-subsidise 

the greyhound/speedway stadium, it should be noted that this could result in the Council 

entering into commercial agreements for both site development and ongoing operations with 

a single entity.  This may not result in the best possible outcome for the Council – the best 

choice of stadium operator may not necessarily be the best choice of enabling site developer. 

 

 If the Council was not in a position to develop the site directly and it was determined that the 

best choice of enabling site developer would involve a market competitive assessment of 

interested residential developers, then it would be necessary to also include a developer profit 

in the illustrative appraisal summarised in Table 1 below.  In this case, the residual value would 

clearly decrease, possibly by c. £2.0 million (based on an estimated 17.5% development profit 

on all costs excluding land). However, in this scenario there are alternative options to enhance 

viability by adjusting other key parameters of the scheme.  For example, one or more of the 

following: 

 

 Adjusting tenure mix – either increasing the proportion of open market units for sale and / 

or reducing the proportion of social rented units within the affordable housing provision.  

As an example, we estimate that if the tenure mix were 75% open market units and 25% 



 

 

affordable rented units, the scheme could return an estimated residual value of £875,000, 

even after including an assumed development profit. 

 

 Adjusting site density assumptions to include more than 52 units on site – if considered 

possible in technical and planning terms – would also serve to generate more value from 

the scheme. 

 

 Land costs may prove to be significantly less than £1.4 million under CPO terms. 

 

 Reducing the significant abnormal cost burden (£3.3 million) placed on the scheme 

appraisal as a result of the assumed re-provision of 220 car parking spaces at an estimated 

cost of £15,000 per space.  This could be achieved by requiring a lower number of car 

parking spaces than are currently available at the stadium site and / or investigating 

options for car park provision or car park sharing schemes at alternative nearby sites. 

 Attracting Council and/or grant funding to the project. 
 

Table 1 suggests that – under a number of stated assumptions - a residual profit of £0.9 million is 

possible, which could, at the Council’s discretion, be applied to the Stadium refurbishment costs.  

Furthermore, as summarised above, even if not all of the assumptions that are built into Table 1 below 

applied in practice, there are a number of potential adjustments to scheme content / assumptions that 

could return a similar financial conclusion – i.e., it could be possible for a residential scheme on the car 

park scheme to generate residual profits in the region of £0.75 million to £1.0 million that could 

contribute towards Stadium refurbishment costs. 

Table 1:  Initial housing scheme development appraisal 

 

  

Income £

Gross development value 14,087,165

Grant funding 0

Other 0

Total income 14,087,165

Costs £

Land (i.e., CPO cost) 1,400,000

Build costs 6,638,788

Abnormals and infrastructure (re-provision of 220 car parking spaces) 3,300,000

Preliminaries 796,655

Professional Fees 398,327

Marketing/Legal/Finance 99,582

Contingency 331,939

Target development profit 0

Allowance for finance costs 250,000

Total costs 13,215,291

Residual profit / (viability gap) 871,874



 

 

Review of trading potential 

Having reviewed the dynamics of the site and local catchment – and considered the national market 

characteristics and trends - we now present an ‘Efficient Operator Assessment’ for a new Oxford 

Stadium which is used for greyhound, speedway and other commercial and community activities.   This 

takes the form of an illustrative Profit and Loss statement.  We define Efficient Operator Assessment as 

follows: 

 “The realistic potential Profit and Loss performance of the Stadium up to and at its stabilised 

year of operation (i.e., the assumed year at which the Stadium is assumed to reach an optimum 

level of maintainable operating profit) as would be estimated by a reasonably efficient 

operator.  In preparing this assessment, consideration is given to the proposed property itself, 

its location and market circumstances”. 

We are not aware of any published trading performance benchmarks for greyhound or speedway 

stadia.  However, based on our research and analysis in the locality, the market review, anecdotal 

evidence gathered during the consultations, and our experience of working on other stadia projects 

elsewhere in the UK, it is possible to prepare a reasonable initial estimate of the future trading position 

for the Oxford Stadium in an assumed stable market.   

Appendix 1 includes a summary of the financial performance from a selection of companies that 

own/operate greyhound stadia.  This is intended as background to the following review of trading 

potential. 

The financial appraisal is based on the following general assumptions: 

 The figures exclude VAT unless stated. 

 

 All figures are at 2017 values – i.e., no inflation has been assumed. 

 

 The Stadium is managed and operated as a stadium for racing, and for social events (e.g., 

groups getting together socially for high quality entertainment and fun).  As the Stadium will 

be competing in the local and regional sport and leisure market, the highest standards of 

hospitality and customer service will need to be provided.  Offering an exceptional ‘visitor 

experience’ will be important to ensure repeat visitation, particularly amongst local and 

regional residents.   

 

 The Stadium offers good value for money, particularly with regard to admission pricing and 

food, beverage and hospitality prices. 

 

 The profit and loss statement is an initial illustration of the possible performance over the first 

five years of trading.  This is important because new sports stadia typically take a number of 

years to reach mature levels of trading performance (i.e., as awareness of the Stadium builds 

and audiences are developed, staffing and other operating arrangements stabilise, etc.).  In 

light of this, we have assumed that it will take three years for the Stadium to reach its 

‘stabilised year of trading’. 

 

 The financial appraisal includes a Re-investment Reserve.   The Re-investment Reserve is a 

sinking fund created to accumulate funds (e.g., on an annual basis).  It will be needed to fund 



 

 

regular improvements to the Stadium (e.g., refurbishments of public areas, back of house, 

leisure facilities, and the like), as well as mechanical and engineering systems.  The reserve is 

created to ensure the Stadium benefits from constant investment so that it is at the requisite 

quality to meet (and hopefully exceed) the ever-increasing demands of its target markets.  For 

this appraisal, we have based this on a percentage of total income10. 

In Tables 2 and 3, we outline the various income and operating cost assumptions we have used for the 

profit and loss illustration. 

Table 2: Profit and loss income assumptions 

Income 
stream 

Assumption Comments 

Greyhound 
gate income 

 Three race meeting 
per week, all-year-
round (i.e., 156 
meetings p.a.). 
 

 Average attendance 
per race meeting of 
750. 
 

 Average admission 
income of £4.00 per 
head.   

 

We have assumed that there will be meetings on Friday 
and Saturday nights, as well as a mid-week meeting.  As 
certain other greyhound tracks in the UK hold up to six 
meetings each week, we consider three per week to be 
a reasonable assumption at this early stage. 

A key risk when forecasting gate income at sports stadia 
is lower than expected attendances.  In light of this, we 
have veered on the side of caution and assumed 750 
people attending each race meeting.  It is likely that 
there will be a higher attendance on Friday and 
Saturday nights (possibly 1,000 per night), and a lower 
attendance during the week, particularly if it is a 
televised morning meeting (e.g., 250 attendance). 

Based on pricing at other greyhound stadia, we have 
assumed an adult single admission price of £6 (inc. 
VAT).  There is a balance between maximising 
admission income and encouraging repeat visits.  £6 is a 
reasonable assumption at this early stage.  Once VAT is 
removed, the figure is £5.00.  The £4 average figure 
therefore excludes VAT and takes into account likely 
discounting (e.g., for children).   

We consider this to be a prudent assumption, 
particularly in a relatively affluent area such as Oxford.  
However, we also acknowledge the need for the 
Stadium to offer good value for money for both new 
and repeat visitors. 

Greyhound 
catering 
income 

 650 people spending 
an average of £3 (exc. 
VAT) on bar and kiosk 
on food and drinks. 
 

 50 people spending 

The two catering offers for race-day visitors will be (1) 
the bars and kiosks selling soft and alcoholic drinks, hot 
and cold snacks, etc.), and (2) the restaurant within the 
grandstand which will offer a table service menu. 

There are various options for the management and 
operations of the catering and hospitality, including the 
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capital costing stage.  This will be necessary should the project progress. 

 



 

 

Income 
stream 

Assumption Comments 

an average of £12.50 
(exc. VAT) within the 
restaurant (food and 
drinks). 

The above assumes that 
not all visitors will spend 
on catering. 

Stadium operator doing it themselves (‘in-house’), and 
a 3rd party catering company being contracted to 
manage the catering on their behalf.  In terms of the 
latter, there are a number of options for the 
commercial arrangements, which have been highlighted 
in the main report (i.e., management fee, concession, 
profit share, etc.). 

Greyhound 
gambling 
income 

 The stadium will 
receive 15% of 
average money 
staked per race 
meeting of £15,000 
(exc. VAT). 

The Stadium will receive a percentage of the total 
money gambled via Tote betting (i.e., a service charge). 

The assumed £15,000 average total stake per race 
meeting reflects an average of £20 per person (exc. 
VAT). 

Greyhound 
media 
revenue 

 £7,000 per race 
meeting. 

As discussed previously in this report, the income 
generated by media rights is an important income 
stream at many greyhound stadia.  The financial 
appraisal assumes that the stadium gets on one of the 
media services to benefit from this income. 

We understand that the average media rights income 
per meeting can start at £7,000. 

Speedway 
gate income 

 An average of 22 race 
meetings each year 
with an average 
attendance of 1,500. 
 

 Average admission 
income is £12 (exc. 
VAT). 

 

 The Stadium receive 
25% of the total 
admission income. 

Assumed that the speedway team (franchise) will rent 
the stadium. 

 

There could be more race meetings than this if (1) there 
is also a Colts team and/or (2) the Stadium hosts 
national and other championship events. 

The average admission price of £12 (exc. VAT) reflects 
current pricing at other speedway race meetings, as 
discussed previously. 

Speedway 
catering 
income 

 1,500 people 
spending an average 
of £6 on bar and kiosk 
on food and drinks 
(exc. VAT). 

It is assumed that the Stadium will retain 100% of 
income generated through the bars / kiosk.   

We have assumed that the restaurant will not be open 
for speedway meetings. 

Non-race day 
events 

 7,800 people per year 
at an average spend 
per head of £30 (exc. 
VAT). 

This relates to events and activities such as day 
conferences and meetings, banquets, dinner parties, 
private parties, Asian celebrations, and other events 
where the hospitality spaces are hired at times where 
there are no greyhound or speedway race meetings 
being held. 

7,800 people per year is based on 150 people per week, 



 

 

Income 
stream 

Assumption Comments 

which is considered a reasonable assumption at this 
early stage. 

The average spend per head is a prudent assumption. It 
reflects the suggestion that the stadium should market 
itself as an affordable option for conference and event 
space.  For example, the half-day Day Delegate Rate 
quoted at the Kassam Stadium for the use of their 
executive boxes ranges from £22 to £24 (inc. VAT).   

Furthermore, average income per person at other 
greyhound / sports stadia for parties and private 
functions often starts at £25/£30, and can be as high as 
£50 for some events, excluding drinks (such as themed 
Christmas parties). 

The average income assumes that the hospitality space 
is fitted out to a high quality and marketed effectively, 
so that it is able to compete effectively within the 
Oxford / Oxfordshire marketplace. 

 

The income projections do not include the following, which could be considered as commercial 

‘upsides’: 

 The rental income generated by community activities, which includes the current occupiers of 

the site (i.e., karting, and the dance studio), and potential additional users (e.g., boxing, martial 

arts, and/or gymnastic clubs).  Such occupiers will be important in enhancing the community 

value of the site, as well as generating footfall and vibrancy throughout the week.  If a 

significant number of additional community users is desired at the site, there is likely to be a 

need for additional space to be required.  Given the limited available space on the site, this 

would need careful design.  It would also be an additional capital cost to the project. 

 

 Any other events such as stock car racing, music events (which could use the central area 

within the tracks), etc.  These open-air concerts are often held at stadia over the summer 

months, and can generate a useful additional income stream (e.g., through the hire of the 

entire venue by a concert promoter). 

 

 Any income which could be generated through commercial partnerships such as agreeing a 

naming rights deal on the Stadium.  Many football clubs and other sports stadia have forged 

such commercial arrangements which can generate an additional income stream. 

  



 

 

Table 3:  Profit and loss operating cost assumptions 

Income stream Assumption Comments 

Greyhound direct 
costs 

 Food and beverage 
cost of sales of 30% 
of both total bar / 
kiosk, and restaurant 
income. 
 

 Event staffing 
represents 27.5% of 
total greyhound 
income.   

 

 Prize money of 
£5,000 per week. 

 

 Event advertising 
costs of £500 per 
week. 

This is a reasonable estimate of the catering cost of 
sales, as it is based on our experience from other 
sports stadia. 

The direct (variable) staffing costs reflect the part-
time and casual staffing required on race days (e.g., 
turnstiles, catering, paddock staff, etc.). 

Speedway direct 
costs 

 Food and beverage 
cost of sales of 30% 
of both total bar / 
kiosk. 
 

 Event staffing 
represents 25% of 
total speedway 
income.  
 

The direct staffing associated with the speedway 
race meetings should be lower than that at the 
greyhound meetings (e.g., there is no restaurant 
open for speedway, the speedway team will take 
responsibility for certain activities on race days). 

Permanent 
stadium staffing 

 20 full-time 
equivalent staff 
earning an average of 
£27,500 each 
(including ‘on-costs’ 
to reflect employer 
costs such as National 
Insurance, benefits, 
etc.). 

The permanent staffing will include full- and part-
time staff in roles such as General Manager, Deputy 
Manager, Racing Manager, Finance manager and 
assistant, Sales and Marketing Manager, Restaurant 
and Bars Manager, Administration Manager and 
assistant, as well as catering staff (e.g., kitchen 
brigade). 

Although we have quoted full-time equivalent staff, 
this would most probably translate to something like 
30 permanent full-time and part-time staff.  Added 
to this figure will be the race-day and non-race day 
part-time, casual and other staff which have been 
discussed previously in this table. 

The total payroll cost for all staff equates to 33% of 
total income, which we consider to be a reasonable 
assumption at this stage, and – if anything – 
potentially on the high side (when compared with 



 

 

Income stream Assumption Comments 

performance at other greyhound stadia – e.g., the 
figure at the two GRA operated venues is 31%11, and 
the figure for Sheffield’s Owlerton Stadium is 30%12). 

Administration 
including 
insurance 

 £150,000 p.a. These are initial estimates. 

In the case of business rates, the Council could 
possibly give an indication of the likely annual rates 
at this site. 

Stadium sales and 
marketing 

 3.5% of total annual 
Stadium income 

Repairs and 
maintenance 

 £125,000 p.a. 

Utilities  £100,000 p.a. 

Business rates  £150,000 p.a. 

Re-investment 
reserve (i.e. 
sinking fund for 
regular 
improvements to 
the Stadium) 

 Increasing from 2% of 
total income during 
Year 1 to 5% by Year 
5. 

Should the project move forward, a Quantity 
Surveyor will be able prepare an accurate estimate 
of the lifecycle costs of the stadium, and what this 
would mean in terms of the amounts which would 
need to be allocated to a sinking fund. 

 

The various income and operating cost assumptions result in the Profit and Loss illustration presented 

in Table 4.  This suggests that the Oxford Stadium has potential of generating a total income of £2.8 

million during Year 5 which converts to a Profit before Interest and Tax of £0.54 million.  This income / 

profit excludes the commercial upsides mentioned previously (e.g., rent from community activities, 

sponsorship, etc.), which should support commercial viability. 

Sensitivity analysis 

As with any large-scale capital project such as this, there are various commercial and financial risks 

which need to be considered.   After all, there are examples of greyhound tracks that are profitable 

and others that are less profitable.   

In order to understand the possible impacts of these risks, we have run a number of financial 

‘sensitivities’ which illustrate the impact on potential Operating Profit of alternative income and 

operating cost assumptions.  This sensitivity analysis has been undertaken on the “base case” profit 

and loss illustration, as per Table 4 above.   

Table 5 presents the outputs of this sensitivity analysis.  Three particular trading risks are as follows:  

 Lower than anticipated attendances. 
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 GRA Limited - Report and Financial Statements, Year-ended 31
st

 December 2016. 
12

 Sheffield Sports Stadium Limited - Financial Statements, 30
th

 September 2016. 



 

 

 The inability of the Stadium to attract projected broadcast revenue (this is particular risk as it is 
assumed to make a valuable contribution to the overall income of the Stadium).   

 

 Higher than expected overhead costs such as administration, repairs and maintenance, utilities 
and business rates. 

The impact of these risks on the Year 5 Operating Profit are illustrated below (along with an illustration 

of the impact of better than expected performance). This shows the particular impact broadcast 

revenue is likely to have on overall profitability.  Indeed, without any media rights income, the Stadium 

would make an Operating Loss based on our other income and operating cost assumptions. 

Table 4:  Profit and Loss illustration, Year 1 to Year 5 

 

Note:  Excludes pre-opening costs 

  

At 2017 values (i.e., no inflation included)

Year 1

% of total 

income Year 2

% of total 

income Year 3

% of total 

income Year 4

% of total 

income Year 5

% of total 

income

Income

Greyound gate 468,000         16% 468,000      16% 468,000    16% 468,000     16% 468,000    16%

Greyhound catering 401,700         14% 401,700      14% 401,700    14% 401,700     14% 401,700    14%

Greyhound gambling income 351,000         12% 351,000      12% 351,000    12% 351,000     12% 351,000    12%

Media rights 1,092,000      38% 1,092,000  38% 1,092,000 38% 1,092,000  38% 1,092,000 38%

Speedway gate (% to venue) 99,000           3% 99,000        3% 99,000      3% 99,000       3% 99,000      3%

Speedway catering 198,000         7% 198,000      7% 198,000    7% 198,000     7% 198,000    7%

Non-race day catering and hospitality 234,000         8% 234,000      8% 234,000    8% 234,000     8% 234,000    8%

TOTAL INCOME 2,843,700     100% 2,843,700  100% 2,843,700 100% 2,843,700 100% 2,843,700 100%

Direct costs

Greyhound catering cost of sales 120,510         4% 120,510      4% 120,510    4% 120,510     4% 120,510    4%

Speedway catering cost of sales 59,400           2% 59,400        2% 59,400      2% 59,400       2% 59,400      2%

Non-race day catering cost of sales 70,200           2% 70,200        2% 70,200      2% 70,200       2% 70,200      2%

Greyhound prize money 260,000         9% 260,000      9% 260,000    9% 260,000     9% 260,000    9%

Greyhound event advertising 26,000           1% 26,000        1% 26,000      1% 26,000       1% 26,000      1%

Greyhound event staffing 239,168         8% 239,168      8% 239,168    8% 239,168     8% 239,168    8%

Speedway event staffing 148,500         5% 148,500      5% 148,500    5% 148,500     5% 148,500    5%

Non-race day catering / hospitality staffing 64,350           2% 64,350        2% 64,350      2% 64,350       2% 64,350      2%

TOTAL DIRECT COSTS 988,128         35% 988,128     35% 988,128    35% 988,128     35% 988,128    35%

Overheads

Payroll (permanent) 550,000         19% 550,000      19% 550,000    19% 550,000     19% 550,000    19%

Administration (including insurance) 150,000         5% 150,000      5% 150,000    5% 150,000     5% 150,000    5%

Sales and marketing 99,530           4% 99,530        4% 99,530      4% 99,530       4% 99,530      4%

Repairs and maintenance 125,000         4% 125,000      4% 125,000    4% 125,000     4% 125,000    4%

Utilities 100,000         4% 100,000      4% 100,000    4% 100,000     4% 100,000    4%

Business rates 150,000         5% 150,000      5% 150,000    5% 150,000     5% 150,000    5%

Re-investment reserve 56,874           2% 85,311        3% 113,748    4% 142,185     5% 142,185    5%

TOTAL OVERHEADS 1,231,404     43% 1,259,841  44% 1,288,278 45% 1,316,715 46% 1,316,715 46%

PROFIT BEFORE INTEREST AND TAX 624,169         22% 595,732     21% 567,295    20% 538,858     19% 538,858    19%



 

 

Table 5:  Sensitivity Analysis (impact on Year 5 operating profit) 

Sensitivity Year 5 Operating Profit 

Base case £0.54 million 

Increase both greyhound and speedway attendance by 10% £0.60 million 

Decrease both greyhound and speedway attendance by 10% £0.49 million 

Increase the broadcast media income by 25% £0.79 million  

Decrease the broadcast media income by 25% £0.34 million 

Increase administration, repairs and maintenance, utilities and 
business rate costs by 25% 

£0.41 million 

Decrease administration, repairs and maintenance, utilities and 
business rate costs by 25% 

£0.67 million 

Note:  Only the variable mentioned above is revised in each case.  All other income and operating cost 

assumptions in the “base case” are kept the same. 

Potential roles the Council could play  

We understand that the Council does not want to have a role in the management and operations of 

the Stadium, so would look for a 3rd party to take on this role.   

There are a number of possible roles for the Council if a 3rd party organisation takes on the operations.  

These options include the following: 

 The capital costs (i.e., CPO plus refurbishment costs) are shared between the Council and the 

3rd party, and then a Special Purpose Vehicle (‘SPV’) is created for the operation of the site, 

which is owned by both parties.  Operating profits from trading could then be shared 

accordingly.  Conversely, should the site generate an operating loss, the SPV (and its owners) 

would be liable for this. 

 

 A 3rd party organisation takes responsibility for the capital expenditure of the site (i.e., CPO 

plus refurbishment costs), including development and sale of any enabling scheme, if 

appropriate.  Under this option, the 3rd party would have sole responsibility for the 

management and operations of the Stadium.   

 

 The Council purchases the site (i.e., CPO costs) and then acts as landlord for which it would 

receive a rent.  The tenant could be responsible for the site refurbishment / improvement 

costs.  The rent could be structured in various ways. For example, there could be (1) a base 

rent plus (2) variable rent which is linked with the financial performance of the site (e.g., 

operating profit), so that risk/reward is shared amongst the two parties. 

Each option has a variety of risks and rewards – from the Council’s point of view – which will need 

careful consideration going forward.   

A key threat (risk) is that the Council CPOs the site but then fails to forge an agreement with a 3rd party 



 

 

investor / operator.  This would leave the site under the ownership and financial responsibility of the 

Council.  It will be important therefore that the Council carefully procures an investment and/or 

operating partner for the site.  That procurement process should include due diligence of 3rd party 

business plans, and financial proposals. 

 

Concluding remarks 

 

Thank you again for commissioning Five Lines Consulting for this review.  Please let me know if you 

have any questions. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 
Rob Bailey 

Director 

 

  



 

 

Appendix 1: Potential enabling development (housing scheme) assumptions 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

Appendix 2:  Financial performance of selected greyhound tracks 

In table below, we summarise the operating performance reported by a selection of greyhound track 

owners and/or operators.  This table illustrates the different levels of Profit before Interest and Tax 

during 2015 and 2016.   

The information in this table is taken from the respective annual reports which are in the public 

domain (sourced from Companies House). 

 

Company Reported 2016 operating performance 

Sheffield Sports Stadium 
Limited 

 

Owner and operator of 
Owlerton Stadium, 
Sheffield 

 

2016  

Income 

Racing income and associated revenue: £3,930,409  

Bar and restaurant income:  £2,518,190 

Total income:  £6,448,598 

 

Cost of sales: (£4,152,628) 

Administrative expenses: (£1,536,073) * 

Other operating income: £206,799 

 

PROFIT BEFORE INTEREST AND TAX: £966,696 ** 

 

Notes:  

* Total staff costs were £1,909,403 (including wages and salaries, as well as 
employer costs such as National Insurance and pensions).  Staff costs 
represented 30% of total income in 2016. 

** The Profit before Interest and Tax in 2015 was £1.03 million.  These 
profit figures are after depreciation. 

 

(Source:  Sheffield Sports Stadium Limited, Financial Statements, 30th 
September 2016, accessed from Companies House) 

GRA Limited 

 

Operator of Belle Vue in 
Manchester and Perry 
Barr in Birmingham. 

2016  

Income 

Total income:  £13,567,000 

 

Cost of sales: (£4,590,000) 

Administrative expenses: (£8,915,000) * 

PROFIT BEFORE INTEREST AND TAX: £62,000 ** 



 

 

 

Notes:  

* The Annual Report mentions that - during 2016 - there were 765 daytime 
and evening greyhound, speedway, and stock car meetings, which 
attracted 344,000 customers (i.e., an average of 550 per meeting).  The 
‘review of the business’ section of their Annual report highlighted some of 
the challenges they faced during 2016 and expect to face going forward.  
These include competition from other sporting events (i.e., European 
Football Championships, the closure of both Hall Green Stadium and 
Wimbledon Stadium in 2017, and reduced attendances and turnover 
because of fewer evening fixtures).  Their accounts also confirmed the 
importance of live greyhound racing broadcasts to overall commercial 
performance. 

** Total staff costs were £4,257,000 (including wages and salaries, as well 
as employer costs such as National Insurance and pensions).  Staff costs 
represented 31% of total income in 2016. 

*** The Profit before Interest and Tax in 2015 was £681,000. These profit 
figures are after depreciation. 

 

 (Source:  GRA Limited, Report and Financial Statements, Year-ended 31st 
December 2016, accessed from Companies House) 

Gaming International 
Limited 

 

The company, through its 
subsidiary, Stadia UK, 
manages and operates 
greyhound racing and 
speedway tracks (i.e., 
Swindon, and Poole). In 
addition, the company 
operates National Bowl in 
Milton Keynes, which 
hosts live events13. 

2016  

Income 

Total income:  £3,587,000 

 

Cost of sales: (£2,794,000) 

Administrative expenses: (£719,000) * 

Movement in provision against investments: (£14,000) 

 

PROFIT BEFORE INTEREST AND TAX: £60,000 ** 

 

Notes:  

* Total staff costs were £1,273,000 (including wages and salaries, as well as 
employer costs such as National Insurance and pensions).  Staff costs 
represented 35% of total income in 2016. 

** The Profit before Interest and Tax in 2015 was £454,000 million.  These 
profit figures are after depreciation. 

 

(Source:  Gaming International Limited, Financial Statements, Year-ended 
31st December 2016, accessed from Companies House) 

                                                           
13

 The company’s annual accounts state that the principal activities of the company also include property 
development. 



 

 

Peterborough Sports 
Stadium Limited 

2016  

Income 

Total income:  £2,977,677 

 

Cost of sales: (£1,601,699) 

Administrative expenses: (£1,901,072) * 

Other operating income:  £387,744 

 

PROFIT LOSS INTEREST AND TAX: (£137,350) ** 

 

Notes:  

* Total staff costs were £1,319,878 (including wages and salaries, as well as 
employer costs such as National Insurance and pensions).  Staff costs 
represented 44% of total income in 2016. 

** The Profit before Interest and Tax in 2015 was £17,466 million.  These 
profit figures are after depreciation. 

 

(Source:  Peterborough Sports Stadium Limited Annual Report and 
Financial Statements, accessed from Companies House) 

 


