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ANNEX A

RESPONSE TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE EIP PANEL

GENERAL STRATEGY

POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATION

G1
The general strategy is to provide a framework for development to sustain economic prosperity, meet housing and other requirements and guide the investment decisions of a range of organisations for the period to 2016 in ways which will:

a) protect and enhance the environment, character and natural resources of the county by restraining the overall level of development;

b) concentrate development in locations where;

i. a reasonable range of services and community facilities exist or can be provided; and

ii. the need to travel, particularly by private car, can be reduced and walking, cycling and the use of public transport can be encouraged;

c) make the best use of previously developed land and buildings within urban areas to reduce the need for the development of greenfield sites, while not permitting development on important open spaces.

The larger urban areas will be the main focus for development.

In rural areas limited development will be permitted to support the social and economic well-being of local communities.


R2.1  Revise Policy G1 as follows –

Replace sub paragraph a) with:

a) deliver the level of development required to meet the objectives of this Plan while protecting and enhancing the environment, character and natural resources of the county.

Replace the final sentence of the Policy with:

In smaller towns and villages development will be of an appropriate scale and type to meet the social and economic needs of local communities.


Although this statement of overall policy has served the county well in controlling development proposals that do not meet the strategy in the Plan, the Panel have recognised the concept of a limit to development is implicit in the policies in the Plan, for example in the numbers of new housing that seek to meet Regional Planning requirements and the policies to protect the environment. In this respect it is welcome that the important principle of protecting and enhancing the environment, character and natural resources of the county is retained.  The explicit link to the objectives of the Plan also reinforces this.

The Panel’s revised wording for the final sentence of Policy G1 sets a slightly different tone to the deposit draft Plan. In the context of the district housing figures it could give the district councils more flexibility to plan positively for development in the rural areas. Other policies in the Plan and policies in local plans will provide the context and caveats that will help determine the scale of development that is appropriate without leading to greater dispersal of development and encouraging unacceptable increases in travel.

Recommendation:  that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.

POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATION

G5
The Countryside will be protected from harmful development.  Development away from existing settlements or outside areas allocated in the development plan will not be permitted.

Special consideration will be given to development proposals for agricultural, forestry or outdoor recreational needs or for other uses appropriate to a rural area which cannot reasonably be accommodated in a nearby settlement.


R2.2  Revise Policy G5 to read as follows:

The Countryside will be protected from harmful development.   Support will be given to development for agricultural, forestry or outdoor recreational needs or other uses appropriate to a rural area which cannot reasonably be accommodated in a nearby settlement.


It is disappointing that the Panel did not consider the Council’s view expressed at the EIP that a reversion to the policy wording in the adopted Plan was acceptable. The Panel’s revised wording is more positive in supporting proposals for development in the countryside that cannot be accommodated in or adjoining settlements than the adopted or deposit draft Plans which treat these as exceptions. In particular the revisions to the text seem to invite argument about the extent to which development proposals may or may not contribute towards sustainability, and arguably goes further than the policy which is concerned with activities that cannot take place in a settlement. It would be more appropriate if the revised policy referred to giving special consideration to proposals rather than supporting them (the wording in the adopted Plan). 

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is partially accepted in that;

a)
the Panel’s revised wording of policy G5 be accepted with the substitution of “Support” at the start of the second sentence with “Special consideration”, and 

b)
 the Council agrees that revisions to the explanatory text to reflect PPS7 are necessary but that this be considered further when it is revised prior to adoption. 



POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATION

G3
Proposals for development will not be permitted unless the planning authorities are satisfied that necessary infrastructure, on- or off-site transport measures, recreation, leisure, educational, health and community facilities, services and environmental improvements are available, or will be provided, in a phased manner as the development progresses.

In determining infrastructure and other requirements the local planning authorities will take into account the cumulative impacts of development.

Contributions will be sought from developers and/or landowners in accordance with Government advice.

The provision of recreation, leisure, educational, health and community facilities will be encouraged in settlements where there are deficiencies.


R2.3  In Policy G3 delete the words “in a phased manner as the development progresses”.  Replace with the sentence:

Where appropriate, phasing will be used to co-ordinate development with the provision of infrastructure.


This is recommended by the Panel to clarify that in reality phasing of infrastructure provision will only be appropriate in some cases, for example, larger development proposals.  The revised wording achieves this while retaining the ability to phase the provision of infrastructure where this is necessary, for example a major housing development, and is therefore considered to be satisfactory.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.




See deposit draft Structure Plan p15 and p16
R2.4  Delete paragraphs 2.18 to 2.24 and replace with new explanatory text referring to the interim nature of this Structure Plan, the emerging South East Plan and Central Oxfordshire strategy, the need for a thorough comparative appraisal of the spatial options for meeting future requirements for development to 2026, and outlining proposals for joint arrangements to ensure that this is effectively taken forward through Local Development Documents.


The recommendation to delete the section of the explanatory text dealing with the period post 2016 is appropriate given that this is being overtaken by preparation of the South East Plan. In terms of referring to this and the other issues the Panel refer to in revised explanatory text, it would be more appropriate to decide what it should say in relation to the progress and status of the South East Plan when the text is revised prior to adoption. It will take some time to consider the issue of joint working arrangements – whether they are necessary, appropriate, and if so at what stage, or even welcome by relevant parties.  (The new Planning Act appears to imply that it should be for the districts to initiate such joint working.)  It should be noted that a considerable amount of work looking at the feasibility and implications of strategic development options has already been undertaken as part of the Structure Plan review that has fed into the sub-regional work on central Oxfordshire which is ongoing.


POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS




Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation be partially accepted in that the Council agrees to delete paras 2.18 to 2.24 of the explanatory text, but considers further the content of the revised text prior to adoption.





R2.5   Our conclusions in paragraphs 2.34 and 2.35 of this Report should be taken into account in the consideration of new Local Development Schemes, in consultation between the County Council, District Councils and the Government Office for the South East.

[Paras 2.34 and 2.35 refer to the interim nature of the Plan and future development plan system.  Para 2.35 concludes, “We do not consider, however, that this policy framework should be converted into a wave of new LDDs when a new strategic framework is evolving in parallel.  Instead the priority should be to gear up to producing new Local Development Frameworks promptly as soon as the context of the South East Plan has been established.  By making a fresh start in this way there is some hope that planning delays will become a thing of the past.”  Refer to Panel report for full text.]


It is acknowledged and understood that the Panel wish to avoid delay in the new round of Local Development Frameworks (LDFs) coming forward, but it is a matter for the judgement of the district councils in deciding when and how to prepare them. Proposals in the draft Plan are to an extent already being included in local plans, for example development within Oxford and at Grove. The draft Plan once adopted will also give more certainty about the future of major housing development in the country towns some of which will continue into the 2011-2016 period as the towns are allowed a period of consolidation.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is noted.





R2.6  In preparing the Plan for adoption, the County Council should seek to define the outcomes sought by the Plan, in terms of clear targets and indicators, related to the Aims, Objectives and Policies of the Plan.  This monitoring framework should form an input to future reviews of the strategy.


It was accepted at the EIP that the Plan should include a monitoring framework, and this is being prepared for when the Plan is adopted.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.



HOUSING – COUNTY WIDE ISSUES

POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATION


See deposit draft Structure Plan p.10
R3.1  Amend Objective i) under Aim 3 in paragraph 1.26 to read as follows:

i. to provide for sufficient new dwellings to meet the requirements of Regional Planning Guidance, of an appropriate size and type for Oxfordshire’s residents, and to contribute to meeting affordable housing need.


The Panel’s suggested revision to this aim more accurately reflects what the Plan is seeking to do in the housing policies in terms of the overall housing provision and building the type of houses that help to meet the needs of Oxfordshire’s residents. 

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.

H1
Provision will be made for about 36,500 additional dwellings (net) between 1 April 2001 and 31 March 2016.  The provision will be distributed as follows:


     2001-2016

Cherwell
  9,250

Oxford 
  5,500

South Oxfordshire
  8,500

Vale of White Horse
  6,750

West Oxfordshire
  6,500

Total
36,500

The main locations for new housing will be within Oxford (about 5,500 dwellings), Banbury (about 3,700 dwellings), Bicester (about 3,200 dwellings),  Didcot (about 4,500 dwellings), Witney (about 2,700 dwellings), Grove (about 2,100 dwellings), and an urban extension for mixed use development on land south of Grenoble Road, Oxford (about 1,000 dwellings)27.

27 Included in the provision for South Oxfordshire 


R3.2  Amend the final paragraph of Policy H1 to read as follows:

Local planning authorities should seek to maximise the proportion of new dwellings built on previously developed land in accordance with national and regional guidance, while maintaining total housing delivery at the levels required to fulfil the provision set out above.  Where appropriate phasing will be used and the release of large sites managed so that priority is given to the development of previously developed land and buildings within urban areas, and land is released gradually throughout the plan period, and to ensure the provision of necessary supporting infrastructure, services and facilities and other improvements.

Amend the penultimate sentence of paragraph 7.4 to say that the County Council will monitor performance against the expectation that at least 55% of the county’s new housing will be provided on previously developed land.


The target for the amount of development to be built on previously developed land is recommended to be deleted from the policy, although it is to be retained in the explanatory text as a monitoring indicator. However, overall the Panel’s revised wording is an acceptable compromise between seeking to maximise the amount of development on previously developed land while recognising that development on greenfield sites will also be needed and should be planned for.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.


POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATION


Elsewhere, most development should take place in larger settlements where a reasonable range of employment, services and community facilities exist, are planned or can be provided at reasonable cost.  Significant additional housing development, including inappropriate infill, should be avoided where this is likely to result largely in commuting by car to urban centres and where travel needs are unlikely to be well served by public transport.

At least 55% of all new dwellings should be built on previously developed land within urban areas or through conversions of existing buildings.  The provision of housing will be phased and the release of large sites managed so that priority is given to the development of previously developed land and buildings within urban areas, and land is released gradually throughout the plan period, and to ensure the provision of necessary supporting infrastructure, services and facilities and other improvements.





H4
At least 50% of all new housing in Oxfordshire should be affordable, including housing for key workers.  The amount and size of site where provision will be sought will be determined by local planning authorities based on assessments of local need.  Provision will normally be made on site and be subject to permanent and enforceable arrangements to ensure the benefits will be passed on to subsequent occupiers.


R3.3  Amend the first sentence of Policy H4 to read:

Provision shall be made in local plans or development frameworks and through the determination of applications for planning permission, for affordable housing including housing for key workers, at a level commensurate with the identified need for such housing in each District.


While the Panel did not support retaining the county wide target for the provision of affordable housing in policy H4,  their recognition that the target of 50% of all new housing to be affordable  though challenging, is not unreasonable is welcomed. The Panel’s revised wording supports the district councils in their attempts to secure amounts of affordable housing in line with their surveys of local need.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.



POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATION


See deposit draft Structure Plan p.54
R3.4  Amend the first sentence of paragraph 7.16 of the explanatory text to reflect the removal of the 50% target from the Policy, indicating that the delivery of affordable housing will be monitored against the expectation that 50% of the additional housing provided in Oxfordshire should be affordable, including homes for key workers.


The Panel noted in their report that the 50% target for affordable housing appeared to be supported by most of the district councils. While not having the weight of a policy, retaining the target in the explanatory text as an indicator of county-wide need would be of some help to the district councils in securing affordable housing.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.


DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSING

POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATION

H1
Provision will be made for about 36,500 additional dwellings (net) between 1 April 2001 and 31 March 2016.  The provision will be distributed as follows:


     2001-2016

Cherwell
  9,250

Oxford 
  5,500

South Oxfordshire
  8,500

Vale of White Horse
  6,750

West Oxfordshire
  6,500

Total
36,500

The main locations for new housing will be within Oxford (about 5,500 dwellings), Banbury (about 3,700 dwellings), Bicester (about 3,200 dwellings),  Didcot (about 4,500 dwellings), Witney (about 2,700 dwellings), Grove (about 2,100 dwellings), and an urban extension for mixed use development on land south of Grenoble Road, Oxford (about 1,000 dwellings)27.

Elsewhere, most development should take place in larger settlements where a reasonable range of employment, services and community facilities exist, are planned or can be provided at reasonable cost.  Significant additional housing development, including inappropriate infill, should be avoided where this is likely to result largely in commuting by car to urban centres and where travel needs are unlikely to be well served by public transport.

At least 55% of all new dwellings should be built on previously developed land within urban areas or through conversions of existing buildings.  The provision of housing will be phased and the release 


R4.1  Replace Policy H1 with the amended wording for that policy, as set out in paragraph 8 of the Proposed Pre-EIP Changes document, April 2004, as follows:

H1  Provision will be made for about 37,300 additional dwellings (net) between 1 April 2001 and 31 March 2016.  The provision will be distributed as follows:

Cherwell
9,350

Oxford 
6,500

South Oxfordshire
7,500

Vale of White Horse
7,150

West Oxfordshire 
6,800

Total
37,300

The main locations for new housing will be within Oxford (about 6,500 dwellings), Banbury (about 3,700 dwellings), Bicester (about 3,300 dwellings), Didcot (about 4,500 dwellings), Witney (about 3,000 dwellings) and Grove (about 2,100 dwellings).

(The two final paragraphs are amended by our recommendations R4.4 and R3.2).
The Panel have confirmed that the housing distribution proposed by the County Council in the pre-EIP change to policy H1 is appropriate up to 2016.  They conclude that there are reasonable prospects for the 6,500 dwellings proposed within Oxford coming forward, and that there are no exceptional circumstances justifying the release of land in the Green Belt for housing up to 2016.  The Panel found no justification for increasing or reducing the number of dwellings proposed in the pre-EIP changes to be built in the country towns and Grove.  They also concluded that the amount of housing proposed for the rural areas appeared to be of the right order.  The Panel’s support for the housing distribution as proposed by the Council in the pre-EIP changes is welcomed.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.


POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATION


of large sites managed so that priority is given to the development of previously developed land and buildings within urban areas, and land is released gradually throughout the plan period, and to ensure the provision of necessary supporting infrastructure, services and facilities and other improvements.

27 Included in the provision for South Oxfordshire





H2
a) Land at RAF Upper Heyford will provide for a new settlement of a maximum of about 1000 dwellings (including existing dwellings) and necessary supporting infrastructure, including a primary school and appropriate community, recreational and employment opportunities, as a means of enabling environmental improvements.

b) Proposals for development must reflect the comprehensive planning brief adopted by the district council and demonstrate that landscape, restoration, enhancement of biodiversity and other environmental improvements will be achieved across the whole of the former air base in association with the provision of the new settlement.

c) The new settlement should be designed to encourage walking, cycling and use of public transport rather than travel by private car.  Improvements to bus and rail facilities and measures to minimise the impact of traffic generated by the development on the surrounding road network will be required.
R4.2  Amend Policy H2 as follows:

(i) Replace part (a) by the following:

Land at Upper Heyford will provide for a new settlement of about 1000 dwellings and necessary supporting infrastructure, including a primary school and appropriate community, recreational and employment opportunities, as a means of enabling the heritage interest of the site as a military base with Cold War associations to be conserved and appropriate environmental improvements to be carried out.

(ii) Replace part (b) by the following:

Proposals for development must reflect a revised comprehensive planning brief adopted by the District Council after consultation with the site owners and English Heritage and demonstrate that the conservation of heritage resources and carrying out of landscape works and management, restoration, enhancement of biodiversity and other environmental improvements will be achieve across the whole of the former air base in association with the provision of the new settlement.

(retain part (c))


The Panel’s support for retaining policy H2 and the scale of development proposed is welcomed. The Panel’s revisions amend the wording in the deposit draft policy from “a maximum of about 1000 dwellings (including existing dwellings)” to “about 1000 dwellings”, but this will give Cherwell District Council a limited amount of flexibility to determine the appropriate number of dwellings for the site and the number of existing dwellings to be retained within the overall scale set. This is considered to be an acceptable approach as a strategic policy statement. 

However, the revised policy elevates conservation of the Cold War heritage of the site to a prime justification for allowing development at the site. This differs from the views of the County and District Councils and the First Secretary of State that development is to be allowed exceptionally in an unsustainable location to achieve environmental improvements. It is appropriate for the conservation of the Cold War heritage to be one of the factors to be taken into account in preparing development proposals for the site.  However, finding the right balance between achieving environmental improvements, conserving heritage interest and providing a satisfactory living environment for future residents of the development is of prime importance.

It is therefore suggested that the Panel’s wording is revised to reflect this, and to better enable the local authorities to achieve this.



POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATION




In relation to part b), it is inconsistent with the remainder of the Plan to refer to consultation with other organisations in a policy.  Where necessary it is referred to in the explanatory text, and it is proposed this reference to consulting the landowner and English Heritage is dealt with in this way.  

Also in part b), the description of landscaping and other environmental improvements suggested by the Panel is overly complex, and it is proposed to simplify this.

Recommendation:  that the Panel’s recommendation is partially accepted except that:

a) H2a) wording be revised to better reflect the overall justification for development and to enable a balance to be achieved between relevant factors as described above; and

b) In H2b) the wording be simplified, and the reference to consultation with the landowner and English Heritage to be not included and instead referred to in the explanatory  text.



POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATION




Policy H2 to read:

a) Land at Upper Heyford will provide for a new settlement of about 1000 dwellings and necessary supporting infrastructure, including a primary school and appropriate community, recreational and employment opportunities, as a means of enabling environmental improvements and conservation of the heritage interest of the site as a military base with Cold War associations to be conserved, compatible with achieving a satisfactory living environment.

b) Proposals for development must reflect a revised comprehensive planning brief adopted by the District Council and demonstrate that the conservation of heritage resources, landscape restoration, enhancement of biodiversity and other environmental improvements will be achieved across the whole of the former air base in association with the provision of the new settlement.

c) Retained as in deposit draft.




See Deposit Structure Plan p.51
R4.3  Amend paragraphs 7.6 and 7.7 of the explanatory text to reflect the changes to Policy H2.


It is accepted that the explanatory text will need to be revised. This can be taken into account when the text is redrafted prior to adoption.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.


POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATION


See Deposit Structure Plan p.51
R4.4  The final sentence of paragraph 7.3, revised as follows, should be incorporated into Policy H1 after the words “well served by public transport”.

In small settlements and villages housing development will be limited to that required to meet local needs and support balanced communities in villages.


The Panel’s recommendation is acceptable as it is consistent with the revision they have suggested to policy G1 (R2.2) and PPS7, and helps to clarify what could be appropriate development in rural areas.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.


THE ECONOMY

POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATION



R5.1  Insert a new Policy E1 under the heading “Provision for employment development” to read as follows:

Development for employment purposes should be located so as to meet the objectives and priorities of this Plan.  In particular it should:

· provide for the requirements of activities which contribute to regional and local priorities for economic development.  This includes providing a range of accommodation for small businesses and innovation, skills development, business infrastructure and linkages within the knowledge based economy;

· accord with policies for protecting the county’s important environmental assets;

· be located mainly in or adjoining urban areas or in existing concentrations of employment with good accessibility from residential areas, particularly by non-car modes of transport;

· as far as practicable incorporate measures to encourage shorter journeys to work and travel on foot, by cycle or public transport;

· not be of a scale or character that gives rise to large increases in commuting into the area or low intensity uses of land which generate heavy traffic on local roads.

Priority should be given to development which supports educational, scientific and technological sectors and responds to the needs of established and emerging clusters within the county.

The supporting text in paragraphs 6.1 to 6.6 should be adapted to set the context for the above policy.


The Panel’s new policy is generally helpful. It seeks to support the type of employment development that are encouraged in the Oxfordshire Economic Development Strategy and provides a basis for assessing development proposals in freestanding locations, for example at Harwell Campus. This is acceptable as the policy refers to “existing” locations, and is not seeking to allow for new freestanding sites. The last bullet point introduces the concept of balancing employment and housing by not permitting development that results in a large increase in commuting. This is supported and will be explained in the explanatory text when it is redrafted prior to adoption. 

However, the second bullet point is covered by policy G1 and the environmental policies in the Plan. As the Plan is to be read as a whole this bullet point is not considered to be necessary. 

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is partially accepted in that;

a)
a new policy E1 is included in the Plan as worded by the Panel except for

b)
the second bullet point worded “Accord with policies for protecting the county’s important environmental assets”, is not included for the reason given above; and

c)
the explanatory text be revised accordingly,



POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATION

E1


In Oxford development for employment generating uses will be expected to take place on land that is already used or allocated for that purpose.

Where the employment use on a site ceases, favourable consideration will be given to redeveloping the site for residential or mixed employment/residential use, except where the premises provide for small scale businesses which can contribute to the diversity of local employment opportunities.


R5.2  Revise Policy E1 (to become new Policy E2) to read as follows:

In Oxford, development for employment uses will be expected to take place primarily on previously developed land or in conjunction with redevelopment schemes for mixed uses incorporating housing, town centre or other facilities.  Development should have regard to the priorities set out in Policy E1 and to the objective of providing a range of accommodation for businesses in Oxford and contributing to the diversity of local employment opportunities, while maintaining or improving the balance between jobs and resident workforce in the City. 

Where employment use of a site ceases, its future use should be assessed in the light of the above considerations, its suitability for alternative uses and whether there is a realistic prospect of it being re-used for employment purposes.


The Panel’s revised wording is a clearer reflection of what the County Council is seeking to achieve in Oxford in maintaining a diverse and vibrant economy while addressing the imbalance between jobs and workforce. It allows for housing development to be considered on former employment sites and whether sites should be retained in employment use. It also provides a policy basis for considering redevelopment schemes in Oxford that are for mixed uses such as the development proposals for the West End. 

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.


E2
In the main towns of Banbury, Bicester, Didcot and Witney the provision of land for employment will be made:

a) to achieve an appropriate balance between the number and type of jobs and the size and skills of the local workforce; and 

b) to provide for the expansion and relocation of existing local firms and to accommodate firms which need to be located in the area, including provision to support the development of science based industries or other important business clusters.

 
R5.3  Revise Policy E2 (to become new Policy E3) to include, after the sentence referring to land for employment in Abingdon ….. Wantage and Grove, the following additional sentences:

In deciding on the amount of employment land available in the above towns, weight shall be given to the content of action plans that have been carried out following health checks and other processes.  Where such plans show the need for additional land to maintain the vibrancy of market towns, then additional employment land shall be released.
The Panel have confirmed that the County Council’s proposal set out in the pre-EIP change to policy E2 is appropriate.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.


POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COUNTY COUNCIL RESPONSE


A limited amount of land for employment will be made available in Abingdon, Carterton, Chipping Norton, Faringdon, Henley, Thame, Wallingford, Wantage and Grove.

Elsewhere the provision of land for employment generating uses will be restrained and limited to activities that do not give rise to excessive or inappropriate traffic.





TRANSPORT

POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COUNTY COUNCIL RESPONSE

T6


The County Council will promote and support a comprehensive transport networks strategy for the safe and convenient carriage of people and freight by road, rail or special track.

The County Council will in particular promote management and development of the transport networks in the corridor between the south and the north-east (towards Milton Keynes), serving Didcot, Oxford and Bicester to meet both strategic and important local movement requirements.

The rail network and the trunk road network are defined in the Key Diagram.

The Local Transport Plan will:

· assign other roads in the county together with any special track to a hierarchy of networks and will identify their function at each level of the hierarchy;

· define the role for public transport, both on the rail network and on the premium bus routes network;

· identify the requirements for integration between networks for people and freight; and

· identify network improvement schemes.

Development proposals that would generate traffic having an adverse effect on the safe and efficient function of a network will be resisted.

Land required for network improvement schemes will be safeguarded in the local plans.


R6.1  Replace policy T6 with the following:

T6
The County Council will promote and support a comprehensive strategy for the safe and convenient carriage of people and freight by road, rail or special track.


The County Council in partnership with transport infrastructure providers, the operators of public transport services and other agencies will in particular promote the development and management of the following principal transport nodes or corridors related to the Plan’s overall development strategy and its regional context, to meet both strategic and key local travel requirements:

· Infrastructure and services in and around the City of Oxford to support its role as a regional transport hub;

· between Oxford and Bicester;

· between Oxford and Witney;

· between Oxford and Didcot;

· between Grove/Wantage and Didcot, including provision to serve major employment sites at Harwell, Milton Park and Culham;

· the development within the County of the East-West rail link.


The strategic travel corridors, the rail and trunk route network and the other projects and programmes referred to, are identified on the Key Diagram.


The Panel’s recommended changes flow from their views that: 

(1) the Plan should provide a clearer reference to the spatial dimension of the overall transport strategy and should be strengthened to provide a longer-term context for the LTP by expressing clearer priorities for transport to support the Plan’s strategy; 

(2) the relationships that link transport provision to the main development strategy should be represented in the transport policy itself, including external aspects of transport provision that may be addressed through for example partnerships and planning obligations; and 

(3) they consider that the County Council and other players in providing transport infrastructure and operating public transport services would have a stronger hand in bidding for public funds and making judgements about viability if the Plan’s transport provisions had more of a cutting edge, related to its development strategy. 

It is considered that the recommended changes improve the effectiveness of the policy and should in general be accepted, subject to some detailed modifications as follows.

In the second paragraph the reference to Oxford as a regional transport hub is in line with the RTS and listing Oxford as a principal transport hub is therefore appropriate. Explanatory text to the policy will be needed to clarify that recognition of Oxford’s role as a regional hub in transport terms does not over-ride the Plan’s other policies relating to development at Oxford.  It is considered the “infrastructure and services” would be better described as “transport measures”, as this includes transport infrastructure, management, services, and other transport interventions.



POLICY
DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN
PANEL RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATION



The Local Transport Plan will:

· identify the manner in which the road and rail network and the operation of the premium bus network and other key local public transport services will combine to provide an enhanced quality of travel to support the spatial development strategy of the Structure Plan;

· assign other roads in the county together with any special track to a hierarchy of networks supporting the spatial strategy of this Plan and identify their function at each level of the hierarchy;

· identify network improvement schemes; and 

· identify any requirements for integration between networks for people and freight.

Development that would have a significant adverse effect on the safe and efficient function of a network will be resisted.

Land required for network development or improvement schemes will be safeguarded in local plans/local development frameworks.


Also in the second paragraph, minor changes should be made to the Panel’s proposed wording to clarify the introduction of the combined list of principal transport nodes, corridors and projects, with the word “nodes” amended to “hubs” for simplicity and consistency within the policy; also to clarify that some of the elements in the list are actually corridors and not also hubs or defined projects. 

Concerning the corridor between Grove/Wantage and Didcot, the inclusion of specific employment sites, whilst these are indeed important, gives a prominence to these sites which is not elsewhere in the Plan and could suggest undue priority of these over all other employment sites in the county. The relevance of these sites to the transport corridors should be explained instead in the explanatory text. 

The third paragraph is accepted subject to minor grammatical changes and substitution of the term ‘principal transport corridor’ in place of ‘strategic travel corridor’ for consistency with the previous paragraph. The definition of the principal transport corridors provides the necessary policy direction. Consequential changes to the Key Diagram will be necessary.

In the fourth paragraph the changes clarify the requirements for the LTP particularly in supporting the development strategy and should be accepted.  In the first bullet point the word ‘local’ could exclude some aspects of service provision and should be deleted.   In the context of previous changes the word ‘other’ in the second bullet point has lost its meaning and should be deleted.  The fourth bullet point should be clarified by substituting ‘the potential’ for ‘any requirements’ and inserting the word ‘both’.

In the fifth paragraph the words ‘be resisted’ should, to be consistent with other policies in the Plan, be replaced by ‘not be permitted’.
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The sixth paragraph is considered to be satisfactory.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation to revise policy T6 be partially accepted, but for the reasons given above the wording of the policy should be modified. The policy to read:

T6 The County Council will promote and support a comprehensive strategy for the safe and convenient carriage of people and freight by road, rail or special track.

The County Council in partnership with transport infrastructure providers, the operators of public transport services and other agencies will in particular promote the development and management of the following principal transport hubs, corridors and projects  related to the Plan’s overall development strategy and its regional context, to meet both strategic and key local travel requirements:

· transport measures in and around the City of Oxford to support its role as a regional transport hub;

· the corridor between Oxford and Bicester;

· the corridor between Oxford and Witney;

· the corridor between Oxford and Didcot;

· the corridor between Grove/Wantage and Didcot; 

· the development within the county of the East-West rail link.

The principal transport corridors, the rail and trunk route networks and the other projects referred to, are identified on the Key Diagram.
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The Local Transport Plan will:

· identify the manner in which the road and rail network and the operation of the premium bus network and other key  public transport services will combine to provide an enhanced quality of travel to support the spatial development strategy of the Structure Plan;

· assign roads in the county together with any special track to a hierarchy of networks supporting the spatial strategy of this Plan and   identify their function at each level of the hierarchy;

· identify network improvement schemes; and

· identify  the potential for integration between networks both for people and freight.

Development that would have a significant adverse effect on the safe and efficient function of a network will not be permitted.

Land required for network development or improvement schemes will be safeguarded in local plans/local development frameworks.



T6

R6.2  Review and revise the explanatory text to Policy T6 and Key diagram accordingly.


This is accepted

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation be accepted, subject to modifications to policy T6 being agreed.
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T2
A comprehensive approach will be adopted for the provision and management of car parking space with the aim of promoting sustainable travel choices.  Local plans should include appropriate local policies and proposals.

Standards for parking provision (cars, cycles etc.) will apply to development proposals, taking into account alternative forms of transport (available or to be provided to the site) and the wider transport strategy for the area.

Park and ride schemes will be supported where they form part of a wider transport strategy for an area.


R6.3  Amend Policy T2 as follows:

(a) by the insertion of ‘Maximum’ before ‘standards for parking provision’ at the beginning of the third sentence of the Policy, and

(b) by the deletion of the last sentence of the Policy and its replacement by:

Park and Ride Schemes will be supported where they support the concept of regional hubs and spokes or otherwise form part of a wider transport strategy for an area.


a) The insertion of “maximum” in relation to car parking standards was accepted in the County Council’s statement for the EIP.  This gives clarity that the standards to be applied are maximum standards, particularly as the Council is not in most cases the determining authority.

b) Whilst the phrase ‘concept of regional hubs and spokes’ might be considered to be rather imprecise, the policy as worded could allow a park and ride scheme to be developed to serve a regional function without reference to the wider transport strategy for the area, contrary to the principle that transport provision should wherever possible be integrated. It is suggested that the policy be modified to retain its integrity, and to be consistent with Policy T6, by relating park and ride to the principal transport corridors defined in the revised Policy T6. It is also suggested that the words ‘concept of regional hubs and spokes or otherwise’ be replaced by ‘functions of the principal transport corridors and where they’.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation subject be partially accepted but for the reasons given above the wording be modified. The policy to read:

T2 A comprehensive approach will be adopted for the provision and management of car parking space with the aim of promoting sustainable travel choices. Local plans should include appropriate local policies and proposals.

Maximum standards for parking provision (cars, cycles etc.) will apply to development proposals, taking into account alternative forms of transport (available or to be provided to the site) and the wider transport strategy for the area.
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Park and ride schemes will be supported where they support the functions of the principal transport corridors and where they form part of a wider transport strategy for the area.


ENVIRONMENT
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EN1
Local planning authorities will ensure that proposals for development contribute to the protection, maintenance and enhancement of Oxfordshire’s landscape character, and in particular the natural beauty of Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty to reflect their national importance.  Development will be permitted only if it does not unacceptably damage the local landscape.


R7.1  Revise Policy EN1 by inserting ‘where possible’ before ‘enhancement’ in the second line of the Policy.
The Panel’s retention of the statement in policy EN1 that the landscape should be protected, maintained and enhanced is welcomed. The insertion of the qualification “where possible” could be taken to signal a weakening of the policy, but on a practical basis it allows for some flexibility in implementation of the policy. The amendment in therefore considered to be acceptable.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.


EN2
The following sites of at least national importance will be protected from damaging development:

· Candidate Special Areas of Conservation;

· National Nature Reserves and Sites of Special Scientific Interest; and

· sites which support specially protected species.

On other sites of acknowledged nature conservation importance development will be permitted only if there is an overriding need or if damage to the ecological interest can be prevented by the use of conditions or planning obligations.

In determining proposals for development local planning authorities will seek environmental measures and promote the use of conditions and management agreements to help protect, manage and expand the biodiversity resource of the county, in particular priority habitats and species.


R7.2  Insert a map of designated sites of nature conservation importance with their type and level of designation to support Policy EN2.
It was accepted at the EIP that a map could be included in the Plan to clarify the different levels of importance of designated sites in the county in response to comments by GOSE. This will be part of the explanatory text and will be added when it is redrafted prior to adoption. 

Although the Panel have not recommended any changes to policy EN2, the designation of Special Areas of Conservation at European level is progressing and it is considered that “candidate” in the first bullet point can be deleted.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted, and that policy EN2 be amended by deleting “candidate” in the first bullet point for the reason given above.
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EN3
Development of the best and most versatile agricultural land will not be permitted unless there is an overriding need identified in the development plan.


R7.3  Replace Policy EN3 by the following:

EN3
Development on the best and most versatile agricultural land shall have regard to the quality and productiveness of such land alongside other sustainability considerations.  Where significant development of agricultural land is unavoidable, areas of poorer quality land shall be used in preference to that of a higher quality, except where this would be inconsistent with other sustainability considerations.  Where undeveloped agricultural land is to be developed, any adverse effects on the environment shall be minimised.


It was acknowledged at the EIP that there was a need to reconsider the wording of policy EN3 in light of Government advice in PPS7 which had been published after the Plan had been placed on deposit. The Panel’s revised wording is in accordance with PPS7. It contains the worst first principle, but allows other sustainability factors to be considered so that the right balance of factors can be achieved. 

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.



See deposit draft Structure Plan p.38
R7.4  Amend paragraph 5.9 of the explanatory text accordingly.


This is accepted.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted, subject to modifications to policy EN3 being agreed.



EN4
The fabric and setting of listed buildings will be preserved and the character or appearance of conservation areas and their settings will be preserved or enhanced.  Other elements of the historic environment, including historic parks and gardens, battlefields and historic landscapes will also be protected from harmful development.


R7.5  Revise Policy EN4 by the insertion of ‘including Blenheim Palace and Park, a World Heritage Site’ after ‘listed buildings’ in the first line.
This was requested by English Heritage at the EIP, and there is no reason why the status of Blenheim Palace and its grounds should not be recognised in the Plan.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.
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See deposit draft Structure Plan p.38
R7.6  Refer to Blenheim Palace and Park and its significance as a World Heritage Site in paragraph 5.11 of the explanatory text.


This is accepted.  See response to R7.5 above.

Recommendation:  that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.


See deposit draft Structure Plan p.38
R7.7  Insert new text in or after paragraph 5.11 explaining that landscape character assessments relating to the AONBs and other parts of the rural area should be taken into account in the allocation of land for development and the consideration of development proposals.  Replace ‘occasionally’ by ‘exceptionally’ in the fourth line of paragraph 5.11.


R7.7
The Panel’s first recommendation that references to landscape character assessments should be made in the explanatory text under policy EN4 on historic and cultural heritage would be confusing. The debate at the EIP concerned historic landscape assessments that have been carried out for the AONBs but not other parts of the county. As written, the amendment recommended by the Panel would be better included in paragraph 5.3 related to policy EN1 on landscape character, with reference to historic landscape assessments referred to in paragraph 5.11. 

The Panel’s second point to insert “exceptionally” in relation to allowing enabling development to save historic buildings and their grounds is considered to be a clearer statement of what is intended.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is partially accepted, and for the reasons given above, the explanatory text be amended when it is redrafted prior to adoption to;

a) refer to landscape character assessments as the panel have recommended in paragraph 5.3 rather than 5.11;

b) refer to historic landscape assessments in paragraph 5.11; and

c) amend paragraph 5.11 as the Panel have recommended.
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EN6
There will be a presumption in favour of physically preserving nationally and internationally important archaeological and geological remains, whether scheduled or not, and their settings.  Where development affecting other archaeological and geological remains is allowed it should include appropriate measures to secure the preservation in situ or where this is not feasible, recording of archaeological and geological features before development.


R7.8  Delete Policy EN6 and replace by the following two policies:

EN6A
There will be a presumption in favour of preserving in situ nationally and internationally important archaeological remains, whether scheduled or not, and their settings.  Development affecting other archaeological remains should include measures to secure their preservation in situ or where this is not feasible, their recording or removal to another site.

EN6B
Nationally and regionally important geological features including geological SSSIs and RIGs shall be protected from harmful development and retained in situ unless there are exceptional reasons justifying their removal, in which event their presence shall be appropriately recorded.


The Panel’s retention of the principle of protecting geological features is welcome. The separation of geology from archaeology as a policy issue is considered to be logical, as they are protected by separate legislation and policy regimes. The former is part of the natural environment and the latter human/built environment. Both are dealt with in the recommended policies in accordance with Government planning policy. Importantly, while EN6B refers to designated sites (SSSIs and RIGs), it does not preclude protection for other important sites and new discoveries. 

If the Panel’s recommendation is accepted it is also suggested that rather than numbering the policies EN6A and EN6B which is inconsistent with the style of the Plan, that they are numbered EN6 (archaeology) and EN7 (geology) and that the remaining environmental policies are renumbered accordingly.

Recommendation: 

a)
that the Panel’s  recommendation is accepted;

b)
that the reference to SSSIs and RIGs are described in full in EN6B; and

c)  
that the policies are numbered EN6 and EN7 with the remaining environmental policies numbered accordingly.




See deposit draft Structure Plan p.40
R7.9  Amend the explanatory text in paragraphs 5.13 to 5.15 to reflect new Policies EN6A and EN6B.


This is accepted.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted, subject to the agreement of the recommendation on R7.8 being agreed.
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EN9


Development will be permitted only where adequate water resources for the development already exist or can readily be provided without risk to existing abstractions, water quality, the water environment or nature conservation.


R7.10  Revise Policy EN9 by changing its title to ‘Water Resources and Waste Water Infrastructure’, and inserting ‘and waste water infrastructure’ after ‘water resources’ in the first line of the Policy.


At the EIP the concerns of Thames Water about the necessity to plan for waste water treatment as well as water resources was accepted, particularly due to the lead times that can be involved in planning for improvements to sewage treatment works and the pressure on the waste water network.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.



See deposit draft Structure Plan p.42
R7.11  Insert a reference to a need for early consultation with Thames Water Utilities in paragraph 5.21 of the explanatory text.


This is accepted.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.


MINERALS
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M1
Permission will be granted for mineral working at appropriate locations provided it can be demonstrated that any adverse environmental or other impact that the development would be likely to cause is outweighed by the need for the mineral, having regard to:

a) the need to maintain landbanks of permitted reserves for aggregate minerals in line with national and regional guidance;

b) the need to ensure a steady supply of mineral materials for local markets;

c) the need to supply material for major construction projects from borrow pits; and

d) national and regional needs for non-aggregate minerals.

Mineral working will not be permitted unless there are satisfactory provisions for the land to be progressively restored within a reasonable timescale to an acceptable use that is appropriate to its location.    The County Council will seek to secure the restoration and long-term management of appropriate mineral working sites for nature conservation and public access.


R8.1  In the final sentence of Policy M1 insert the word ‘recreation’ after the words ‘nature conservation’.
This amendment to policy M1 was suggested by the Council at the EIP.

Recommendation: that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.



See Deposit Structure Plan p.67
R8.2  DSP paragraph 11.5 should be revised and updated to reflect the final apportionment figures from the RMS once these are known.  Paragraph 11.6 will also need revision, and should include an explanation of how the policy framework for minerals will evolve from the present system of Structure Plan and Minerals and Waste Local Plan to the new arrangements for the Minerals and Waste Development Framework.  In general all references to the MWLP should be replaced by appropriate references to the MWDF.


These amendments to text are accepted.  They can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

Recommendation:  that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted.
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M2
The principle of sharp sand and gravel working is accepted in the following strategic resource areas:

a) the Stanton Harcourt (Lower Windrush Valley) area (downstream of Witney to Newbridge);

b) the Eynsham-Cassington-Yarnton area;

c) the Stadhampton-Berinsfield-Warborough-Benson area.

The geographical boundaries of the specific areas to be worked within these strategic resource areas will be defined in the Minerals and Waste Local Plan.


R8.3  Revise Policy M2 to delete the naming of strategic resource areas.  Instead the Policy should refer to the fact that locations for sand and gravel working will be identified in the new MWDF, and indicate criteria for doing this.


There is a clear logic to the Panel’s conclusion that policy M2 should not name strategic resource areas, particularly given that the new requirements for strategic environmental assessment and sustainability appraisal mean that all potential locations for sand and gravel working will have to be considered in preparing the new MWDF.  This will include consideration of the existing Structure Plan areas, the Stadhampton-Berinsfield-Warborough- Benson area and all other options.  The inclusion instead in policy M2 of a set of indicative criteria for locating sand and gravel working will provide a framework for assessment of areas for inclusion in the MWDF and will also provide a list of factors that will be material in the determination of planning applications for sand and gravel working.

Recommendation:  that the Panel’s recommendation is accepted, and that;

a) Policy M2 be revised to read:

M2
Locations for sand and gravel working will be identified in the Minerals and Waste Development Framework.  In identifying appropriate locations, the County Council will take account of the distribution of sand and gravel resources, the existing pattern of supply and distribution of workings; proximity to main market areas; accessibility to the main transport routes; risk of birdstrike; restoration and after use potential; and development plan policies in particular which seek to safeguard:

· important archaeological remains, historic buildings and areas;

· areas and sites of nature conservation importance, especially Special Areas of Conservation and Sites of Scientific Interest;
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· features of landscape importance, especially Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty;

· best and most versatile agricultural land;

· the water environment;

· land uses which are sensitive to nuisance;

· the safety and convenience of all road users, including pedestrians and cyclists.

b) the explanatory text be revised prior to adoption to reflect the revised policy and to say that pending preparation of the MWDF the factors in M2 will be material in the determination of planning applications for sand and gravel working.
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