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Oxford Local Plan 2036 

Examination – Hearing Statement – Inspectors’ Matters and Issues  

Matter 5 – Housing for particular groups 

Day 4 on 10 December 2019 

By University of Oxford (Respondent Number 39) 

1. Introduction 

1.1 This Hearing Statement has been prepared by The Chancellor, Masters and Scholars of the 

University of Oxford (hereafter “The University”).  

1.2 This Statement responds to the Inspector’s question at Matter 5 – Housing for particular 

groups.  

2. Whether the Plan’s approach towards the provision of employer-linked affordable housing 
is proportionate and in accordance with national policy.   

2.1 The University is pleased with the recognition in the Oxford Local Plan 2036 (OLP) of the 

needs of major employers in the City and the significant contribution these can make to 

meeting housing needs, especially with the opportunity for them to provide affordable 

housing for their lowest paid staff.  The University welcomes the opportunity to provide 

100% affordable housing for rent on some of the sites it owns because in Policy H3 it explains 

that “Where this policy is applied, the standard affordable housing requirements of Policy H2 

will not apply”.  Its lowest paid staff, in looking to find accommodation locally, are Oxford 

residents falling into housing need and thus form part of the overall Oxford need.  This is 

recognised by the City Council which confirms that:   

“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” 

(OCC. 2 Question 1.  Paragraph 1.1).  

2.2 In the view of the University, employer-linked affordable housing, also referred to by the 

University as subsidised staff housing, is affordable housing, to be provided on-site and 

wholly in accord with the definition of “Affordable housing for rent” in the NPPF 2019 

glossary. The University considers that the Plan’s approach towards the provision of 

employer-linked affordable housing is in accordance with national policy (NPPF 2019 
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paragraph 20 explains that “Strategic policies in a local plan should set out an overall strategy 

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

housing (including affordable housing)”.  

2.3 The high cost of housing in Oxford undermines the quality of life of the University’s staff and 

makes it more difficult to recruit new staff. It has long been aware of the problem but has 

not had the means to address it. It does now. Through a joint venture with Legal and General 

it has given a commitment to provide 1,000 subsidised homes for its staff.  

2.4 The University has lodged an objection to the requirement in Policy H3 that there is to be a 

legal agreement and what such an agreement will be used to control. The City Council 

acknowledges that “the approach being proposed in Policy H3 is not dissimilar from that 

expected for housing applications….. under Policy H2”. (OCC. 2 Paragraph 1.6).  The 

University notes, however, that there is no such requirement in OLP Policy H2, delivery of 

affordable housing.  

2.5 It would seem that the reason why the Council has included this requirement in Policy H3, 

when there is not such specified requirement in Policy H2, is because:  

“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” (OCC. 2 Paragraph 1.7).  

2.6 In the University’s view this is an erroneous basis upon which to draft planning policy.  Legal 

agreements by their nature are negotiated and agreed between the City Council and 

applicants at the time of the determination of the planning application. The University 

considers that it is not helpful to specify in a local plan policy what requirements will be 

included in such a legal agreement.  

2.7 Furthermore, there are more than enough adequate controls already in the policy, through 

criteria a to e, to control occupation to ensure its effectiveness without this requirement for 

a legal agreement.   The University accepts that there should be controls to guide the 

implementation of the policy because, for it to be effective, it needs to work over its lifetime 

and consider a number of scenarios.  The policy is clear about the controls the City Council 

wish to use through the inclusion of the requirements that: 

 “Planning Permission will be granted on specific sites” 

 “On these sites an affordable housing approach will need to be agreed with the 
Council….”  
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 Five criteria (a–e) must be met to apply this policy including “a) the employer has an 

agreed affordable housing approach in place setting out access criteria and eligibility, 

rent policy and rent levels, approved by the City Council and reviewed for compliance 

every five years”. 

2.8 The University considers that in the light of the controls already listed in the Policy’s criteria 

a-e, there is nothing to be gained by including the final section about a legal agreement and 

what it will be used to secure.  The University does not consider that criterion f is needed 

because the planning policy already states that the allocations policy (or affordable housing 

approach) is to be agreed with the Council; criterion g is not needed because the affordable 

housing approach (required by the first part of the policy) is the best place to express what 

should happen where there are vacant units for more than six months; while criterion h is 

not needed because the affordable housing approach is again the best place to express what 

should happen if the employer finds they no longer have a need for the housing. 

2.9 For these reasons, the University considers that the Plan’s approach towards the provision of 

employer-linked affordable housing is not proportionate. (NPPF 2019 paragraph 16 c). 

2.10 For the record, the University objects to the inclusion of the phrase in the Policy “except to 

any market housing element on the site” because this makes the OLP unsound. It is not 

reasonable to require any residual element of a site that is not developed for affordable 

housing for rent (employer–linked affordable housing) to be determined under Policy H2, 

with a 50/50 split between market and affordable housing. The Policy should be amended to 

specify that “The quantum of affordable housing, if any, to be required in association with 

any market element on the site will be negotiated, bearing in mind the scale of employer-

linked affordable housing already proposed for the site”.   


