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Oxford Local Plan Examination in Public 

 

Hearing Statement from Alan Lodwick 

 

Matter 1: The housing requirement 

 

1. I consider that, in relation to Matter 1, this plan is fundamentally unsound 

because it is not justified and not effective due to flawed evidence on housing 

need and levels of growth that are unachievable. However, to an extent the 

soundness criteria overlap and I suggest here why the plan can be considered 

unsound in relation to all four criteria. 

 

a) Not Positively prepared  

 

2. This plan is not consistent with achieving sustainable development. The 

Council’s strategy requires an unrealistically high growth rate, comparable with 

that of the development of a new town. It would result in an almost 50% 

increase in the City’s current dwelling stock over a twenty year period. 

Implementation relies on most of development being passed on to the 

surrounding Districts and much of it being built in the Oxford Green Belt.  

 

3. I consider that (i) this will cause environmental damage both to the 

surrounding countryside and also to the character and setting of the historic city 

of Oxford, (ii) there is no satisfactory co-ordinating mechanism to implement this 

scale of development, (iii) there is no convincing evidence that sufficient 

infrastructure will be provided to meet this scale of growth, and (iv) and it will 

harm the quality of life of those living in and around Oxford. As such, the 

strategy in severely unbalanced, placing growth ahead of social and 

environmental concerns, and is not therefore compatible with sustainable 

development. 

 

b) Not Justified  

 

4. The plan is based on fundamentally flawed evidence of housing need, which 

has been identified in the statement by the Cherwell Development Watch Alliance 

and supported by expert reports from ORS, specialist consultants in the field of 

housing need assessment.  I fully support what is said in CDWA’s hearing 

statement. 

 

5. Furthermore, updated evidence on housing need – perhaps the most 

fundamental matter for the plan - was produced very late (draft report only 2 

months before the submission of the plan : see d) below). It was certainly too 

late to contribute to plan formulation and the evaluation of reasonable 

alternatives. As a result, the plan is not based on an appropriate strategy. 
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c) Not Effective 

 

6. I consider that the plan is based on a highly unrealistic growth rate and that 

the plan is not deliverable over the plan period. It would result in an almost 50% 

increase in the City’s current dwelling stock over a twenty year period. 

Implementation relies on most of the development being passed on to the 

surrounding Districts and being built in the Oxford Green Belt.  

 

7. The rate of development proposed is comparable with designated New Towns, 

when they were growing at their fastest. The New Towns had comprehensive 

infrastructure plans, largely green field sites and development corporations which 

were established to oversee and execute the development process. In Oxford the 

development is planned to be tacked on to an existing historic city, where : 

- infrastructure is already inadequate and operating over capacity  

- implementation is split between six different councils with limited powers 

- there are significant environmental constraints, not least of which is the 

character of the historic city and its setting. 

 

8. In reality the proposed level of development is even greater than 1400 

dwellings per year because the surrounding Districts and especially Cherwell and 

South Oxfordshire (which take two-thirds of the claimed unmet need) are 

expected to concentrate their apportionments into shorter periods. This means 

that the amount of development proposed approaches 20,000 houses – just for 

Oxford’s claimed needs - between 2021 and 2031.   

 

9. Such rates of development have been rejected elsewhere by Inspectors as 

quite unrealistic.  

 

10. Have the consequences for the City itself of exporting such large scale 

growth just outside its boundary been properly assessed? The  impact on the city 

itself of this development is likely to be substantial and it cannot ignore this by 

saying it’s a problem for the surrounding Districts. The Oxford Green Belt was 

intended primarily to protect Oxford from the damaging effects on the historic 

city that excessive development could bring about, but the City Council seems 

unconcerned about this.  

 

11. The City Council almost appears to exist in a bubble where it protects large 

amounts of under-utilised employment land, which in many cases have been 

under-used for a long period of time, allocates large new employment sites 

(Oxford North/Northern Gateway), plans for a relatively low amount of new 

housing at modest densities and  protects its own Green Spaces such as Oxford 

Golf Club (while encouraging the Green Belt site of North Oxford Golf Club to be 

developed in neighbouring Cherwell’s plan).  
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12. The City Council seems to think that it can meet its expansionist aims simply 

by passing on the problem of accommodating large amounts of housing to the 

District Councils, and just carry on unaffected. That is not the case. The large 

scale development just outside the City’s boundaries, which is an integral part of 

this plan (paras 3.10-3.12), will have very serious and damaging consequences 

for the Oxford itself not least for the character of the historic city, for congestion 

and for the accompanying pollution. It is not clear that the City Council has 

properly assessed this. 

 

13. Adverse consequences of over-provision. In reality, the numbers are likely to 

be undeliverable. The growth rates – over such a long period - far exceed 

anything that’s been seen in comparable local authorities with the very highest 

growth rates. In consequence, there is likely to be substantial over-provision of 

sites and unnecessary and irreversible release of Green Belt. Over-provision of 

sites will lead to ‘cherry-picking’ where the most profitable and attractive sites to 

developers are developed while sites which have wider benefits or are important 

to be developed early are left vacant. This can also cause difficulties for 

infrastructure provision and none of this constitutes good planning.  

 

 

d) Not Consistent with National Policy  

 

14. Green Belt Policy. The strategy is based on accommodating large amounts of 

development, far in excess of need, in the Oxford Green Belt in the surrounding 

Districts. This is in contradiction to the NPPF para 133. It is also contrary to the 

spirit of para 11 which says that authorities should “provide for objectively 

assessed needs … unless the application of policies in this Framework that 

protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a strong reason for 

restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of development in the plan 

area”. Green Belt land is specifically mentioned in this policy. The land is not in 

Oxford’s administrative area, but it is Oxford’s Green Belt – intended to protect 

the City – and it is Oxford’s responsibility to ensure that damaging development 

does not occur. 

 

15. Retrospective collection of evidence. Evidence comes before policy 

development. That is implicit in the legislation which requires Councils to 

undertake a “survey” of their area and to keep it up to date and in the NPPF 

which requires them to base their plans on evidence. Current guidance puts this 

very clearly: “The evidence needs to inform what is in the plan and shape its 

development rather than being collected retrospectively.” (PPG Paragraph: 038 

Reference ID: 61-038-20190315).   
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16. However, the Council has not followed that requirement. A draft  OAN Update 

was only received by the Council from consultants two months before publication 

of the submission plan, and this shows that the main conclusions were altered in 

order to support the Council’s pre-determined policy. Housing need is probably 

the most fundamental matter for a local plan, and to leave the collection of 

evidence so late that it could not inform policy development – and then to 

change it to suit policy – is unacceptable and unprofessional and makes the plan 

unsound. 

 

17. Flawed use of alternative approach to housing need. The Council has 

employed “an alternative approach” to assessing housing need  as allowed by the 

NPPF (para 60), namely the SHMA Update. This gave an objectively assessed 

need of 776dpa, just a little higher than the standard methodology (746dpa), but 

both figures are much higher (by 40%) than the need that would arise to meet 

demographic change alone. Earlier this year the figure of 776dpa was confirmed 

as the SHMA Update’s conclusion on OAN both by a report from ORS and by a 

draft of the SHMA Update itself obtained through a FoI request. However, the 

Council’s Plan ignores this conclusion choosing instead a much higher figure for 

need (1,356dpa) which is not justified and is based on retaining a target from 

the 2014 SHMA. This is contrary to the NPPF provision for an alternative 

approach “which also reflects current and future demographic trends and market 

signals” 

 

18. The City Council also repeatedly failed to answer my enquiry about the 

conclusions of the SHMA Update when I contacted them in late 2018. I first sent 

an e-mail to the Policy Team on 28th November 2018 to ask for confirmation that 

the figure of 776dpa represented OAN, which I had inferred by following the logic 

in GL Hearn’s 2018 SHMA Update. There followed a frustrating series of e-mails 

in which I tried to explain as clearly as I could why I came to this conclusion only 

for the Council not to engage with my logic and neither to accept or deny it. The 

e-mails ended including a comment from a City Officer that “I would suggest that 

you are now venturing into representations you may wish to make to the 

Planning Inspector to our Local Plan”. I feel I was making a perfectly reasonable 

request to the Council, which it could have answered, and I can only assume that 

they wanted to conceal the true findings of the SHMA Update. It suggests to me 

that – contrary to policy and guidance - the Council is not interested in evidence-

based planning, unless the evidence justifies, or can be made to justify, its pre-

determined policies. 

 

 

 

 

 


