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Summary 
 

• The Site Policy would permit the substantive loss of an important area of green space used by the local community 

• It is one of the most green space deprived in Oxford 

• The area is the most socially deprived in Oxford by the Multiple Indices of Deprivation Measure 

Requested Policy Change 
 
Full retention of all sports facilities. 

Usage By The Community 
 
The pitches are clearly in use by the community: 
 
Lincoln College sports ground known as Bartlemas, or Barties, comprises a rugby/football pitch in the winter months and a 
cricket pitch over the summer. The pitches and the pavilion are available for hire by both Oxford University staff and 
students and members of the community. 
 

Alternative Provision Is Ineffective 
 
The policy is ineffective stating that “the sports pitch must be retained on the open space until an suitable alternative is 
found” which is, in effect, meaningless as this could mean an existing facility, one that is far from the local community, or 
permitting new rights to local residents to existing University pitches until the building is finished at which point they 
would be quietly withdrawn. 
 
No metrics are given to determine what “suitable” means.    There is NO green space of this size left in Oxford, so the 
policy is ineffective as it is undeliverable. 

Green Space Deprivation In Area 
The development is not consistent with National Policy NPPF p.97. 
 
The only assessment of green space (p.97.a) was “Oxford City Green Space Study, Report for Oxford City Council, Final, 
August 2005 updated 2007, by Scott Wilson”  
 
It determined the optimal amount of green space was 5.75 H.A/1000 population currently Policy C.S. 21. 
 
This demonstrated clearly, based on 2001 statistics, the extreme green space deprivation in the areas adjacent marked 
with a red dot: 
 



 
Since this survey was undertaken in 2005, updated 2007, the has increased disproportionately to the rest of Oxford. 
 
Building on green space (much of which has already been built on in the city) is in effect a double negative: 
 

• It increases the number of people needing green infrastructure 

• It reduces the amount available 
 
The community needs must be based on both current and future needs, as can be seen below, East Oxford (Cowley) has 
experienced higher population growth than most of the city:  
 

Area name 2001 2019 %Inc 

OXFORD 135,509 161,085 118.9% 

Barton and Sandhills 5,934 9,523 160.5% 

Blackbird Leys 5,843 6,714 114.9% 

Carfax (& Holywell) 8,931 11,129 124.6% 

Churchill 6,131 7,390 120.5% 

Cowley 5,507 6,162 111.9% 

Cowley Marsh 4,947 6,642 134.3% 

Headington 5,673 6,301 111.1% 

Headington Hill and Northway 4,925 5,570 113.1% 

Hinksey Park 5,888 6,541 111.1% 

Iffley Fields 5,290 5,823 110.1% 

Jericho and Osney 5,952 6,939 116.6% 

Littlemore 5,697 7,946 139.5% 

Lye Valley 6,208 7,107 114.5% 

Marston 6,166 6,673 108.2% 

North 5,492 6,184 112.6% 

Northfield Brook 6,477 6,770 104.5% 

Quarry and Risinghurst 6,028 7,200 119.5% 

Rose Hill and Iffley 6,074 7,285 119.9% 

St. Clement's 5,794 6,829 117.9% 

St. Margaret's 4,670 5,623 120.4% 

St. Mary's 5,085 5,569 109.5% 



Summertown 7,108 7,820 110.0% 

Wolvercote 5,689 7,344 129.1% 

 
Source: Oxfordshire County Council, 2013+ estimates. 
 
The above underestimates population growth as it is based on new house completions and does not allow for intensive 
activity extending existing households by building extensions. 

General Deprivation Of Area 
 
The removal of this facility would contravene national policy as it would intensify socio-economic disadvantage. 

Duty Under The Equalities Act 2010 
  
Public sector duty regarding socio-economic inequalities 

(1)An authority to which this section applies must, when making decisions of a strategic nature about how 
to exercise its functions, have due regard to the desirability of exercising them in a way that is designed to 
reduce the inequalities of outcome which result from socio-economic disadvantage. 
 

 

 
 

 



Owner Cannot Build Accommodation On Own Land 
With reference to the Inspector’s comment re the Policy having the effect if not permitting the owner to build student 
accommodation I fail to understand it – very many owners cannot build on their land for reasons of conservation, flood 
risk etc.  

Appendix – Green Space Policies – G1 – G 9 
 

Green Space – Key Points 
 
The new policies are unsound and unjustified and not objectively assessed as required under NPPF p.73: 
 
“Planning policies should be based on robust and up-to-date assessments of the needs for open space, sports and 
recreation facilities and opportunities for new provision. The assessments should identify specific needs and quantitative or 
qualitative deficits or surpluses of open space, sports and recreational facilities in the local area. Information gained from 
the assessments should be used to determine what open space, sports and recreational provision is required.” 
 

• The new policies are incomprehensible given the current Core Strategy policy of 5.75 H.A. per 1000 persons 
(CS21) was based on exhaustive evidence from the Green Spaces Survey of 2005/2007, even this is in turn based 
on incorrect assumptions, notably population growth of 2.8% (then already 11%) 
 

• There is no justification or evidence for defining some areas of green as part of the Green and Blue network, while 
excluding critically important green space in areas of green deprivation 
 

• The Local Plan 2016 Proposal Map is not fit for this purpose – in addition, both it and the Green Space Survey 
does not include important privately-owned green space of great amenity to the community and will not be 
conferred the same protections 

 

• The OCC has not offered any visual representation of green space although an update to the Green Space maps 
produced with the Green Space Survey of 2005/2007 (GS Survey) would be trivial, the statement “Most green and 
open spaces in Oxford are protected as part of the Green and Blue Infrastructure Network” does not conform to 
the Policy Map. 

 

• This evidence that contradicts the policy is not presented although the Green Space Survey was commissioned by 
the Council 
 

• The ongoing loss of green space in Oxford has not been documented by the OCC 
 

• No attempt by the Council has been made to assess the current population of Oxford and the growth trajectory to 
determine the green space needs 

 
As the OCC has not referred to this important evidence the policies are unjustified and unsound and calls into question 
the integrity of the Council in withholding this information from the Inspector.  The failure of the OCC to disclose this or 
research the above represents a contempt of the Inspector’s Office. 
 
The only sound policy is to prohibit any further development on green or brownfield land except in exceptional 
circumstances following an evidence based assessment as is required  
 

Green Space -The Evidence Base 
The key document in assessment of the need and status of green space provision is the 
“Oxford City Green Space Study, Report for Oxford City Council, Final, August 2005 updated 2007, by Scott Wilson” 
 
The argument advanced by the Council to abandon the existing 5.75 HA/1000 policy (CS21) 
 
“it is also difficult to maintain this ratio where the density of development is being increased, sites are being used more 
intensely, and there is a limited supply of land available.” 
 
is nonsensical, that is precisely the problem Oxford faces, with less and less land available and a growing population, 
indicating development must be restricted and other solutions found.  



 
The evidence base for the Core Strategy policy was already based on incorrect population growth assumptions, which 
mean that no more green space can be allocated due to the acute shortage as described here in 2014: (see also 
appendixes) 
 
https://headingtonheritage.wordpress.com/oxford-green-space-the-missing-11000-citizens/ 
 
and: 
 
https://headingtonheritage.wordpress.com/the-councils-great-green-grab/ 
 

Green Space - Core Strategy 2016 – Current 
 
Under the current core stategy Policy CS21 : 
 
The City Council will seek to maintain an overall average of 5.75 ha of publicly accessible green space per 1,000 
population…. 
 
Planning permission will only be granted for development resulting in the loss of existing sports and leisure facilities if 
alternative facilities can be provided and if no deficiency is created in the area.  
 

Green Space - Discussion 
 
The Local Plan 2018 planning proposal map is based on a base Oxford map as it was approximately 30 years ago showing 
green space that no longer exists, recreation grounds long gone etc, it is extraordinary it cannot even start with a correct, 
up to date map, the below is annotated with a purple polygon showing that Barton Park, a 880+ housing development is 
not even marked, or the possible future Bayswater Development. 
 

 
Figure: OCC Annotated Proposal Map showing unmarked developments and Green Space 
 

https://headingtonheritage.wordpress.com/oxford-green-space-the-missing-11000-citizens/
https://headingtonheritage.wordpress.com/the-councils-great-green-grab/


 
Figure: OCC Original Proposal Map – No Barton Park or Green Space Marked 
 
No updated green space map is provided showing the desperate lack of green space in many areas of the city 
 
The green space survey 2007 has been not been acknowledged although its conclusions are more valid now then in 2007 
due to the OCC led destruction of green space. 
 
The Green Space survey itself, based on its evidence, recommended a space allocation of 5.75 H.A. based Oxford’s 
population growing by 3%. 
 
The population by 2016 it had already grown by 12% in Oxford, therefore the OCC was in breach of its own strategy before 
it had even commenced. 
 
The needs of urban villages with green space deprivation – notably Headington and Barton, have been ignored therefore 
the policies are contrary to the Social Equalities Act 2010: 
 
Public sector duty regarding socio-economic inequalities 
An authority to which this section applies must, when making decisions of a strategic nature about how to exercise its 
functions, have due regard to the desirability of exercising them in a way that is designed to reduce the inequalities of 
outcome which result from socio-economic disadvantage. 
 

Green Space Crisis – Headington and Barton 
The maps below are annotated (green, no borders, with labels) from the Green Space Survey of 2005/2007 and the Local 
Plan 2018 Sites map relating to the Headington and Barton identified as the most green space deprived in Oxford: 
 



 
 
In addition, these “urban villages”: 
 

• Have the greatest population growth rates in the city 
 

• The Barton Park development has rendered this situation worse, both in the destruction of green space, and by 
the very substantial population increase, it has less green space per capita than Tower Hamlets in London 
 

• The Bayswater development will further increase pressure on green space  
 

• Important areas of green space at Ruskin Fields (SP57, SP56) and the John Radcliffe Green (SP42) and the Barton 
Triangle were ignored 

 
A summary of change can be shown below, showing the destruction of green space since 2007: 
 

Site Number Name Change Current Use 

86 Dunstan Park None Park 

Barton Park 
(Annotation) 

Barton Park Was open green space 
with public footpaths 
and stream 

Destroyed apart from 
linear park by brook 

Bayswater Development 
(Annotation Label only) 

Bayswater development Open space with public 
footpath, existence used 
to justify lack of green 
space at Barton Park 

On South Oxfordshire 
local plan, no change 
yet. 

87 Northway Park A40 access road to 
Barton Park destroyed 
part of park and 

Partial destruction, 
dangerous for children 
due to new at grade 
junction 

333 SSE Power Dist Part of Barton Park None, unusable, no 
change 

218 Barton Playground As before As before 

226 Playing Fields Barton Park, MUGA Recreation, smaller and 
more restricted 

331 Green space Barton Park Destroyed 

172 Allotments Barton Park, Same No major change 

283 Headington House None, no view or access None 

SP42 - JR Green 
(Annotation) 

JR Green None, SP42 Severe threat from new 
policy 
NOT Marked in Green 
space survey 

Ruskin Fields Ruskin Fields Green None yet 



 (Annotation Green and 
Grey) 
SP57 is Southernmost 
field 
(Annotation) 

Private, strong visual 
amenity  
Grey – visual amenity 
less clear, 
 

Barton Triangle 
(Annotation, Green) 

Barton Triangle Green 
Private, strong visual 
amenity  
 

Surroundings under 
threat by Meadow 
Larkins development 

145 Headington Cemetery None Not really usable 

221 Bury Knowle Park Lock’s Court destroyed 
one section, BK Stables 
sold to private owner 

As before, but reduced 
size, threatened by 
definition as part of 
Headington District 
Centre 

219 Barton Cricket Ground Destroyed, housing Housing 

Table: Green Space Survey Map – Current Status of Sites Marked in 2007 and Others 
 
 
 
 

Green space survey - Headington 
 
“New Open Space Provision 
The current Quantity standard of open space in Headington Urban Village is below the Oxford City Standard, and 
significant deficiency areas have been identified [Central Headington/JR].  The potential to create new open space , 
especially in the centre of the Urban Village, should be investigated. This could include exploring whether public access can 
be arranged to previously restricted sites, including the open space associated with the institutional land uses. [ie The John 
Radcliffe, Ruskin Fields] 
 
it may be possible to provide better access across the open space associated with the hospitals [ie The JR] to act as green-
links across the Urban Village and promote connectivity.” 
 
“In general, accessibility to City level formal sites is good, except an area in North Marston and 
Headington Villages and including Barton and Sandhills and Risinghurst Urban Villages. Access to 

Informal sites is good in the west and east of the City but poor in Marston, Headington, Blackbird Leys and Littlemore 
Urban Villages. [E.S.3]” 
 
“In settlements where Quantity is below the City standard, consideration should be given to the 
creation of new public open space. However the Accessibility and Quality of provision should 
also be taken into account; by upgrading existing open spaces, it may be possible to increase their carrying capacity. [5-7]” 

  
The poor access to sites of City significance in the north-east of the City should be addressed through creation and 
management of sites together to form a City Park (by combining Court Place Farm with sites 182, 392, 394, 87, 86, 6 and 
102 and acquiring additional land to link these together). This will also include enhanced sports facilities.” 
 
Mark Pett 
Email: headingheritage@outlook.com 
 

mailto:headingheritage@outlook.com
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