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ANNEX B

RESPONSE TO REPRESENTATIONS AND OBJECTIONS TO THE DEPOSIT DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN AND PRE-EIP CHANGES

Introduction

The following tables set out the response of the Head of Sustainable Development to representations and objections made to the deposit draft Structure Plan and pre-EIP changes that did not raise issues which were debated at the EIP.  For completeness summaries of all representations are included, and those which raised EIP issues are indicated.  The responses make recommendations where modifications to policies are considered appropriate.  Where no change to policies is recommended, this is in response to the particular representation made, and it does not mean that the policy is not otherwise proposed to be modified in response to the EIP Panel’s recommendations in Annex A or other representations in Annex B.
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General Comments

REPRESENTATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1250  
Welcome guidance for land use planning beyond 2011, important in the context of housing proposed for Grove and in light of scope for delay in the Regional Spatial Strategy.


Support welcomed.



1798 Supportive of the DSP. Wish to see plans to continue to be the prerogative of the County Council and not SEERA.


Support welcomed.

1748  
Ensure SP makes no policy commitment which could predetermine or prejudice work on the Regional Spatial Strategy. The Structure Plan must be kept up to date. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2814 OCC needs to draw in government, other local councils, consultants and public to look at feasibility and ensure it can be put into operation.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.  The County Council will work with the district councils and other parties, including government to implement the plan.  



2588
No evidence of the effectiveness of the previous plan or monitoring results to inform the deposit draft plan, particularly for social and economic elements which are crucial.


Monitoring of the adopted Plan is undertaken regularly and published annually, particularly on housing supply.  Information was published in background papers when the Plan was placed on deposit. 

1682 Agree with general thrust/tone of the plan. More maps and statistics needed to show how proposals relate to Government sustainable development targets. Environment not mentioned outside Chapter 5.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.  This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

21
The DSP appears to be written for farmers/landowners and not the majority of urban residents working in other sectors


Noted.

1929
Support the main thrust of the DSP (particularly affordable housing) however is concerned that it weakens the protection afforded to rural communities by the Green Belt increasing the possibility of inappropriate and environmentally unsound development.


Support welcomed.  The proposed changes published by the County Council and supported by the EIP Panel removed proposals for development in the Green Belt south of Oxford.  Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC’s response to the Panel’s recommendations. 

809 Support the strategic approach of the Plan.


Support welcomed.

2626 
Include a bespoke policy for  the University of Oxford that support development of the academic core in central Oxfordshire and set the framework for the dispersal of non-core activities to one or two campus sites outside the city.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC’s response to the Panel’s recommendations.

364 Land use planning and transport planning should be integrated, and development located on rail corridors.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC’s response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1703   
Provision for a crematorium is needed. 


This is a detailed matter more appropriate to a local plan/development framework.



1677  
 A general policy is needed to protect airfields as valuable long-term  assets for aviation.

2578 
There should be a general aviation related policy.


This is not considered to be a matter of strategic importance for the Structure Plan.

Recommendation:  that no new policy be added.

2591
A policy/allocation for a new prison is important.


The Structure Plan cannot make specific allocations.  Any proposal for a new prison would need to be considered in the context of the overall policies in the Plan.  

Recommendation:  that no new policy be added.

2844
Would like more explicit growth targets for smaller villages in the Green Belt and AONB, especially affordable houses. Interaction between elements of the DSP should be explicitly stated. 


Role of Structure Plan is to provide the broad framework, including district housing figures, within which the district councils will prepare detailed policies and proposals.  The plan needs to be read as a whole.  



2575  
Insufficient detailed justification for some policies; lack of planned positive action, weak language leaving room for doubt. DSP is too centered on Oxford.  Should refer in 1.16 to the attractive countryside and historic towns and villages which characterise much of Oxfordshire.  Refer to DEFRA’s England Rural Development Programme which has an important role in re-integrating farmers into wider economy and communities. Suggest specific section on the impacts of climate change.


Reference to the ERDP can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.  Climate change mitigation and adaptation is covered throughout the Plan, e.g. in reducing the need to travel, policy on flood risk, and policies to encourage renewable energy.



1739 Inadequate justification for what believes to be continuation of the country town's strategy. Summary of Background Information Paper should be included in the SP. 


This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

1785
The SP should resist any attempt to facilitate eastern development of Swindon and include a rural buffer to protect Oxon rural communities from urban sprawl from Swindon.


The County Council has objected to the proposed expansion of Swindon to the east.  The policies in the Plan in particular G5 are intended to protect rural communities in general from harmful development.

Foreword para 4. 

1798 Add 'environment' to the second sentence. Insert 'the environment' after economic development. Insert after 'energy conservation’: 'It recognises that Oxon provides a substantial part of South East England’s sand, gravel, mineral resources, water resources, London’s waste and an attraction for tourists.’


This foreward will be redrafted prior to adoption of the plan.

Chapter 1 – Introduction

REPRESENTATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

2617 Footnote 1 should be included in para 1.1 for clarity.


This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



1379, 1740, 1798


Reword para 1.2 to make clear that post 2016 is subject to further 

 
review. Clarify how the timetable affects the plan.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel’s recommendations.

288
Support
1.3; the expansion of Didcot, as the location provides opportunities for creating a well-planned extension.


Support welcomed.

1739
Para 1.3 is insufficient to explain adequately the purpose and strategy of the adopted Plan. Need review of strategy and whether it remains appropriate.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel’s recommendations.  

1765 Para 1.4. Provide fuller account of important reasons for the review such as issues in 1.5 and changes noted in comment on 1.3. 


This can be taken into account when the Plan is redrafted prior to adoption.  

2617, 1739


More detail should be given in para 1.6 on the Planning Bill aims, 

Objectives & implications. Footnote 2 should be added to para 1.6.


Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act now enacted.  Paragraphs 1.4 to 1.8 will need to be updated prior to adoption.

2617
Paras 1.11&1.13 are welcome particularly in regard to the objective of providing decent affordable homes and maintenance of high and stable levels of growth and employment. Concerns whether the plan will be able to achieve these aims. Provide commentary on the success of previous Structure Plan strategies and conclusions of monitoring exercises. This will demonstrate that Structure Plan implied rates are not being met and the need for a greater housing provision and land.


Support welcomed.  The issues of monitoring the extent to which required development rates are being met and the implications of this for future housing provision were debated at the EIP.  See Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1788 Aim of 1.13 is to 'safeguard the countryside' yet the ethos behind the Plan is to drastically alter the nature of the countryside. Little evidence in the plan to show how it will impact on historic villages. Plan should state a clear commitment to safeguarding the countryside in relation to all elements of the plan & specify how this will be achieved.


A key aim of the Plan is to protect and enhance the environment and character of Oxfordshire, including the countryside as a whole.



466
Para 1.15. -  Support an improved public transport system with more and improved city and town perimeter parking and free transport to the centre.

Noted.

2617 Para 1.15 should go further than summarising RPG9 and analyse its ongoing relevance as a basis for the Structure Plan. Also point out discrepancy between RPG dwellings target and 1996 population projections.


RPG9 provides a key part of the framework for the Structure Plan.  The issue of the review of RPG9 and how that relates to the Structure Plan is dealt with elsewhere in the text and will be updated prior to adoption.

1428
Para 1.15, 5th bullet point - add “and exhausted". 6th bullet point - define and clarify "better mix".


Para 1.15 provides a summary of RPG9.  The ultimate mix of houses will depend on local circumstances.  

1788 Para 1.15. Expansion of Didcot will increase pollution; A34 corridor already exceeds government targets. Change to 'those people who want to live in Oxfordshire’.


This para sets out key points from RPG9.  It is not appropriate to amend it as suggested.

1726 Para 1.15 list should include more of the key development principles in RPG (3.5) - in particular provision of sufficient housing.


RPG9 makes a specific housing provision for the county which is reflected in para 1.15.  The reference suggested is not therefore necessary.

2560, 1739

Para 1.16. Object to description of Oxfordshire as a "city region" as it 
is predominately a rural county. 

Is recognised Oxfordshire is a predominantly rural county.  However “city region” is included to convey the relationship between Oxford and the rest of Oxfordshire.



2575  
Para 1.16 should refer to the attractive countryside and historic towns and villages. 


This can be taken into account when the Plan is redrafted prior to adoption.

1766 Reference should be made to changes to PPG3 & C6/98. 
Affordable housing is not given adequate weight in ‘Improving quality of life’ section. Refer to new Government advice on affordable housing published 7/03.


Government policy guidance and changes to it provide a framework for the Plan and its implementation.  Is considered inappropriate to single out specific changes to government policy guidance.  This section is included to give a brief coverage of key issues affecting the county which are relevant to the review.  There are a number of references to affordable housing including the priority attached to it by the Oxfordshire Community Partnership.  Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1798  
para 1.18.  The JET project has finished.


This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is revised prior to adoption.



1739 
Para 1.18 underplays the importance of Oxford's institutions and the others outside the City.


Para 1.18 refers to the general role of a range of organisations.  No change.

1739 
Para 1.19. should not convey the impression that these difficulties should inhibit the growth of the county's economy.


Para 1.19 is acknowledging that there are problems associated with economic success, but does not discuss the implications of this for growth.

1797, 2814

Para 1.19. urge Oxfordshire employers to adopt a weighting for

remuneration to help recruitment and retention.


This is not a matter for the Structure Plan.

1739  Para 1.20. Endorse priorities in Oxfordshire Plan - development at Shipton would make substantial contribution.


Noted.

1798, 2568


Para 1.21. The Community Strategy must be taken into account, acknowledgement is not sufficient..


It is important that the Structure Plan influences, and is influenced by the work of Oxfordshire Community and other Partnerships and becomes the spatial arm of the LSP/Community Plan for the area.


The priorities for the Community Strategy will be supported by the policy framework provided by the Structure Plan.

2567
Para 1.25 fails to incorporate important environmental considerations. Include the county’s importance as a centre for culture and for the quality of its natural, historical and built environment and the pressures that economic success can bring.


Important environmental considerations are referred to, and the pressures that economic success can bring are included in para 1.19.  The purpose of para 1.25 is to provide succinct overall vision, and as such it need not refer to other aspects of life in the county.

1429  
Para 1.25: Preamble ought to confine policies to short/medium term so as not pre-empt the Regional Spatial Strategy.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

459 Paras 1.16-1.25. Refer to surrounding areas - e.g. Milton Keynes, London and Swindon corridor - where these have growth implications that will affect Oxfordshire.


This can be taken into account when the Plan is redrafted prior to adoption.

Comments on Aims and Objectives

1758 Support aims - concerns about underlying objectives. Include level of affordable housing proposed and inconsistencies in spatial distribution.


Support welcomed.  Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1345, 1739

Support


Support welcomed.

1798
The aims of the plan should be those of the Community Strategy.


The aims of the Plan reflect the goals of the Community Strategy in as far as they relate to land use and transport matters.



1739
Endorse aims and objectives. A new community at Shipton Quarry would make a positive contribution to meeting the objectives.


Noted.

1411
Support the mention of protection and enhancement of the county's biodiversity, landscape and heritage and soils and agricultural land. Farming should be further emphasised in Aims and Objectives. 


Support welcomed.  Farming is covered by Aim 4 – is considered unnecessary to single out specific  economic sectors in what are broad aims and objectives.  No change.

1726
Aims should address need to provide for access to housing and employment for all residents.


Aim 3 is directed to all of Oxfordshire’s residents.  No change.

142 Welcome the Council’s commitment to protecting biodiversity as shown by including it as Aim 1.


Support welcomed.

1415
Aim 1. Add objective "to maintain the Oxford Green Belt".


The Green Belt is covered by a specific policy to support the broad priorities of Aim 1.  No change.



2589
Protection of the environment is the first aim and objective, yet it does not appear as a subject until chapter 5. The protection of the environment should receive much greater prominence in the Structure Plan.


Protection of the environment is given prominence in the draft policy G1 which sets out the overall strategy and is supported by other general policies.

1807 Aim 2 ii) "minimise" should be replaced by "prevent".


The number of houses to be provided in Oxfordshire means that greenfield land will have to be used.



1788
Aim 1 (ii) The word 'reduce' should be replaced with the word 'limit'. With increase in development reductions are not likely.


The challenge for the Plan is to make new development more energy efficient and less polluting, and to reduce travel.  On balance, the aim as expressed is considered to be appropriate.



1750 
Support for economic development appears lowest priority. Upgrade aim 4 in paragraph 1.26 to aim 2.


The aims are not prioritised.  Paragraph 1.27 explains the issue is finding the balance between the objectives.

1751
Amend Aim 2(i): 'to encourage development in sustainable locations’.


Aim as written is more specific in terms of its intent.

634
Aim 2 should encourage efficient use of all resources, not just natural resources. Modify to indicate that the mix of development and the provision of alternative modes of transport can reduce the need to travel/use of car. Include reference to use of previously developed land.


Agree that aim 2 should refer to the efficient use of all resources.  This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.  The objectives are expressed in broad terms with more detail provided by the policies.  

1765
Aim 3 should go further and make reference to supported housing, key worker housing and homelessness and other indicators of housing need. 


Aims are expressed in broad terms and cover all types of housing.  No change.



1428
Aim 3 New point - (i) - " to maintain or improve the quality of life and living for existing people (residents, businesses, and developments) of Oxfordshire."


This is covered by the general statement of Aim 3 which is supported by the objectives accompanying it.



1378
Support reference to 'sustainable and appropriate economic development' in Aim 4.


Support welcomed.

1751
Delete para 1.27. The relative merits and importance of each of the aims and objectives will vary from case to case.


Para 1.27 is acknowledging that there is an issue of balance which will need to be considered in each case.

2567
Para 1.27 The lack of targets & indicators with which to measure progress of the plan conflicts with PPG guidance. No indication of how plan will be monitored.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel’s recommendations.

Housing: Grove

2647    Concerns relating to plans for Grove: flooding risks; lack of an environmental appraisal; transport/economic linkages; approach to environmental assessment.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

Housing: Upper Heyford

2577
International heritage importance of the Cold War airbase. Conservation of the site should be as important as environmental improvements.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

“

Housing Didcot

2831
Need a better road structure, museum and sports facilities around Didcot.


Noted.

2828 Support the growth of Didcot to the West in the Structure Plan 2011; this should not be re-examined again.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2826
Support proposal for development in Didcot between 2011-2016, support the identification of a site for a new community.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

Housing: Oxford

2775
Oxford already has enough activity in the centre.


Noted.

Housing: Witney

1797
Concerned over lack of infrastructure for Witney. Point also to aim to protect employment sites and granting of permission for housing.


Noted.

Chapter 2 – A Strategy for Oxfordshire 

REPRESENTATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Introduction, General, Rural Communities




1429 Chapter 2 should lay out a programme for assessing spatial development options against sustainable criteria. Plan should be treated as interim strategy.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2619, 2618


Plan is too prescriptive. District Councils need flexibility.


Is considered that the Plan provides the appropriate strategic framework for the district councils.



1765  Support reference to affordable housing and key worker housing in 2.1, 2.5 and rural communities. 


Support welcomed.

1788 Add an additional requirement to reduce travel/pollution: “where possible ensure housing development matches employment in the area to reduce travel needs, and pollution”.


Reducing travel and pollution is implicit in the strategy and policy G1, which reflects the aims and objective for the Plan.  The suggested change is not necessary. 

1428 Para 2.1 1st bullet - add to end - "without detracting from the quality of life and living for the existing people of Oxfordshire".


The development planned up to 2016 will cause change in Oxfordshire.  Overall the strategy aims to provide for all aspects of quality of life, from protecting the environment and providing jobs and places to live.

  

2617 Para 2.1. Point out that the crucial issue is whether the policies of the plan will actually deliver the strategy. The second bullet point could refer to "at urban areas" rather than "in urban areas" to accord with the wording of para 2.11.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.  The second point can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted before adoption.  

2567
The 5th bullet point of 2.1 might suggest that the setting and character is only important to Oxford City, whereas it should be clear that this applies to all towns and villages.


Protecting the character and landscape setting of Oxford is a specific purpose of policies G4 and EN5.  The bullet refers to protection in general for towns and villages.  No change.

367 Add an additional bullet point to paragraph 2.1 that greenfield housing will be required and will be directed to the main towns.


Paragraph 2.1 sets out how the Plan’s aims and objectives will be taken forward.  The general points are covered in paras 2.2-2.4 and locational strategy in paras 2.11-2.17.  No change.



1375 Add to list: 1. Provide the essential raw materials e.g. minerals to enable development proposals to be undertaken. 2. Provide adequate waste management facilities to deal with the needs of existing and future residents.


Para 2.1 is intended to give a broad statement of strategy which the policies develop in more detail.  Consideration of whether minerals supply and waste management should be added can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

1623 Object to 2.1. Concentrating housing in urban areas. Situating housing in settlements in the County would support services and jobs in all communities, the majority of housing being in urban area. The policy would also impact heavily on transport.


This is a key priority of government policy and RPG9 (see para 1.15) which provides the framework for preparing the Structure Plan.

1411 We trust that all the other bullet points apply equally to rural areas as at point 6. Point 7 is particularly important for farmers in that storage facilities and abattoirs and cutting plants are necessary infrastructure, however we find no policy that would meet these needs.


The bullet points focus on the strategy as a whole and will impact on the rural areas in different ways.

1737, 1755, 1729, 1727

Support focus for development at existing larger urban areas. 


Support welcomed.

1770
Change para. 2.2 to "the focus for development will be on the existing larger urban areas of Oxford, Banbury, Bicester, Didcot and Grove .."


An overall priority is to make best use of previously developed land particularly in larger urban areas including e.g. Abingdon.  Policy H1 sets out the main concentration of new housing will be, and includes Witney.  



1733 Support focus of development on existing urban areas - Kidlington, Langford Lane and built up area of airport are part of wider urban area.


Noted.

1336
Support 2.2. No more development should be located in Bicester and the surrounding area until improvements in infrastructure. Present facilities are unable to cope.


Support welcomed.

696
Paragraph 2.2 - Support requirement for Bicester to complete ring road. Cherwell Local Plan does not propose to complete the road.   Enforce para 2.2 to ensure cohesive planning for the county.


Noted.

2575 Pleased to see focus on larger urban areas. Useful if discipline of sequential approach recognised.


Support welcomed.

1250 Object 2.2. Agree with further growth for Didcot, but further development should depend on investment in the A34. Didcot A power station should be investigated as a location for future development before greenfield sites, in line with the PPG3 sequential approach.


Noted.

1739
Add references to other sustainable locations after urban areas.  Emphasise eight tasks in PPG3 paragraph 2.2 - Shipton 


Quarry would make major contribution.


Para 2.2 reflects the overall priority of government policy and RPG9.  Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.  

1415
Support 2.3. Statement on higher density housing supported particularly in relation to Oxford Expressway on land at Pear Tree.


Noted.

1733
Support 2.3 policy of making best use of previously developed land


Support welcomed.

1727
Object 2.4. Target of 55% is optimistic in rural county.  Windfalls difficult to project - problems in terms of certainty of releasing greenfield sites.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1739 
Object 2.4. Reservations about target. Not clear if applies to county or each district. Add reference to other sustainable locations. Delete reference to phasing and managing release of sites  - usually implies delay in delivery.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1763
Object 2.4. 55% is undeliverable. Need a clearly justifiable case for targets. Local Plans propose 49% for 1996-2011. Target of 55% would mean a target of 67% of housing on previously developed land 2011-2016. Recommend a realistic target of, for example 'at least 45%'


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1798 Support 2.4. Strongly supports this concept, particularly the development of Heyford in this context.


Noted.

1765  
55% target on previously developed land achievable across Oxon but allow release of greenfield sites where needs go unmet.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1792, 1807, 1798


60% or more housing should be built on brownfield sites. OCC target should be minimum. Target is too low.  Why should Oxfordshire set a lower figure than 60%?


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1727 
Delete references to affordable housing in para 2.5. H4 is too specific for Structure Plan. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1250 Object 2.6 It is unclear how “spread the benefits of Oxfordshire’s prosperous economy” will be achieved.


The aim of the policies is to allow for employment development that supports the county’s economic strengths to locate in the country towns where it can improve the range of jobs.  This can be considered further when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



1739
Object 2.6-2.8. Should be prepared to make changes to accommodate a significant amount of development much closer to Oxford.  


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1739
Object 2.6 Restraint on employment growth could be seriously damaging to economy of sub region and nation - housing needed but not at expense of well-located employment sites.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1411 Para 2.6 should include the importance of the rural economy in "supporting sustained economic prosperity and building on Oxon's strengths" or add another para to Rural Communities section pages 12-13.


The strategy and policies of the Plan as a whole seek to support the need to sustain economic prosperity and to build on Oxfordshire’s strengths – this includes the rural economy.  Support is given to development that meets the economic needs of rural communities and rural diversification.  Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1733
Object 2.6. Need to sustain economic prosperity. Should refer to facilities services and skills at Oxford Airport as major asset.


Noted.  The paragraph addresses prosperity in general terms and it would not be appropriate to refer to a single specific location.  No change.

1429  Insufficient emphasis given to Oxford in accommodating needs and economic potential of sub-region.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2621
Support 2.7. Welcome the vision for Oxford and supporting the redevelopment of key sites in central Oxford, including the Westgate Centre.
Support welcomed.

1733 Object 2.7. Recognise role of airport as important part of function.


This paragraph is referring to the general role of Oxford.  No change.

2617   Para 2.8. Object to restraining growth in Oxford.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1798 Object 2.8. Land is available within the city, why has the Green Belt to be violated. The last sentence does not make sense.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1739
Object 2.8. Imbalance is inevitable. Conduct systematic search for sustainable locations close to the city.  Adopt sequential approach for previously developed land - inevitably localised review of Green Belt.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1727 Support 2.8. Growth of Oxford should not be unchecked.


Support welcomed.

2556  Agree with employment restraint in Oxford subject to proviso on mixed use (see G1) and that some rural communities need additional development.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1775  
Object to para 2.9 & 2.10. Para 2.10 does not indicate the likely effect on the quality of life when villages almost become small towns.


The scale of any development in the smaller settlements will need to be appropriate to the character of the area.



1744 Support 2.9 & 2.10. Limited amounts of development should occur in smaller towns.



Support welcomed.

1697 2.9 & 2.10 imply that only affordable housing as defined in the Glossary will be allowed. Some market housing is needed in rural areas.


2.9 and 2.10 reflect that affordable housing is a particular issue for rural communities, however it is intended that some of the housing to be provided in rural areas will be market housing.

1336 Para 2.10 vague. Clarify the terms "small scale development", “large” and “small” urban areas. Clarify the specific areas for small scale development.


This will be a matter to be determined by the district councils in preparing local development frameworks.

1805 Object 2.10 & 2.14. Plan suggests only limited development in small towns/large villages - how does Grove fit into this? Transport policy is idealistic. Will encourage car travel as public transport/roads inadequate.


Grove is identified as a strategic location for development for specific reasons.  In particular to meet the needs of job growth in the south of the county.  

Proposed pattern of development 2001-2016




1378 Support 2.11-2.17. Welcome the proposal that Cherwell district allocation of the total additional houses in the county (2011-2016) has fallen to 8%. This reflects concerns of the capacity of Banbury to accommodate further growth and the need for facilities to catch up in Bicester.


Support welcomed.

1748 Support pattern of development 2001-2016 as it accords with RPG and PPG3 – including proposed review of inner Green Belt.


Support welcomed.          

1750
Object 2.11-2.17. Businesses providing technological support find it difficult to identify good new premises. Clear that number of potential areas in Green Belt have been considered for development - eg Kidlington/Begbroke/Yarnton   In Ch. 2 refer to potential in Kidlington/Yarnton/Begbroke area. In particular area to north west of Kidlington and south of Oxford airport - no agricultural constraints, integration with Kidlington established - should be identified for mixed development with emphasis on high-tech/commercial businesses.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1415 Support principle of focusing housing development in Oxford. Future housing to be accommodated through urban capacity and release of appropriate safeguarded land - Pear Tree land suitable, with significant contribution to infrastructure and high density housing. Release of Green Belt land does not accord with sequential approach. More detailed assessment of potential development opportunities should be undertaken, including safeguarded land.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1414 Confirm support for country towns strategy to 2011. Areas for development 2011 - 2016 should be presented within a coherent strategy reflecting constraints. Witney should not receive additional housing above that provided in local plan. Transport infrastructure local services and facilities will reach capacity by 2011 - limited potential for improvement.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1373, 1311


Support the development plan for Didcot until 2016.


Support welcomed.

1790, 2594


Support growth at Didcot to west to 2016.


Support welcomed.

1727 Support proposed pattern of development in so far as it continues to indicate development at Didcot for housing and employment. Proposed development in Wantage/Grove is welcomed, but there is a need to improve the A417.


Support welcomed.

1726
Object 2.11-2.17. Plan acknowledges planned development in Banbury, but  should also set out that the four towns will continue to be main location for residential development in future.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2819
Support 2.11. Will provide balance for new housing, facilitate better prospects for 'less congested ' growth around Didcot, improve cost effectiveness of public transport, and ensure a period of consolidation.

Noted.

1749 Object to failure of plan to consider and exploit potential of smaller towns.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1728 Object to proposed release of Green Belt land.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1753   Kidlington is well served with facilities and public transport to Oxford, land on north side provides opportunity.


Noted.

1768  Fails to identify other towns as areas with capability to expand – mainly Henley.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1680  There is insufficient recognition of the needs of Carterton, which also needs to achieve a better balance between homes and jobs.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1758   Disagree with development at Grove and Didcot. Plan is silent about suitability of Thame as a location.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1758  Consider locations such as Thame.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1753  Allow localised review of Green Belt boundaries around market towns where safeguarded land can be identified for sustainable urban extensions.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2618 Object to review of Green Belt.  Insufficient justification for a major Green Belt release south of Grenoble Road.  Consider alternative e.g. expansion of Kidlington to the north.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2619 Concerned strategy of Plan is based on old pattern of development rather than properly reviewing future planning strategy.  Background OCC documents identifies housing potential from urban sites – do not accept these will necessarily meet requirements.  Welcome more flexible approach in the Plan.  Support continued expansion of Bicester and Didcot.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1725 Support continuation of adopted Structure Plan development at Didcot.


Support welcomed.

2642  Support Didcot West as the direction of growth for Didcot.


Noted.

1744 Support 2.12


Support welcomed.

2567 Object 2.12. Concern over capacity of “areas of significant development” to accommodate proposed development without adverse impact on character. The Sustainability Appraisal notes the loss of Green Belt will impact on Oxford’s setting.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1770 Object 2.12. Support underpinning strategy. Alter 2.12 to clarify that significant development will focus on the main urban areas. Remove reliance on Green Belt development and which would impact on AONB - focus on unconstrained land surrounding urban areas such as Banbury


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1409
Object 2.2 & 2.13. Object to revision, as it will set a dangerous precedent.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1761, 1762, 2575, 1724, 1755, 1807, 1749, 367, 1728, 1717, 1415, 1733, 1739, 1763, 1250


Object to development south of Grenoble Rd and associated revision of green belt boundary.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1733 Object to proposed release south of Grenoble Rd. Consider locations close to Oxford airport.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1717 
Delete proposal south of Oxford. Consider non Green Belt location such as Chipping Norton.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1411  Concerned about continued policy to place large development on the edges of existing town, and proposal for south of Grenoble Road. Dispersed organic growth of rural settlements is more sustainable than large chunks of development.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1250 A major release of land in the Green Belt on the edge of Oxford is not consistent with para 2.1 bullet “protecting the landscape character and setting of Oxford”, especially given the definition of character in 3.10 which refers to the overall scale of activity.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1744 Para 2.13 Level of detail on precise location of proposed Green Belt release is not in accordance with PPG12 on provisions below district level. All but last sentence of 2.13 should be deleted.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1429  Proposal south of Oxford should not be firm until proper SEA.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1747 1000 houses at Grenoble Rd unlikely to be feasible by 2016.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1250  There is no clear link between the proposed development at Oxford and Grove and the aims and objectives of the plan or general statements of intent in paras 2.2 and 2.8.

Para 2.14  Welcome recognition that major development at Grove is dependent on provision of improved transport infrastructure and secondary school – continued delay in Wantage and Grove Integrated Transport & Land Use Study is not acceptable.

Para 2.14 Need clear statement that the LTP will contain measures to support development at Grove.  Include reference to need to improve A338 north of Grove and to extending Mably Way east and west to A417.  


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Para 2.14  Question whether it will be possible to require all transport measures to be in place before any development at Grove is occupied.  It may be preferable to say it is essential that the required improvements should be secured through an appropriate Section 106 and are in place at the earliest practicable stage.

Para 2.14  Make clearer how Grove development is consistent with aims of the plan e.g. close to areas with strong pressures for job growth.  Grove and Wantage also relate to need for good local linkages.


State reasons why development at Grove is appropriate: close to area of pressure for job growth; strategic role as further development not planned at Didcot; consistent with aims, objectives and overall strategy of the plan.


)

)

)
)
)

This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

2620, 1409, 1714, 1768, 1762, 1737


 Agree with planned development at Grove  if all associated facilities and infrastructure are provided. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1737  Development should be west of Grove on former airfield or north west of Wantage.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1762  Amend reference to Grove to read "on the former airfield west of Grove".


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2556 Agree need for improving rail services and reopening Grove station.


Noted.

1714  Unrealistic to provide transport infrastructure before development at Grove is occupied. Ref to A417 improvement & and public transport pre-empts technical work. There is no material flooding constraint. Support Grove development potential to 2021.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

See response to 2575 below.  Flooding is not considered to be a constraint, but is a consideration and would need to be included in an EIA.  No change.



2617  Support development at Grove but former airfield is not the best site. 

          Advocate site to the north of Grove for mixed use development.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1809 Concerns over the capacity of the A417 to cope with additional development at Grove and the effect that 'substantial improvements' could have on the character of the surrounding rural landscape.


Noted.

1798
Development at Grove must be conditional on a railway station being opened there.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.  

1429  Proposal at Grove should not be firm until proper SEA.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1747  No more than 1500 houses are feasible at Grove by 2016 given the transport infrastructure that is needed. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1758, 1747, 1713, 28, 1697, 2634, 1798


Housing at Berinsfield and associated review of Green Belt inappropriate.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1763, 1749


Review of any Green Belt boundaries should only be undertaken in 


exceptional circumstances in accordance with PPG2 and RPG9. If minor changes to Green Belt boundaries are to be allowed in local planning exercises it should be a general proposition not specific to Berinsfield.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.  

2577 Berinsfield is a community in the Green Belt which could benefit from the provision of additional facilities, services and mix of housing. Land is available to the east of the developed area of Berinsfield to create a more sustainable community. Further study is needed to determine the number of units appropriate to generate a more sustainable settlement. This would negate the need for development elsewhere in the Green Belt, particularly vulnerable areas south of Oxford.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1732 Support housing allocation at Berinsfield - would help redress existing problems with housing mix.


Noted.

2617 Welcome reference to review the Green Belt designation in South Oxon but objects to limitation of this to the area around Berinsfield. Review should be extended to other areas, especially around Wheatley.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1501 Revise the Green Belt to remove Berinsfield from it. Add 500 houses at Berinsfield to the housing allocations in South Oxon.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2585  Strong reservations about proposals exacerbating congestion on A34. Need to develop non-trunk road solutions as part of LTP process to deal with the development generated traffic.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1728 First choice for housing on edge of Oxford should be release of safeguarded land.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2575 2.14 “..before development is occupied”. Presumably is intended that improvements and developments will have to be carefully phased.


The provision of infrastructure will need to be made in accordance with policy G3.  However, at Grove it is the express wish of the Council that transport infrastructure is provided as early as possible in the development process due to the transport problems in the area.



1739 Delete paragraphs 2.12 - 2.14. Highlight Upper Heyford and Shipton on Cherwell Quarry. Same potential for Shipton Quarry more sustainable location in a public transport corridor and, as Upper Heyford, could achieve a significant amount of environmental improvement.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

182 Opposed to 2,500 houses at Grove because of flooding of East Hanney.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1711  Support Grove but suggest change to text to avoid saying all transport infrastructure needs to be provided before the development is occupied - plus 'substantial' improvements to A417 and public transport; avoid mention of flooding for EIA, this is not a constraint.


See response to 2575 above.  Flooding is not considered to be a constraint, but is a consideration and would need to be included in an EIA.  No change.

1750 Scale of development proposed for Grove/Wantage is out of proportion to housing need, job growth potential and linkage to employment centres. County should re-examine the proposal against alternative patterns of development.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1744 Amount of housing for Grove should be significantly reduced and requirement allocated to other settlements which are more sustainable.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2620 Amend 'large housing development at Grove already proposed in the draft Vale of White Horse Local Plan’ to refer to 'strategic development is proposed at Grove in the draft Vale of White Horse Local Plan'.


This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

1798 Para 2.15. The word 'modest' needs defining.


This will be a matter to be determined by the district councils in preparing their local development frameworks and determining planning applications taking into account local circumstances.



2575 Para 2.17. Clearer to say new greenfield sites will not be released until after review of RPG.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

Post 2016




1423, 1429, 2567, 1788, 1748, 1739, 1745, 2590, 1314, 1502, 1745


Question whether the section Post 2016 is appropriate.  Plan should not predetermine or prejudice the Regional Strategy.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2617  Greater emphasis should be given to the fact that Post 2016 section is for guidance only and does not carry the same weight until RPG/RSS is reviewed, the county will be guided by other planning factors.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1728 
Support indication of possible pattern post 2016. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1810
Support Post 2016 - increase in recreational facilities is a must.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2568 The scale and distribution of post 2016 growth will be reviewed fully as part of the review of RPG for the South East (RPG9). The advice of para 5.19 of PPG11 should also be noted.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1250
Object 2.18-2.24. The County Council must propose a single strategy, based on a rigorous assessment of the planning issues and alternatives. Actions need to be taken now to plan for the infrastructure that will be required to support future developments.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1314 Object 2.18-2.22. Delete paragraphs, especially 2.21 which is inappropriate due to the current road system.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1727 Support 2.18-2.22. Strongly support development at Didcot after 2016 - should not preclude possibility of land to north coming forward more quickly. Allow both west and north east to proceed - necessary funding for infrastructure is more likely to be made available at an early date.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1502  Include Witney in 2.19. No reasoned justification for choice of growth. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1726  Also need development at Banbury post 2016. Important that Plan gives view on housing requirements post 2016.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

642    Development after 2016 should be concentrated in one place and not in the Green Belt or split between Bicester, Didcot and Grove.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1724
Object to identifying further growth mainly in Bicester, Didcot and Grove post 2016. Likely that the planning framework will 
change and the Plan will become redundant. Thame should be considered for long term growth.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1414
Object to pattern of development post 2016 - including Bicester and Didcot. Improvements to public transport links with Oxford including viable Park and Ride facilities are essential before further development can be accommodated at Witney. Plan should also identify other necessary improvements to services and facilities.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1429 Policy of dispersing growth to Bicester, Didcot and Grove rather Oxford is not based on detailed assessment - most sustainable option is large proportion of growth close to Oxford.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2567 Object 2.19. Ability of the settlements to accommodate development without adverse impact on character should be established before adoption.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1770  Object 2.19. Banbury - suitable location for expansion post 2016 – should be added to (or replace) list of towns in 2.19.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2617
Support 2.19. Support the recognition of the future role of Grove as an appropriate location for new development.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1739
Object 2.19. Delete reference to Grove.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1423, 1739


Object to projected figures for Bicester post 2016.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1378, 1792, 1747, 1302, 477


Object to growth at Bicester post 2016 - transport implications, out commuting, town centre not mentioned for large-scale retail outlets.


 Bicester is struggling to cope with current planned development.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



477 Prefer modest development in larger villages on "brown" sites to proposed growth at Bicester. Redevelopment of redundant farm buildings and small scale development in other settlements.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1415
Support statements on Bicester. Should provide guidance on future role of Oxford post 2016 to maintain and enhance position as vibrant and prosperous city. Potential on safeguarded land.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1792
Explore alternative proposal to the expansion of Bicester to create a modern cohesive community with its own identity.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1755  Support main development at larger settlements.  Concerned that greater emphasis in Cherwell is placed on Banbury rather than Bicester.  Preventing development at Bicester post 2016 is inappropriate – there are no strategic constraints.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1747  Recognise importance of Banbury Post 2016.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1250  Para 2.14  Grove and Wantage should be included with Abingdon, Didcot, Milton Park and Harwell in looking at the need to establish good local linkages between growth points.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.


1800
Agree with the final sentence of 2.21. Delete reference to Didcot.  The "A34 transport corridor" should be restated as the North-South transport corridor, which would include rail as well as road networks, and would extend to Oxford, the M4 and M40 (as at para 4.25).


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1763
2.21. Delete reference to further development at Didcot being dependent on satisfactory investment in the A34 corridor. 
Such investment will not solely be provided from further development. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



573
Support Didcot for further development post 2016.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1763
Support development West of Didcot to meet new housing post 2016.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1399, 2645, 1143, 1400, 1360, 1373, 1158, 93, 1329, 1781, 772, 608, 288, 1623, 1347, 1788, 2819, 361, 1410, 2649, 2826, 2594, 2828, 1685, 1400, 2821, 1311, 1373, 2634, 1248, 2833, 2820, 1374, 1788, 1377, 1796, 2812, 2564, 2813, 113, 1790, 2594, 1373

No further development at Didcot post 2016. Infrastructure cannot support it.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1800 Object 2.21 Delete proposal for Didcot which is premature. Criteria in para. 2.20 should apply to Didcot. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1377, 632    


Object 2.21. Improve public transport links in Didcot and links between Didcot and Wallingford. Improvements to the A4130 should include cycle paths between Didcot and Wallingford. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1248
An alternative to development of Didcot post 2016 should be sought such as South and East of the M40 at Milton Park.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2634
Object 2.19 & 2.21. Extremely concerned about congestion on A34 and delays in bringing forward studies.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1762  Support further development at Grove post 2016. Land east of A338 and north east of Wantage has 1000 dwelling capacity which could deliver new transport route between Grove airfield, A338 and A417. Amend para 2.21 to reflect above.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1329, 2572, 632, 2812, 2564, 2813


No further expansion of Didcot to the west after 2016, para 2.21


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1682, 1763, 1796, 1400


Object to the expansion of Didcot to the north east after 2016.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1623
Clarify the statement "one of the best locations in the County for growth" as Didcot is a small town experiencing a large number of changes with Ladygrove, houses post 2016 are likely to be on Green Belt.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1781, 2823, 1360  


Support growth at Didcot west.


Supported welcomed.

2821  (re Didcot) need better and integrated public transport not a network of uncoordinated buses.


Agreed.  That has to be found through detailed study.

1797  Para 2.22. Cannot assume good public transport in Witney. Not clear what the A40 strategy is and why only mentioned in post 2016 section.


Phase 3 of the A40 strategy provides for extensions of GTE Oxford-Eynham- Witney-Carterton.

619
Paragraphs 2.22 & 11. Concerned about further development post 2016 for Witney and Carterton, even if improvements to the A40 are made in the Cassington/Wolvercote area.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2574
Object 2.22. Should not contemplate any further growth that would impact on A40 in West Oxon until infrastructure improvements are in place and effect has been assessed.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2814
Object 2.22. No further housing development in Witney or surrounding areas until necessary road infrastructure and link roads have been constructed - also the provision of more health care amenities.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1739 Object 2.22. Do not consider relationship between proposed Expressway and role and function of Witney and Carterton is adequately explained.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1764  Avoid linking development at Witney to improvements to A40.

2560
Object 2.22. Little faith in the extended Expressway Oxford and doubt the will and resources to extend it to Witney. Area is less attractive to commuting out of Oxfordshire because of congestion on the A40 and lack of alternative means of transport. Drop the notion that commuting out of Oxfordshire (West Oxfordshire in particular) is desirable and is to be encouraged.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2575
A40 strategy difficult to understand - are we trying to encourage commuting out of Oxfordshire?


Para 2.22 is not intended to show an intent:  or to encourage commuting out of Oxfordshire.  This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



1697
Object to just Witney and Carterton for further development as a result of the Expressway Oxford. Para should refer to Eynsham which provides the best opportunity for development along this corridor.


The locations for development were debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1733 
Consideration should be given to a corridor extending from Oxford through Kidlington - potential to form segregated public transport.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1728  Should indicate role of Oxford is envisaged to continue as major service and employment centre. Release of Green Belt land should only be contemplated when other opportunities such as release of safeguarded land exhausted and previously developed land given priority.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1713 Para 2.23 should refer to reviewing possibility of Green Belt release in context of regional strategic assessment.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1739 Object 2.23 Give a more detailed explanation of why continuation of existing elements of strategy is justified.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1739
Object 2.23. Location of a new community prejudges issue of whether a more sustainable location could be found closer to Oxford. Plan should address period beyond 2016 by preparing ground for a strategy which will deal more effectively with relationship between housing and employment - lead times for public transport need to be acknowledged. Object to South of Grenoble Road. Partial review of Green Belt is needed now - full review post 2016.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1733
Object 2.23


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1798 Object 2.23. Should read 'the County Council sees no need to release land in the Green Belt around Oxford'


This wording is as agreed by Council as an amendment to the draft Plan on 17 June 2003.



2634 Strongly supports statement that does not see need to release further land in green belt.


Noted.

2617 Object 2.23. Not appropriate to predetermine the future need to release Green Belt land. Need to critically review the Green Belt in order to identify the most sustainable forms of development in the long term whilst at the same time protecting the environment.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1763 Object to comment relating to proposals for mixed use development south of Grenoble Road. Delete.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

93      Post 2016. Remove Grenoble Rd and include Shipton Quarry. Country towns strategy has led to pressures on infrastructure and commuting. Structure Plan plays down important role of Oxford.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1739 Delete 2.22-2.24


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1745 Delete 2.23 and 2.24 or amend first sentence to " As an alternative to the expansion of Bicester, Didcot and Grove, consideration should be given to the development of an urban extension to Oxford. The preferred.."


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2619, 2618, 1713, 1728, 1762, 1502, 1763, 1770, 1744


No new community post 2016 as there are other options.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1781, 772, 1329, 1399, 1400, 642, 2594, 2564, 2813


Support identification of a new community beyond the Green Belt.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1743 Support 2.24 as far as it goes. Recommend consideration of new settlement is brought into the current plan period.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2617 Object 2.24 as it undermines and contradicts the potential approach set out in previous paras of the plan. Para should be deleted.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1336 Object 2.24, boundary of the Green Belt unclear. If this incorporates Upper Heyford developments of the site would not be compatible with development of Bicester as the area could only take one development. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.
The Green Belt boundary is identified in district local plans.  Upper Heyford is outside the Green Belt.



1758
2.24 Add "new communities will only be considered appropriate post 2016 if it can be demonstrated that all other more sustainable development options, including planned urban extensions to the County's larger settlements, have been exhausted"


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1358, 1368, 474, 228, 473, 227, 1386, 2787, 1167, 1164, 1785


Object to use of Green Belt.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

Implementing the strategy




2560 Object 2.26. Over-dependence on government, Highways Agency & SRA transport investment. Get on with low cost improvements with immediate benefits like improved interchange and integration between transport modes.


Apart from developers’ planning obligations, the Council is largely dependent on Government funding for its programme of transport improvements through the Local Transport Plan.

2617 
2.25-2.28 Expand section to set a firm commitment to monitoring together with the need to act on results, set out key indicators, make the plan more robust and input into the Regional Spatial Strategy and Local Development Documents.
Issue debated at the EIP – See Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1378 2.25-2.28. Consider this a crucial issue. Agree that this is as far as the County Council can go given the scale of the issue is largely beyond development funded solutions.


Noted.

Miscellaneous




2
Plan lacks data and projections on water resources and aggregate reserves, analysis of water supplies, effects of anticipated weather fluctuations, resource management actions.


This is too detailed for a strategic document such as a Structure Plan and is more appropriate as background information.

576
Too many houses, cars in Abingdon. Do not spoil Sunningwell village.


Noted.

1316
The plan weakens the protection of rural communities, particularly Penbridge development - impact on the Green Belt and environment.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1352, 1353, 1386


Delete proposed gravel extraction or find another location.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2        Highlight where national and regional policies are inadequate, unrealistic or conflict with the county's interests.
This is not an appropriate matter for inclusion in the Structure Plan.

2 Imperative that development planning process takes account of impact of climate change - and local government takes lead in preparing and ensuring people are informed.


Noted.

Chapter 3  General policies for development

RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

465
New policy – enhancing the surroundings for people to live in their environment.

Policy G1

634 Amend to recognise that not all development can occur within urban areas and sustainable development can be appropriate outside the urban areas where previously developed land is available is accessible and infrastructure in place.

1346
Expand to include all previously developed land subject to it being suitable for development.
1720 Amend to accept new development may be within or on the edge of settlements.

1739
add “and in other sustainable locations” after “within urban areas”.


Covered by G1 a) and other policies.

Recommendation:  that no new policy is added.

Focus of policy G1 is on best use of previously developed land within urban areas and larger urban areas.  The Plan recognises that development cannot all be within urban areas.  The priority to make best use of previously developed land within urban areas reflects Government policy.  Local development frameworks and development control process will determine other appropriate locations in the light of the policies in the Plan.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G1.

2563
Amend to state that where it is sustainable development should be allowed adjoining existing settlements in particular growth of larger rural settlements.


1763
Replace “restraining the overall level of development” with “….. the overall required level of development”.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1412, 1458, 1762, 1705, 1739


Delete reference to “restraining the overall level of development.”




1250
Amend to give priority to making best use of previously developed land.
Not necessary, priority is part of national policy.  G1 seeks best use to reduce need for greenfield development.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G1.



2618, 2619


Smaller towns and villages should be identified as locations for growth.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1726
Make specific provision for larger urban areas and some locations
The main locations for development are referred to in the housing and employment policies.  Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1770 Should identify which larger urban areas.

1764
Include Banbury, Bicester, Didcot and Witney
The main locations for development are referred to in the housing and employment policies.  Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1328
Delete reference to “larger urban areas” and seek to use agricultural land in rural areas.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1701
Replace “larger” with “sustainable”.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1752
Too heavily favours development in larger urban areas.  
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1758 Most sustainable strategy must be to locate development in locations that have good existing infrastructure.  G3 b) i should be replaced with “Development should be concentrated where a good range of services, jobs and facilities exist.  Only where such locations are constrained and there is no scope for further development …. should other locations be sought for development where a reasonable range of services ….. could be provided in conjunction with a planned development.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1768
Policy is too vague in how intends to ensure adequate infrastructure.  How use of cars is to be discouraged is not stated.
Policy G1 is the overall strategic policy.  Infrastructure provision is covered by policy G3.  Use of cars is covered by transport policies.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G1.



1412 Re-word to provide a clear commitment to principles of sustainable development and modify so criteria more accurately reflect PPG1.  State purpose is to provide sustainable planning framework.

Delete enhance – no reference in PPG1.

Amend to “concentrate development in the larger urban areas of the County where …..”
The principles of sustainable development are implicit in policy G1 and the policies that flow from the general strategy.  

Criteria in b) apply to all locations not just larger urban areas.  




G1 c)  Should confirm role of urban extensions.


Emphasis is on use of previously developed land in line with government policy.  Local Plans will determine the appropriate form of development for named settlements taking into account assessment of previously developed land.

Recommendation:  no change to policy G1.



471
Support G1 provision of framework for economic prosperity.  Remove “limited” from last paragraph.  
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1765
Add Local Plans/framework will be expected to provide sufficient affordable housing to meet current unmet and future needs.


Affordable housing is covered by H4.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy E1.



2635
Delete “limited” add “and to restore” after “to support”.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1332
Delete “for development” in line 1.  Replace “development” in G1 b) with “improvement”.
Role of Structure Plan is to guide development.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G1.



1362
Include a specific statement about avoiding coalescence.
Covered by G1 a), G2, G4, G5.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G1.



1328
Delete “make best use of  “ insert “encourage the sensitive use of”.
Best use of is consistent with government policy – includes judgement about sustainability.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G1.



Policy G2

1754
Delete G2 – duplicates local plan policies.
This policy is in the adopted SP.  The Structure Plan provides the framework for local policies.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G2.



1701
Delete “cumulative effects”.
Cumulative effects of new development on the environment is an important issue that needs to be considered.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G2.



634
Amend to incorporate the need to increase the density of development while promoting high quality design.  Encourage use of previously developed land, good quality urban design and minimise the use of resources and energy.
Density and design quality are covered by G2b and for housing in policy H3.   Previously developed land is covered by G1 c).

Recommendation:  no change to policy G2.



1411
Include a positive statement covering new buildings for farms and diversified enterprises.
Covered by policy E3 – the Plan should be read as a whole.



1428
G2 a) add “and should enhance”.
Covered by G1 a) and ENV1.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G2.



1372
G2 c) refer to the inclusion of energy efficient design.
Covered by G6 – the Plan should be read as a whole.   

Recommendation:  no change to policy G2.



1693
G2 a) add “to meet identified needs”.
G1 refers to meeting housing and other requirements.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G2.



2588
Design of all development should reduce private car use.  Change G2 to preclude development that do not include e.g. live/work units.
G2 a) covers reducing need to travel.  Need to consider development on merits and is considered overly prescriptive to prescribe live/work units in all developments. 

Recommendation:  no change to policy G2.



1250
Refer to using good quality materials.
Covered by G2 b) and H3 for housing.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G2.



Policy G3

1377
Refer to “phased manner”.  Infrastructure must be completed before people move in.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations. 



1250
Not always necessary to phase especially on smaller sites.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations. 



2564, 632, 2572, 1377, 2813


Refer to “phased manner”.  Provide infrastructure before development.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations. 



1411
Amend policy to cover infrastructure for agriculture, horticulture and forestry.
G3 covers all infrastructure as appropriate in each case.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G3.



2633
Add to policy to cover contributions to maintenance
This issue can be sought under policy G3 where it is appropriate as the policy is written.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G3.



2568
Object to references to “local authorities”.  May not always be decision maker. 


Phrases should be precise e.g. “will be resisted”, “will be welcomed” may not provide sufficient information.
Recommendation:  that Policy G3 be amended by deleting reference to “local” in the second paragraph.

Specific examples do not relate to G3.  



1740
Propose deletion of specific facilities and reference to environmental improvements.  Lesser level of provision may be acceptable in smaller settlements.
G3 sets out ranges of potential requirements that may be necessary depending on the particular development.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G3.



1729
Policy must ensure that requirements for contributions are applied fairly.
Matter for local negotiation.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G3.



1727
New development must not be expected to make good existing deficiencies.
Noted.



2417
Expect policy and text to clarify that only contributions which are necessary and relevant to planning, directly relevant to proposed development and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind.
Policy refers to “necessary” infrastructure.  Text refers to in accordance with government guidelines.  Specific contributions will be a matter for negotiation in each case.

Recommendation:  no change to policy G3.



634
Amend to reflect that requirements would be fairly and reasonably related to the development.
See response to 2417 above.



1414
Amend to address both development proposals and local plan allocations.
The policy is to be implemented through Local Plan/Local Development Frameworks and development control.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G3.



1701
Reword to state proposals will be permitted provided infrastructure and services to level appropriate to development.  


Delete “cumulative impact”.  Add “where need is robustly identified”.
Policy seeks to ensure provision that is necessary.  Cumulative effects of smaller proposals in particular are a significant consideration.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G3.



1764
Final sentence conflicts with government guidance.
Not clear in what sense.  Sound planning would seek to encourage an appropriate range of facilities to support the local community.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G3.



1754
Amend policy to reflect significant role of the County Council in securing an adequate capital programme.
A matter for explanatory text and can be taken into account when it is redrafted prior to adoption. 



1762, 1763



Negativity  of the wording.  Re-word first sentence to “Proposals for development will be permitted provided that infrastructure …..”
Policy is similar to the adopted Structure Plan policy.  Granting of permission is dependent on other factors not just infrastructure.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G2.



Policy G4

1726 More helpful if policy as in adopted plan.

1723 Reinstate wording of G4.

1720 Re-state the types of development that would not be appropriate.

230 Re-state commitment to permanency and delete reference to development in the Green Belt.

88 Apparent watering down.  Regret omission of “within … severely restricted”.  Amend to Green Belt as currently defined will be maintained.

519 Reinstate “the green belt will be kept …. Severely restricted.”

237
Policy should add similar land where any is lost.
Green Belt policy is set out in PPG2.  Policy G4 has been amended to make it briefer and highlight the key purposes of the Oxford Green Belt rather than a lengthy restatement of government policy.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G4.



1411
Policy should state that Green Belt cannot remain immune from events in the rural economy.  Mineral operations should be permitted provided backfilling and restoration is undertaken quickly.
Green Belt policy is set out in PPG2.  Government guidance covers types of development that might be appropriate in the green belt including development for agriculture and forestry.  Paragraph 3.14 covers mineral working.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G4.



2822
More flexible wording of policy which would allow for development in the Green Belt.
More flexibility would not meet the aims of government policy in terms of need to demonstrate exceptional circumstances.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G4.



1754
Amend G4 to reflect opportunities for small scale amendments for local development.
Government policy in PPG2 sets a presumption against inappropriate development and the purposes for which small scale development may be appropriate.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G4.



2595
Add “minerals extraction need not be incompatible with Green Belt objectives provided high environmental standards are applied and sites are well restored.
The final sentence covers the issue of development that maintains the openness of the green belt of which mineral extraction can be one example.  Text refers to this issue also.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G4.



2623
Add – the precise boundaries of the Green Belt have been identified in local plans.  Green Belt boundary changes will only be made in exceptional circumstances.
The Structure Plan provides  the framework for local plans.  Policy G4 says Green Belt will be maintained.  PPG2 addresses the issue of exceptional circumstances.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G4.



1415
Refer to role of safeguarded land.
Safeguarded land is identified in local plans – is not necessary for the Structure Plan to make a specific reference.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy G4.



464
Amend last sentence to “will not be permitted unless …. “ with a list of stringent reservations.
Similar intent and cannot see any added value in amending G4 as suggested.

Recommendation:  no change to policy G4.



Policy G5

465
Special considerations are a hostage to fortune.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2574
Amend to ensure second sentence is compatible with the remainder of the policy.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2586 
Statement on final para is too restrictive and does not support text on development in the vicinity of motorways or road junctions.  Insert “normally” between “not”  and “allowed”.  Refer to land outside settlements would be enhanced, effectively managed and appropriately used.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2568 
G5 appears more restrictive than green belt policy and to place a  moratorium on virtually all developments in countryside.  Amend in interests of consistency and in line with PPG7 and Rural White Paper.

          
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1713
Excessively restrictive – amend to make more positive to development that generally acceptable.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1726
Appears tighter than adopted SP.  Relevant to state development will not normally be permitted and in second paragraph explain circumstances where permission may be forthcoming.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1740
No reference to farm diversification.  Insert “normally” before “be permitted”.
Covered by policy E3 and by the second paragraph.  Use of the word “normally” would be inconsistent with the style of the other policies in the Plan, and fails to give clear guidance.

Recommendation:  no change to policy G5.



1328
Delete “will not be permitted”.  Add “will be permitted where sustainable communities can be sited to take the pressure off existing towns, villages and rural roads.”
Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1929, 1644, 1333


Refer to reinstating “development in the vicinity of motorway and road junctions”.
Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1765
Reference should be made to rural exceptions sites being appropriate.
Not appropriate away from main settlements.  Exceptions to policy for housing may be allowed on the edge of settlements, but this is a detailed matter for the district councils to consider.  



Policy G6


1726
Should be more flexible and state encouragement will be given to new development to make adequate provision.
It is a reasonable expectation given the concerns about climate change and the overall aims of the plan that development should incorporate best practice measures.

Recommendation:  no change to policy G6.



2575
Amend “should” to “shall”.
It is unclear what this amendment would add to the policy.

Recommendation:  no change to policy G6.



1693
Policy is unduly onerous and unnecessarily inflexible.  Amend by including “where appropriate” after “All new developments”.
See response to 1726 above.



1713
Replace “adequate” with “appropriate”.
The word “adequate” implies that the provision of waste management facilities must be sufficient to meet the needs of the development.  “Appropriate” is not considered to add anything of value.

Recommendation:  no change to policy G6.



1676
Policy should be amended to recognise special position of NHS  developments e.g. by adding “wherever practical” at end of first sentence.
See response to 1726 above.

464
Refer to favourable considerations for on farm water storage facilities.
This is too specific and not relevant for all development proposals.  However, it could be referred to in the text for the flood risk policy as it is about storing winter rainfall before it reaches watercourses.  This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



1754
Lack of flexibility.  Delete “All” insert “of an appropriate scale and type”.
See response to 1726 above.



2589
Refer to need to use locally produced, traditional building materials.
Relates to quality of design covered by G2b and H3 for housing.

Recommendation:  no change to policy G6.



Chapter 4 – Transport 

REPRESENTATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Chapter 4

1345, 1409, 1426, 1435, 2560, 2775, 2811
             Support


Support welcomed.

2817
The possibility of road pricing, especially in Oxford, should be considered and its implications for the allocations of land for transport assessed.


The plan should not be made dependent on road pricing, for which there are no proposals in Oxfordshire.



2568

1250
Overarching policy at beginning would help, setting out the strategic transport network with a clear map consistent with but giving more detail than the key diagram, so as to define the network to which subsequent policies apply.

There needs to be a clear statement in the introductory paragraphs that the Local Transport Plan is a major tool which will be used to support the County Council's spatial development strategy.


Debated at the EIP. The importance of the LTP in implementing the transport strategy is acknowledged. The Panel have recommended additions to the Key Diagram. This can also be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

)
)
)


1808

2826

153

2572

2648

21

2814

1809
The dualling of the A420 along its entire length should be included in the plan.

Opposed to construction of new roads in Didcot area until completion of Transport Networks Review, and evaluation of TNR by OCC, SRA and the Highways Agency. The County Councils comments in its consultation Issues Paper on this subject should be  upheld.

Road humps at Lower Icknield Way, Chinnor, are considered to be unnecessary

Additional development in Wallingford will create further congestion on A4130 between Didcot and Wallingford. There is no viable bus transport for those living in Didcot and working in Wallingford.

Add the need to improve transport links and the A4130 between Didcot and Wallingford/Crowmarsh. On A4130: remove sharp bends, widen pinch points, improve junctions to Brightwell and Moretons. Also, improve cycle provision and premium bus service on route.

Transport section should acknowledge that the emphasis and reliance on buses using diesel engines is not a sustainable and appropriate technology in lifetime of plan. Cleaner public transport (electric trams/buses) should be used.

Seeks rail improvements: high speed London-Oxon-the West, carry deep sea containers Birmingham-Southampton, reopen service to Cambridge and stations at Kidlington and Wantage/Grove. Reduce traffic and obtain revenue for buses by tolling M40, M4 and A34.

New road infrastructure needed if development continues in Witney. Weight restrictions should be placed on lorries entering towns and villages. Railway infrastructure should be reinstated, especially Witney to Oxford. GTE between Oxford and Witney will not help.

Surprised at the absence of plans to encourage school buses and/or car sharing to reduce traffic to and from schools. Village has significant problems with congestion during school rush hours.


The specific changes to the networks and the manner of their management are matters on which more detailed proposals will be made in the LTP. Policy T6, which provides guidance directed towards the LTP, was debated at the EIP. Proposals to strengthen policy T6 were recommended by the Panel. This can also be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)


1773


Transport policy is required to ensure that residents in rural villages have access to all facilities outside the working day


Accessibility in rural areas is a detailed matter that is a topic of the LTP.

1411


Government advice on transport issues in rural areas, paras 40-44 in PPG13 is not mentioned.


The PPG guidance in these paragraphs acts through both the LTP and land-use policies without the need to quote the source.

1359
Surprised that the Plan does not contain a specific policy protecting under utilised rail routes or former track beds from development. These can be reopened to provide quick and convenient routes connecting expanding urban centres in Oxfordshire. We ask that the plan contains a specific policy protecting former track bed and under utilised rail routes from other development, recognising that such routes can be improved and reopened to provide rail connections between urban centres.


Debated at the EIP. There can be no justification for protecting land in the SP for transport projects for which there is no strong evidence that they can be implemented in the Plan period.

1775
There is little reference to existing transport problems in rural areas, especially on major routes and rat-runs through villages. Cycle and bus routes do nothing to mitigate the knock-on effect of additional development in rural areas.


Consideration of adverse transport impacts of development proposals and their mitigation is included in Policy T8.

2654
Issues of traffic growth on the A34 and M40 as a consequence of new housing are ignored by the SP. Proposed developments should not be included in plan until conclusions of the SEERA study on traffic management and long-term strategies for upgrading A34 to M34 are available to OCC. Broad-brush approach of the Plan is inadequate.


Debated at the EIP. The Panel has recommended strengthening of Policy T6, making a closer connection between transport and the spatial strategy and additions to the Key Diagram.

2586
The policy framework is heavily dependent on the relationship with the LTP, while this is commendable it means the Plan does not identify specific proposals for investment. May weaken integration between spatial strategy in Plan and development of the transport system. Plan should make a more explicit link between proposed investments in transport infrastructure and the Plan - setting out how it supports delivery of the spatial strategy. Also needs some indication of the time frame for completion of infrastructure.


Debated at the EIP. The Panel recognised the circumstances in which Oxfordshire had no implementation programme to report to the EIP. The Panel has recommended increased emphasis in policy and explanatory text to the implementation of strategic transport infrastructure to support both new and committed development.

Policy T1

40, 471, 1336, 1359, 1449, 1727, 1728, 1735, 1738, 1739, 1763, 1764, 1765, 1768, 1776, 1807, 1811, 2563, 2567, 2580, 2589, 2617, 2635, 2835

             Support


Support welcomed.

465


The original response covered many topics in the plan, of which a single transport policy topic is summarised here. Specific change to T1. Replace 'give emphasis' by 'reflect people's actual choice of transport mode'. Add at end ', being sensitive to the needs of those less able to use these'.


The proposal does not appear to change the effect of the policy.

Recommendation: no change to policy T1



2619

2618

224

2639


The principle of a sustainable transport strategy is accepted. However, we believe (as set out in PPG13) that the car will continue to play an important part and that for some journeys, particularly in rural areas, it will remain the only real option. This policy should be amended to take account of the objections above.

Objects to policy that makes car use as inconvenient and unreliable as public transport so as to discriminate against private car use

The plan should be made neutral in its influence on personal choice of means of transport. Delete 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, 4.10, 4.11 Remove bias in 4.2, 4.14

Not a realistic policy for a rural area, with regard to developments in Carterton and Witney. Present road structure inadequate for developments in Carterton and Witney. This issue is not addressed in the Structure Plan. Modern transport systems - including roads - need to be outlined in the Plan. North of Thames to Swindon needs to be addressed.


The policy seeks a balance between the modes and this will vary between areas such as town centre and rural areas. The continuing importance of cars as recognised in PPG13, and particularly in rural areas, is agreed. The recognition of the needs of other modes in rural areas is also important.

Recommendation: no change to policy T1

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1378


Need to prepare an overall transport strategy for Kidlington, it should be given greater consideration in the Plan. Problems of peak hour congestion are acute and there is realistic potential to achieve reduction in the share of private car use due to close relationship with Oxford. CDC considers greater commitment should be given in the Deposit Plan to transport strategy formulation in settlements such as Kidlington.


This is consistent with policy but too detailed for inclusion in the SP.

Recommendation: no change to policy T1

2575


Priority of non-car users should be strengthened. SP should say that targets should be set for the adoption of Travel Plans by all organisations, including schools - not just employment sites. Current wording too weak.


Noted.

1351


Parking in Oxford is too expensive and there are now less spaces than in 1970. There is nothing to attract people to the centre. Too many buses congesting streets. Should be more rail use. One of largest causes of congestion is buses stopping to collect fares. Why not have two man buses.  Car parking should not be used as revenue generator to subsidise other council issues.


Noted.



1412
A new policy (T1A) should be introduced to confirm the locational preference for strategic developments and developments with the potential to generate significant levels of traffic. The policy should confirm that Oxford is the preferred location for such development, acknowledging its status as a regional transport hub and its greater accessibility by sustainable transport modes. Suggested wording for policy given.


Discussed at EIP. The locational strategy is determined in the General, Housing and Employment policies of the Plan. The Panel has recommended changes to Policy T6 to recognise Oxford’s role as a regional transport hub.

Recommendation: no change to policy T1

1376

1769

1797


Concerned about increased traffic in Little Milton, Chislehampton and Stadhampton. A329 is already suffering significant subsidence, and HGVs shake foundations of houses in Little Milton. The plan needs to reflect the requirement for improved transport links, particularly to the East of Oxford, and take the traffic away from the centre of local villages, reducing the risks to residents and children.

Para 4.9 should recognise opportunities for an integrated bus-rail link, or park and rail link, from Witney to Oxford via Long Hanborough station.

Plan is unrealistic about opportunities for modal shift. A high speed, clean, reliable and cheap public transport system needs to be set up before objectives in 4.2 are achievable. Plan should encourage use of cars with engine size less than 1.2 litres, running on LPG or battery powered. A40 improvements need to be elaborated on. Why are A40 improvements in the "POST-2016" section?


The specific changes to the networks and the manner of their management are matters on which more detailed proposals will be made in the LTP. Policy T6, which provides guidance directed towards the LTP, was discussed at the EIP. Proposals to strengthen policy T6 were recommended by the Panel. 

Recommendation: no change to policy T1

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

2590

1250


A reference to Travel Plans should be added to the policy to give more support to them and to better reflect the explanatory text in para 4.7. This change would assist in the interpretation and implementation of the policy at the local level.

T1 refers to provision being made for servicing - it would be helpful if this could be explained in the lower case text. The sentiment of the last two sentences of Para 4.7, which require travel plans, could usefully be incorporated into the policy.


Travel plans are included in the explanatory text of policies T1 and T8. Cross referencing and inclusion of servicing in the explanatory text would help to strengthen the implementation of the policies. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

Recommendation: no change to policy T1
)
)
)


2556


'Improving travel choice' cannot on its own secure the planned reductions in private motorised travel. The planned reductions (halving predicted traffic growth) are inadequate when faced with the problems of rising pollution. T1 should seek to 'restrain' the use of motorised travel.


The policies are designed to support the Plan’s Aims. Some reductions in predicted traffic growth can be expected to follow from the policies, but specific amounts of traffic reduction are not part of the Plan.

Recommendation: no change to policy T1

2586


Fails to identify major travel generating activities for which Travel Plans should be prepared, as required by Policy T2 of RPG9.


The policies of the Plan set a framework for sustainable development. Travel plans will help with this, as explained in the explanatory text. This could be improved by further cross referencing. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



1726


Policy generally supported but wording should remain same as in T1 in existing Structure Plan. No need to change wording for change's sake. 

Wording should remain same as in T1 in the existing Structure Plan.


T1 in the draft SP links sustainable travel to transport measures and development proposals. This will be more effective than just encouragement relied upon in T1 of the adopted SP.

Recommendation: no change to policy T1



694


The plan should be forward looking, promoting Oxford Airport for both Business Travel and for recreational purposes and promoting expansion of its operations into UK and Europe.


It is not appropriate to include site specific policies in the Plan. Proposals for airport expansion would need to be considered against all relevant policies in the Plan. 

Recommendation: no change to policy T1



1676


Support policy broadly, but there needs to be more recognition of constraints of locating NHS facilities. New NHS developments often placed in order to make best use of existing NHS facilities and therefore not footloose in the same way as other types of development. Need to make best use of existing NHS facilities needs to be balanced against sustainable travel needs.


The location of development is guided by other policies such as G1, H1, E1 etc. Recommendation: no change to policy T1



1363


Sustainable travel - nothing is said here about reducing the need to travel, which is the most sustainable option. Homes, workplaces, shops etc should all be in walking distance of each other to make travel truly sustainable, planning decisions need to work towards this aim.


The principles for location of development to reduce the need to travel are in policy G1, and these are supported by the development policies.

Recommendation: no change to policy T1


373


Objection to identification of Didcot as a growth town post 2016. Further development without major investment in the area and public transport system by the SRA and the Highways Agency is unsupportable and unsustainable.


Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1729


Travel patterns are difficult to modify quickly. Plan should acknowledge the above and that reducing need to travel by car can only be achieved when a good alternative exists.


Noted.

695


The plan should encourage Powered Two Wheelers (PTW) through secure and free parking provision, as an option in travel plans and priority access schemes to town centres etc, so as to reduce land requirement, congestion and pollution.


There are advantages and disadvantages in the use of PTWs. Detail on specific areas of PTW use would be inappropriate in the Plan.

Recommendation: no change to policy T1



Policy T2

1336, 1410, 1429, 1739, 1743, 1776, 1807, 1809, 2617 

             Support


Support welcomed.

1363


Heading should be 'Parking'. Need policy to promote cycle parking on road, rather than pavements, as a) pavement parking causes obstruction, b) shows that council treats cycling as legitimate form of transport, c) moving bike up and down kerbs is not an easy task.


This amount of detail is unnecessary in policy. The needs of cyclists are recognised and supported in policy T1.

Recommendation: no change to policy T2



465


Measures should accommodate the unavoidable growth in car usage, particularly for car journeys that have several stops, are multi-purpose and may include accompanying children.


This is contrary to Government advice, particularly PPG13, and would not support the aims of the Plan.

Recommendation: no change to policy T2



1247

1385


No mention made of special needs of staff and patients attending Headington hospitals. Problems of reliable access will be even worse after Radcliffe Infirmary Closes. On-site parking at Headington hospitals is inadequate.

No mention of the special needs in respect of the enlarged hospitals in Headington.  Present JRII, Churchill and Nuffield Hospitals will shortly be enlarged by the relocation of the Radcliffe Infirmary and the Acland


The issues of access related to hospital development will need to be the subject of local study. 

Recommendation: no change to policy T2

 )

)

)

)

)



1382


An overall change in council attitude to car parking - see it as a valid part of transport strategy and not just a revenue generator. Why not put all car parks underground and use resulting free land for affordable housing?


Noted.



1362


There is no acknowledgement that at present, many people will use cars instead of sustainable transport, and drive to other towns where parking is easier than Oxford. This will reduce the sustainability of our town centres. Amend policy to caution against reducing parking facilities too drastically in the current car-centered popular climate.


The encouragement of sustainable means of travel underpins the Aims of the Plan. Improvement of access to Oxford is supported by the Plan

. 

Recommendation: no change to policy T2



1797


Current Witney policy of not charging for car parking in Witney supported at Town and District Council levels. Parking charges would heavily penalise residents without off-street parking.


Noted.

2585


Concern at promotion of Park and Ride sites where this would attract additional traffic on the trunk road network. In developing the wider transport strategy for Park and Ride the advantages of intercepting town centre bound traffic needs to be balanced against the possibility of attracting journeys currently entirely served by public transport


The importance of including the wider consequences in the assessment of park and ride schemes is recognised in policy T2.

Recommendation: no change to policy T2



477


Would not like to see any more Park and Ride sites located in the Green Belt and prefer sites to be satellite sites serving an area around developing towns.


Noted.

1764


A key element of car parking management is to ensure that new development is close to existing shops, services and employment, thus reducing the need to travel.  T2 and its supporting text (especially para 4.10) should recognise explicitly that it is not levels of car ownership which are critical to the success of the policy, but the policies of management and restraint which will affect levels of car use.


Noted.

1414


Plan should provide further strategic guidance on the location of remote Park and Ride facilities. Provision of Park and Ride to the east of Witney should be identified as a priority, in conjunction with development and extension of Expressway Oxford.


The location of park and ride schemes will need to be subject to detailed study.

Recommendation: no change to policy T2



2575


The greatest incentive not to use a car is to find nowhere to park it.

Para 4.11 needs to be strengthened, to spell out policies to manage parking in more specific terms. CPRE will not support extension of Park and Ride facilities, as these undermine the provision and viability of local facilities.


Noted.



2586


Does not set out how guidance given in RPG9 has been applied in determining vehicle parking policies and standards operated by the Strategic Planning Authorities.

Consideration should be given to the inclusion of criteria by which the suitability of Park and Ride sites might be identified.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2556


If Park and Ride is used to expand rather than displace parking capacity, it can actually lead to increased car use and undermine the viability of middle distance public transport. This has already happened in Oxford and further expansion of Park and Ride.


Noted.

2568


Parking standards - Insert 'maximum' before 'standards'. Insert ' . . development proposals. Lower levels of parking may be permitted taking into account . . '


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2634


Park and ride needs to take full account of any negative environmental and landscape impacts. Any provision of park and ride car parks should assess these factors as well as transport advantages. T2 should make reference to these environmental factors.


These factors are covered by the environmental policies of the Plan.

Recommendation: no change to policy T2

 

2817


T2 should make it clear that policy for Park and Ride will not involve new, extended, or decked Park car parks in or around Oxford. New proposals will only undermine more remote Park and Ride.


The location of park and ride schemes will be subject to detailed study.

Recommendation: no change to policy T2



1429


Add final new paragraph: Car parking standards and management measures will have regard to government guidance.


Government guidance applies without repetition in the Plan.

Recommendation: no change to policy T2



1765


Broadly support, but note the lack of detailed guidance on car parking. We assume this flexible approach will allow for measures such as reduced and 'care free' developments.


The policy does not exclude car-free development. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



Policy T3

642, 687, 1359, 1362, 1410, 1419, 1449, 1680, 1743, 1763, 1765, 1776, 1807, 2563, 2575, 2586, 2617

             Support


Support welcomed.

2582

2565


In order to avoid creating unrealistically high expectations, supporting text to T3 should make clear that SRA should be consulted on any schemes to develop the rail network or stations in order to confirm the viability of proposals at an early stage.

Concerned about the likely reduction in capacity at the proposed station at Kidlington. East-west link would be desirable (for both passenger and freight) but there are concerns over funding. Recommend that the Strategic Rail Authority and Network Rail are involved in discussions.


Issue debated at EIP. No change to policy T3 recommended by the Panel. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

)
)
)
)
)
)

1420


Support increased use of public transport but, since the de-regulation of buses, companies tend not to 'talk' to each other. Refer to improved integration between service providers e.g. Stagecoach and Oxford Bus Company, as well as integration between different modes of transport.


Noted. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

632

1378

1363

2587

14

1752


The premium bus network is concentrated on the radial routes from Oxford, ignoring the needs of those residents who wish to use public transport for east-west travel. Include a commitment in the policy to promote a premium bus route between Wantage, Grove, Didcot, Wallingford and Henley under the management of a single operator.

Need to bring forward effective inter-town transport strategies to be developed in tandem with future development locations. Plan needs to mention specific proposals for improved transport infrastructure.

Premium bus routes should cross borders of Oxon.  Long distance coach travel should be mentioned.  Interchanges receive insufficient attention – e.g. cycle and rail, bus and rail, walking and all modes.  Adjustments to incorporate the policy omissions mentioned above.

Object to the omission from T3 of a specific reference to encouraging the use of rail for passenger transport, and in particular the potential of the East-West rail link. T3 and Key Diagram should include East-West rail link as a proposal.

Sustainable transport/express bus services between major new developments e.g. Wantage/Grove and main places of employment e.g. Oxford, Milton Park, Didcot. Will be vital for rural area to avoid congestion and pollution.

No evidence that Plan has considered the need/scope for links between supporting growth, reducing the need to travel, and providing a range of travel options. More integrated approach needed. Harwell can take better advantage of Didcot Parkway. Add transport policies that deal explicitly with key transport routes and support existing routes. Change the key diagram - include Harwell-Milton Park-Didcot axis. Reduce emphasis on Oxford in Premium Routes Network; need more balanced strategy.


The Panel have made recommendations on transport corridors and projects in Policy T6. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

)
)
)
)
)
)






)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

)

)

)

1736

1737


Support the re-opening of Grove railway station. T3 should be more specific in this regard and the aspiration to re-open the station should be up-graded.

Reference in the Structure Plan to re-opening of Grove railway station should be expressed more strongly than an aspiration in para 4.13. Policy T3 should include reference to public transport 'aspirations'.


Noted. The Panel’s view is that reopening of the station should not be a prerequisite for strategic housing development at Grove.

Recommendation: no change to policy T3

)
)
)
)

1500


The centralised hub model for the Premium Bus Routes Network will further over concentrate economic activity in Oxford at the expense of existing and potential areas of economic growth in market towns and villages.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

655


Para 4.13 Council aspirations for rail services should include unification of the two stations at Bicester on a single site, also investigation into locating a station on the Bicester line to serve Kidlington and the Water Eaton Park and Ride.


Noted.

2617


Support the principle of Premium Bus Routes Network, but object to the focus of routes on Oxford. The routes should be developed on the basis of both demand and to achieve a change in existing modes of transport. The Plan to be amended to take account of the above issues. Also, given that para 4.23 identifies that the County Council is to review its framework for PRN, it is premature and misleading to include Figure 4.1, it should therefore be deleted.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

465


Train-bus integration through improved interchanges supported. Bus services should be of at least half-hourly frequency for practical use and hence cost effectiveness.


Noted.

2588

1711

1806

2585


Why is the Wallingford to Henley radial route not included?

Identification of premium routes will lead to discrimination between levels of service, leaving whole sectors without adequate servicing, especially the outlying areas. PRN idea should be abandoned, with a greater commitment to providing improved services in rural areas.

Strongly feel that there should be a network of rural buses feeding into the primary routes into the major towns. Not all buses need to go into Oxford.

Support overall aim of policy to develop the buses Premium Routes Network and suggest extension to serve the various large rural employment areas in the southern part of the county. The network should be extended to serve those areas where people do not have an alternative to commuting by car. Where the network coincides with the A34 route this must be so as to not compromise the road's strategic function.


The explanatory text has included Figure 1 to illustrate the form of the networks recommended in the consultant’s Premium Bus Routes Study. The way in which the network will develop may differ from this and will be influenced by the policies of the Plan. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

)
)
)
)

2586


Bus use targets too low. Increase bus use targets.


Noted.

2531


This policy is far too negative about the part that rail services could play in reducing car use and improving public transport. Park and Ride may be encouraging people to drive 90 per cent of their journey. In 4.13, remove "Currently…. infrastructure capacity". OCC should improve infrastructure capacity. Rail services from Carterton, Witney and Bicester would encourage modal shift. Need greater clarity in 4.13 & 4.14 about interaction between modes.


Noted.

1682


Welcome proposals for reopening of Grove and Kidlington stations, but see little point in a cross country rail link from Oxford to the east, when more obvious gains could come from reopening the railway from Oxford to connect with the Chiltern Line.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

Policy T4

1410, 1449, 1776, 1797, 1807, 2556, 2586, 2589, 2617, 2842

             Support


Support welcomed.



1692


Minerals to supply the local market, thus seeking to follow Government guidance to reduce lorry road kilometres. The objective of reducing lorry road kilometres should be more clearly stated in T4 rather than as comment in para 4.18


The location of development is guided by other policies in the Plan.

Recommendation: no change to policy T4

1739

88
Location of freight distribution centres should be away from congested central areas and residential areas (PPG13) and outside urban areas (PPG4). T4 should be modified to allow transfer at important nodes which may not be immediately adjoining a major settlement. Para 4.16/4.18 should be modified to recognise the relative lack of active rail interchange facility and encourage more development.

Reference to the freight distribution centre supports the proposal in Oxford Local Plan for a Lorry Park and freight distribution site on the edge of Oxford, which would harm the Green Belt. In T4, last sentence, 'Freight distribution . . . Settlement' to be deleted.


The need to develop interchange facilities will be identified in the LTP as required in Policy T6, taking into account all relevant policies in the Plan.

Recommendation: no change to policy T4

)
)
)


)
)
)
)


1702


Para 11.19 acknowledges advantages of transporting minerals by rail and supports continued use of rail depots for importing minerals, however a specific policy should be included in the Plan to address this specific strategic objective.


A cross reference in the explanatory text to policy T4 for the transport of minerals would help to show that minerals transport is covered by the policy. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

477

2588

2544


Concern that long distance HGVs are using roads which are not signed for their designated journeys. Causes noise, pollution and structural damage. There should be more and stronger policies regarding routing HGVs onto trunk roads and motorways through developer and existing commercial agreements, using appropriate traffic management measures to protect local roads.

How will this be encouraged? Please include a reference to specific proposals such as weight restrictions and freight exclusion areas.

Transport of minerals: There are real local concerns about the volume of HGVs passing through the conservation village of Wroxham. T4 is not in operation here.
The assignment of roads to a hierarchy of networks and their functions will be defined through the LTP as required in Policy T6. In the event of freight generating development, mitigation will be obtained through Policy T8.

Recommendation: no change to policy T4

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1775


What examples are there of partnership arrangements between the County Council and operators being effective? Through traffic from neighbouring counties is unaffected.


Noted.

2565


Suggest a slight change of wording to the first sentence. First sentence should be changed to: ' Opportunities to maximise transportation of freight by rail or water will be maximised wherever possible.' This would give greater support to movements by sustainable transport modes.


The suggested wording overstates the strength of the Council’s powers to influence rail development.

Recommendation: no change to policy T4

2583

1375


An additional reference to the county's navigable waterways as a sustainable form of transport should be included in the policy. Would also support reference to freight transport terminals at intersection of road/rail/waterway.

Whilst transporting freight by waterway is acknowledged in paragraph 4.17 it is considered too important an issue not to have it included formally in the policy itself. Add 'Waterway' after rail in the paragraph (4.17)


Waterways are not able to make a significant contribution, other than possibly for localised short-haul high volume movement, to the county transport networks strategy.

Recommendation: no change to policy T4

1500


Reducing HGV traffic is an unrealistic hope. Oxfordshire is a national centre for road distributions. The policy should address integrating road and rail through encouragement and investment, not restrictions.


Noted.

2575


Would like to see 'and with the development of lorry routing agreements' and the end of the first sentence of T4. Also, should be specific targets for transfer of freight to rail (e.g. SRA's target of 80% growth in rail freight over 10 years).


In the event of freight developing development, mitigation will be obtained through Policy T8. The council does not have the means to implement a programme of measures to transfer freight from road to rail, so a target for this is not appropriate. Recommendation: no change to policy T4

Policy T5

142, 497, 1332, 1336, 1500, 1728, 1776, 2556, 2559, 2617

             Support


Support welcomed.

1363


Shared use facilities for pedestrians and cyclists are unpopular with both. National Cycling Strategy board advises against them. Would like separate policy statements about walking, and cycling. Also a statement that Oxfordshire supports national policy on the issue of not providing "shared" cycling and walking facilities.


The unpopularity of shared facilities is understood. This is one of the matters for detailed consideration in the planning of the networks. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

1250


It will be difficult for local plans to define new cycle and pedestrian networks in rural areas, therefore the phrase "Comprehensive pedestrian and cycle routes" may be misleading. If the second sentence started with "In these areas", it would more clearly relate to the stated priority for links within and to urban areas.


The priority is made clear in the first part of the policy. However, that is not to limit the areas where routes may need to be defined.

Recommendation: no change to policy T5



1764


T5 should be expanded to require local plans to give priority to development at locations which offer the greatest opportunities for walking and cycling.


Guidance on the priorities for locations of development are given in the other policies. 

Recommendation: no change to policy T5



2586


Given the background to the operation of the transport system in the area covered by the Structure Plan, greater clarity could be provided in the potential to improve upon the National Cycling Target.


Realistic transport targets need to be related to the implementation programme which will be determined in the LTP.

Recommendation: no change to policy T5



Policy T6

1540, 1366, 1713, 1727, 1729, 1776, 2565, 2617

             Support


Support welcomed.

2575


Specific plans to address the issues of rat-running and routing of HGVs should be included, along with reference to enforcement measures. Also, needs stronger stance against road-building and stronger commitment to maintenance of existing roads.


Management measures for traffic routing will be part of the LTP.

Recommendation: no change to policy T6



1385

38

1328

1743

1770

1739

1727

1415

2585

1752

1247

76

1250


No mention of detrunked A40 between Witney and Oxford. Needs urgent attention as traffic flow affects commuters and businesses alike. Only 20-30% of traffic turns right at the Wolvercote traffic island - majority travels eastward; this not addressed.

Absence of identified strategic transport schemes to show linkage with the spatial county strategy. The plan should contain specific support for the proposed east-west rail scheme.

County's transport networks need radical rethink. Oxford needs proper ring-road with good flow around the city without bottleneck of  A34 at North Hinksey and dangerous and frustrating roundabouts. Add: 'The County Council will bring forward plans for a proper ring road for Oxford which will cater for the high volumes of traffic on the A34 from north to south and on the A40 from east to west.'

Plan focuses too heavily on existing key corridors. Expressway Oxford and Premium Routes Network are welcomed. However, both T6 and the Key Diagram should recognise importance of extending proposals to other key centres, and in particular any new community developed under para 2.24 of the plan.

Since Banbury shows potential for development provision should be made enhancing the local transport network. Banbury should be included on the list of settlements where management and development of the transport network will be promoted.

Corridor west/northwest of Oxford on which the TNR forecasts traffic growth and list of schemes should be included in T6. Policy for Redbridge to Peartree guideway. T6 to include corridor for A40/A44/A4260 and Oxford-Birmingham rail line. New policy to require Local Development Frameworks to safeguard land for the Redbridge to Peartree guideway.

Concerned that parts of T6 could be used to resist development in the corridor even if it doesn't have adverse impacts. This network should be regarded as the principal artery for development in the county. Remove/reword "Development proposals that would generate traffic having an adverse effect on the safe and efficient function of a network will be resisted"

Expressway Oxford - support the proposals for GTE. Plan should confirm that the development of Expressway Oxford is a Council priority, of fundamental importance to delivering sustainable transport objectives.

Management and development of transport networks in the A34 corridor is not entirely within the County Council's control as implied in the second para of the policy T6. Amend T6 second para up to 'corridor'  -  'The County Council will in particular lobby for the management and development of the A34 trunk route and the rail network and promote management and development of other transport networks in the corridor . . .’

The importance of A34 should be addressed specifically in the plan. A34 multi-modal study should be progressed urgently. Failure to do so will inhibit businesses and hamper the Council's aim of developing a prosperous economy.

East-West corridor not mentioned - A40 urgently needs dualling. A40 and interchange at Oxford needs upgrading. Congestion bad and accidents common. Oppose traffic lights at roundabouts. Changing buses in City Centre is time-consuming.

Lack of a coordinated plan to accommodate the transport needs of 36,500 houses development. Objects to promotion of the Didcot-Oxford-Bicester corridor as this is considered not to be feasible. The Plan should make provision for improvement of the Oxford ring road.

The statement about the role of the Local Transport Plan must include a reference to supporting the main locations for new development.


The development of the transport networks, and their relationship to the development strategy, was debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

)
)
)
)
)


)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

)
)
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)
)
)
)
)
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)
)
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)
)
)
)
)
)


)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)


459


Transport development of the A34 Corridor. Considers that it is proper for OCC to develop a vision for the corridor and to outline specifically its view on satisfactory investment options in the corridor to enable development at Bicester, Oxford and Didcot.


A proposal for A34 measures made by the Council independently from the agent responsible for the route would not satisfy the requirement that schemes to be included in the Plan should be likely to be implemented within the Plan period.

Recommendation: no change to policy T6



436


Figure 4.1 should show bus premium routes between Oxford and the major towns such as Swindon Reading Newbury High Wycombe Milton Keynes and London. Local buses should connect to Oxford Tube at Lewknor.


Development of the Premium Bus Routes Network will be guided by the LTP.

Recommendation: no change to policy T6



2572


The A34 'north-south corridor' through Oxfordshire is inadequate to cope with local traffic from proposed new developments close to it, such as that at Didcot West. Make Plan conform to regional planning objectives and discourage the use of major trunk routes for local traffic. Revise locations of all large scale developments in accordance with conclusions from SEERA study.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2568


Mention in 4.25 that GOSE is to commission a scoping study to inform and steer future studies and work along he A34 Corridor.


Noted

2634


Networks for motorised travel. Greater emphasis should be given to role of Government, SRA and SEERA in addressing the issues relating to the A34 corridor in its widest sense. Should be made clear that failure by these bodies to deal with these issues will be damaging to Oxon.


Noted.

465


The opening of a station and parkway at Kidlington must be urgently pursued.


Noted.

2588


This policy is supported, but disappointing no methods of restricting carriage of people and freight by road are mandated where necessary. Please include tolling, area charging, and congestion charging where multimodal studies propose such restrictions.


The implementation of such measures would depend on further study and inclusion in the LTP.

Recommendation: no change to policy T6



2556


Does not feel that there is sufficient information here to comment.


Noted.

2574


Concern that strategic justification of transport schemes be made apparent through identification in the Plan. Include in the Plan the major transport projects identified in the LTP, otherwise since the LTP is non-statutory, it will fall to the Local Plan process to provide the necessary justification to include the scheme and safeguard the land required.


Schemes can be included in the Plan only where they are likely to be implemented in the Plan period, but some will be uncertain until the LTP has been prepared. Inclusion of a transport scheme in the LTP, which will support the development strategy, would also be evidence of need for the scheme. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

1781


Until Highways Agency takes responsibility for upgrading the trunk road to support development at Didcot, OCC expenditure on local roads would encourage car travel and be contrary to T3. T6 should not support the construction of local roads that might undermine the policies T1 and T3.


Noted.

1787

1680

1764

607


Failure to recognise issues facing Carterton. In context of expansion of Carterton and Witney, more attention should be paid to transport infrastructure. A40 inadequate currently, should be dualled. Brize Norton will expand. GTE 15 years away.

Urgent need to improve access to Carterton in order to attract business and take advantage of current growth. Closure of RAF Lynham will cause traffic associated with Brize Norton to increase. A40 should be dualled between Oxford and Carterton; should be access from Carterton traveling West. Safety needs to be improved at Shilton Dip.

There is a significant opportunity to promote management and development of the A40 and A44 corridor and to integrate different modes of travel within this corridor. Network improvements such as Cogges Link and West End Link in Witney. Second para of T6 should identify opportunities for integration of modes in A40/A44 corridor. Where the need for transport network improvements are identifiable at present, T6 should contain a list and details of such improvements, including Northern Distributor Road for Witney.

Continued expansion of housing in Witney and Carterton throughout period of the Plan and beyond. Plan does not address access issues and as a result already experiencing rat-running through villages. Village polls undertaken and 'through traffic' perceived as big problem. The following are needed: a proper link road between Carterton and the A40, a westward junction with the A40 as well as the existing eastwards one, a proper solution to the traffic jams on the A40 slip road at the Witney exit during peak periods.


The Council’s programme for transport measures will be included in the LTP. The development of the transport networks was debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
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)
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)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)



1788

202

1800


Alternative road networks must be created before further development in Didcot takes place. Existing roads in county are already over-burdened. Priority to public transport at bottlenecks not helpful if it exacerbates queues of other traffic. Plan must indicate commitment to development of alternative road networks and specify how these will meet the real needs of the population. Plan must clearly acknowledge the real needs of the population in relation to future car use.

The lack of a transport strategy for providing access to planned development at Didcot - the Council's proposals at Didcot for a new river crossing, new roads or improvements and how these are to be funded should be included in the Plan.

The County's strategy for development is totally dependent on the A34, but the Plan identifies no alternative road network capable of delivering a framework for growth if the A34 improvements are not forthcoming.


The development of the transport networks, and their relationship to development at Didcot, was debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1726


Development proposals that generate traffic should not be resisted if it is possible for mitigation measures to be provided, especially in urban areas. Balance needed between adverse traffic consequences and benefits of development. T6 incompatible with T8.


Policies T6 and T8 both resist development that has adverse traffic consequences. They are compatible.

Recommendation: no change to policy T6



Policy T7

1499, 1776, 1810, 2585, 2588, 2617

             Support


Support welcomed



2822


Provision of service areas for long-distance HGVs. There has been a noticeable increase in accidents involving drivers who fall asleep at the wheel. Would like to see reference to provision of over-night lorry parks adjacent to M40 and A34 between Chieveley and Bicester.


The policy allows for service area development where the need is evident.

Recommendation: no change to policy T7

2556


Do not believe that any more major service areas are needed within Oxfordshire.


Noted.



1729


Failure to identify the Milton Interchange Service Area as a roadside service area on the A34. County Council has previously supported this site and continued support is necessary in order to ensure that site is developed properly to provide high quality accommodation and facilities.


The policy allows for service area development when the need is evident.

Recommendation: no change to policy T7

1696


Unnecessary first sentence. Local Plan allocation for roadside services should be accepted as a defined need and therefore the policy should be expanded to include allocated sites. Change T7 to: "New service areas or extensions on the highway network will be permitted only where they are of a high standard and where there is a transport need or local plan allocation for improved roadside services."


The Local Plans allocation should follow from and comply with this Plan.

Recommendation: no change to policy T7

641


Cherwell Valley MSA at M40 junction 10. T7 should provide a more detailed and positive strategic policy to address the provision of Motorway Service Areas and related development, in view of the highway safety imperative and prevention of fatigue (suggested rewording for T7 given).


An important aim of the policy is to guard against proliferation. The policy as drafted also allows development to meet recognised needs.

Recommendation: no change to policy T7

2634


T7 - Service areas - A criterion relating to the environmental impact of such proposals should also be included within this policy.


The environmental policies of the Plan make this unnecessary.

Recommendation: no change to policy T7



Policy T8

1248, 1362, 1420, 1540, 1728, 1763, 1776, 1778, 1810, 2556, 2617

             Support


Support welcomed.

2588


Surely Local Plans should be required to reflect this policy at local level?


Local Plans are required to comply with the Structure Pan.

Recommendation: no change to policy T8



1726


There are circumstances where adverse transport impact may not be mitigated, but where development should still be allowed. Especially to make best use of previously developed land. Policy needs to be more flexible to take into account potential of redevelopment of previously developed land to encourage modal shift to walking cycling because previously developed land is often near existing facilities.  T8 needs to be more flexible to allow for such development.


This suggestion would excuse the requirement for mitigation of transport impacts, contrary to the aim of the policy.

Recommendation: no change to policy T8

2568


Meaning of 'adequate access'. Suggestion that 'developments should have nil detriment to the overall road network once operational'.


The proposed wording would reduce the scope of the ‘adequate access’ criterion.

Recommendation: no change to policy T8



2575


Needs more detailed guidelines for developers. It is not sufficient to indicate that there should be a proposal to mitigate adverse effects of development. 'Mitigate' should be replaced with 'minimise'. Existing network cannot sustain any adverse effects.


This would take away the power of the policy to prevent development where it is difficult to adequately reduce the transport impact.

Recommendation: no change to policy T8

125


Transport problem in A40 corridor. Lack of means of addressing this problem in the Plan. Would like to see an acceptance that further major development in Witney and Carterton be conditional on the dualling of the A40 from Witney to Oxford. Expressway Oxford is an unwelcome option and a waste of money.


Locational strategy. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

364


All major new housing development should be integrated with public transport plans, and should be sited in places with good public transport with links to rail services. To prevent traffic growth, essential to provide public transport from the beginning, so that new residents can use it. Unfortunately further development for Witney has already been agreed without provision of improved public transport until guided busway sometime after 2011.


Locational strategy. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2822


Lack of definition in the policy statement. Wording ("provide adequate access" and "mitigation of adverse transport impacts") allows too much freedom for developers and do not guarantee solutions to traffic pressures. Traffic assessments and management arrangements need to take place before planning permission for major projects is granted. It should be conditional, not hopeful, as indicated in policy T8.


Many factors have to be considered and assessed when a development proposal is made, more than can be adequately prescribed within a single policy. Further guidance can be included in the explanatory text. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

2620 


Given importance of resolving significant transport problems associated with Grove development, specific reference should be made to this issue in Chapter 4. Need new paragraph to cover this issue after T8.


Location specific requirements for development should be set out in the LP/LDF. 

Recommendation: no change to policy T8

2590


Object to no reference being made to transport assessments. This is inconsistent with the explanatory text. Also, there is little or no guidance on the form of transport assessments or who will deal with them. The text "proposals that generate a significant number of trips by all modes of transport must be supported by a transport assessment." should be in policy T8, if it is to be effective. Add guidance on transport assessments.


It would be inconsistent to list in the policy just a few of the many potential specific requirements of development proposals and impractical to list them all. Further guidance can be included in the explanatory text.

Recommendation: no change to policy T8

365


Quantity and density of housing at Grove will have major impact on A338 A420 A415 Cothill Boars Hill commuter route. Developers forced to these dwellings will not fund enough infrastructure and transport improvements.


Locational strategy. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

465


Comment on provision for freight (under heading T8). There is a conflict between the needs of freight and passengers that can be resolved only by the expensive provision of separate lines.


Noted.

466

1733

1739

2575

2588

1764


Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.5, Introduction

Support para. 4.2

Para. 4.1-4.5 No reference made to existence of the airport in the Transport chapter. Thinks that airport is important in supporting the County's economy and in improving the available range of travel options. Has helped to retain many high value businesses in the County. The Plan should include a policy which recognises the role of the airport and supports and encourages its growth.

Para. 4.1 More material is needed at the start of the chapter on how transport and land use planning will be integrated, how the LTP will be influenced, consistency with TNR results and to note specific problems. Until station proven, growth at Grove is premature. New policy proposed at beginning of Chapter 4 to give priority to development proposals that support sustainable transport and text to cover integration, influence on LTP and correction of inconsistencies.

At para 4.2 the Plan needs to set an agenda for the Local Transport Plans over the next 15 years.

At para 4.3 the Plan should show how the Structure Plan and the emerging work of the Transport Networks Review will influence the LTP agenda.
At para 4.4 Recognises the significance of improvement of public transport trips, for medium distance trips between urban centres, for traffic reduction, though initial TNR forecasts suggest no change in inter-urban bus use. There should be mention of the considerable scope for improving public transport for shorter trips in urban areas for peripheral and radial trips.

Para. 4.1;4.2 Support general aspirations, but policies T1 to T8 are insufficiently radical to realise these aspirations.

Fourth bullet point of paragraph 4.2 should include travel by horse, cart etc.

Para.4.2 Reference is made to Oxfordshire LTP 2001-2006. Plan needs to set an Agenda for subsequent LTPs beyond 2006. Plan should provide a vision of what may achieved beyond the period of the present LTP.

Para. 4.4 Recognise that public transport for medium distance trips between main urban centres is of considerable significance for traffic reduction. Plan should acknowledge that there is considerable scope for improving public transport for shorter trips between (and around) the periphery of the urban areas and the centres of those areas in order to reduce the amount of car based commuting to Oxford.


Support welcomed.

If there were proposals to expand the scope of operations at Oxford airport, an assessment of the land use and transport implications would need to be made.

)

Comments noted.

)

The LTP 2006-2011 will be set in the context of a long term strategy.

)

The findings of the TNR have been adopted as the basis of the long term Transport Strategy for the County.

)

There are many short distance car trips: the scope for transferring these to improved public transport services particularly in the urban areas needs to be investigated.

)

The above can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

)

The need for an introductory policy, the transport strategy and the content of the transport policies were debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

)
)
)
)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)



1729,

1250

1764


Paragraph 4.9, Integrated Transport Strategies

1727

Support

Developments contributing to measures in ITSs. The final sentence of 4.9 should include a cross-reference to policy G3: the need for developments to contribute to measures in the ITSs.

Transport strategies for larger towns should seek to reduce commuting out of those towns and increase containment. These strategies may therefore have a role in informing the most suitable location for further development in those towns.


Support welcomed.

Comments noted. Policies for the location of development are in other sections of the Plan. Cross referencing to T8 on developer contributions for ITSs would be helpful. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

)
)
)




1809

2590

1764

1404
Paragraphs 4.10 to 4.12, Parking

Support para. 4.12

Para. 4.10 Add a sentence to the end of the para to recognise the car parking standards included in Oxford's local plan and are stricter compared to the other major towns in the County due to high levels of accessibility.

The reference to more remote Park and Ride should provide a clearer indication of what is envisaged and the parameters which will guide the investigation. Park and Ride facilities should be at locations which achieve accord with an overall integrated transport system.

Expansion of new Park and Ride locations is counter productive. More tourists and shoppers would visit the centre if more car parking at reasonable cost was provided - with consequences for the prosperity of the city.


Support welcomed.

Comments noted. These can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

)

Specific locations for park and ride development are a matter for the LTP and LP/LDF.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1809

1404

1798

1359

1739


Paragraph 4.13, Public Transport

Support

No mention of cost in this section. If public transport, especially for family groups, is more costly than a car, taking into consideration overall convenience as well, then the impact will not be there without perhaps more extreme restrictions.

Change to 4.13. Should read: "The County Council places the reopening of Grove and Kidlington railway stations highest on its list transport priorities, along with the relocation of Oxford station."

Para 4.13 does not sufficiently emphasise the role of rail. Recent improvements to infrastructure and service have improved rail capacity, providing better range of journey opportunities for Oxfordshire residents and business people. Para 4.13 should be amended to reflect the real capacity improvements that stem from recent investment on the Chiltern route and route north of Banbury, acknowledging that rail presents real opportunities for travel between urban centres in Oxfordshire.

Reopening Kidlington and Grove rail stations: the plan should say - additional proposals for new railway stations will be supported where feasible and where approved by appropriate bodies in the railway industry.


Support welcomed.

Comments noted.

)

The Council’s priorities for rail improvements should also be related to the main development strategy of the Plan, while delivery will be largely controlled by the rail authorities. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)



1739

2564

2572

2813

1377


Paragraph 4.14, Premium Bus Routes Network

A new policy should support new transport systems and safeguard land.

PRN is inconsistent with implications of the plans for major housing development. Concentration of PRN on radial routes from Oxford ignores the needs of residents in the south of the County who wish to use public transport for east-west travel. Add a commitment to promote a premium bus route between Wantage, Grove, Didcot, Wallingford and Henley under the management of a single operator.

Premium buses should not only run via Oxford. It is absurd that it is almost impossible to reach Wallingford and Crowmarsh from Didcot and that services stop so early in the evening. Have a circuit of premium bus routes to Wantage, Grove, Didcot, Wallingford, Henley and Thame that do not have to go via Oxford.


Safeguarding land for transport network improvements is part of Policy T6.

)

The explanatory text has included Figure 1 to illustrate the form of the networks recommended in the consultant’s Premium Bus Routes Study. The way in which the network will develop may differ from this and will be influenced by the policies of the Plan. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1248

1797

88

2590

1413

145

1762

1763

1250


Paragraphs 4.23 to 4.24, Transport Networks

Support

Expressway Oxford A40 - is it envisaged that GTE will be the solution to the A40 problems?  It is noted with concern that in 4.24, previously approved schemes not in the revised programme will be abandoned.

Para. 4.23 It is premature to make such statements about GTE in advance of EIA. The line proposed on west side of Oxford will damage Green Belt and environment. Modify statements so as to show less certainty about GTE, in particular delete 'It is intended . . . Oxford Station'.

Para. 4.23 Object to no ref being made to the possibility of GTE stops within Oxford.

Expressway Oxford - object to wording of para 4.23. GTE should be seen within context of Green Belt protection. Expressway Oxford should demonstrate that it is an "exceptional" scheme (PPG2) and that the benefits it will bring will outweigh any negative impacts for the Green Belt. GTE must demonstrate that it will significantly contribute to modal shift.

Change to 4.24, so as to give long term protection to the Woodstock Relief Road and to avoid conflict with EN4 and E4

Para. 4.25 in respect of the A34 Multi-Modal Study (MMS) is noted, taking account the significance placed on the A34 trunk route. However, concerned that the MMS is currently not programmed by SEERA.

Para. 4.25 A34 multi-modal study. The reference to the A34 multi-modal study needs updating.


Support welcomed.

Change in programme for Expressway Oxford guided bus project noted.

)

Lack of Government commitment following completion of the scoping study of A34 problems is noted.

These changed circumstances can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

)

Concerning the Woodstock Bypass - the programme of transport schemes will be included in the preparation of the LTP. It will be difficult to justify the allocation of land in the LP/LDF for transport schemes that cannot be programmed.

)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)



1250


Paragraph 4.26 Service Areas

As the A420 and A34 are major highways, it would be helpful to have a statement of the adequacy of service areas along these routes, especially as the Highways Agency believes the Milton interchange is too congested to allow the service area proposed in our local plan.


Noted.

1739
Paragraph 4.29, Development proposals

Para 4.29 should mention developer funding for transport schemes to mitigate the impact of development.


Noted. A cross reference to the explanatory text to policy G3 would be helpful. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

Chapter 5 – Protecting and Enhancing the Environment

REPRESENTATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Chapter 5

2568
Would be helpful to Plan users to refer to PPS7 and provide evidence 
at EIP how PPS7 has been taken into account in Plan preparation.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations. 

1739
Proposals for development at Shipton on Cherwell Quarry would not 
conflict with and would help implement policies for protecting and 
enhancing the environment. 


Noted. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1365
No commitment given to need to conserve overall historic character 
of landscape and townscape. Welcome EN5, but lack of reference to 
historic character of rest of county implies similar considerations do 
not apply.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2617
Cross refer to G4 and sustainability appraisal. Green Belt has major 
role in protecting the built/natural environment. Further built 
development is unavoidable, achieving a balance with 
economic/social objectives is a core feature of the Plan.


The Plan should be read as a whole, therefore cross references are generally not necessary. Agree finding the appropriate balance between different sustainable development issues is a key part of the Plan. The results of the sustainability appraisal can be included in summary as part of the explanatory text when it is re-drafted prior to adoption.



1803
Support commitment to protecting and enhancing the environment. 
Tie in with Cherwell District’s biodiversity action strategy.


Support welcomed.

2575
Reduction of pollution mentioned in objective 2b, but would like to 
see specific policies on reduction and avoidance of pollution, 
particularly light and noise, and reference to need to protect and 
enhance rural tranquillity.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2815
Too much emphasis on landscape, not enough on wildlife. Refer in 
policy to value and advice of the Oxfordshire Wildlife and Landscape 
Study (OWLS) and Oxfordshire Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP).


Disagree – landscape and biodiversity are linked as demonstrated by OWLS. Protecting and enhancing biodiversity is dealt with in a separate policy EN2.The BAP and OWLS are referred to in the explanatory text. These will help implement policy EN2 but it is not appropriate to refer to other policy documents in the policy.  



1798
Insert new policies and text concerning noise reduction and reducing 
light pollution of the night sky.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2811, 1366


Support chapter 5.


Support welcomed.

2775
Should require comprehensive flood plain maps to be prepared 
urgently. Do the Council accept the proposition of a new reservoir 
south of Abingdon?


Maps of areas of flood risk are prepared by the Environment Agency. The Council does not have a formal position on the provision of a major new reservoir but would assess any proposal against policy EN10.

1682
Plan should be in harmony with Community Strategy and embrace a 
wider range of environmental problems e.g. noise/light pollution. 
OCC should fully use OWLS. 
The issue of including new policies on noise and light pollution was n issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations. The Community Strategy was not prepared when the draft Plan was written, but the aims and objectives of the Plan were compared with the priorities of the Oxfordshire Community Partnership to ensure consistency as part of the Sustainability Appraisal. Agree OWLS should be fully utilised.



Policy EN1

1449, 1807, 2556, 1336


Support policy EN1.


Support welcomed.

2634
Amend reference to permitting development only if it does not 
unacceptably damage the local landscape. Implies development can 
damage landscape provided it is not to an unacceptable degree, 
contrary to AONB prime objective. 


The lower case text should refer to the landscape character assessments undertaken by the District Councils.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

See Panel report and OCC response to panel recommendations. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

2635, 471


Amend EN1 to reflect that if development is required to raise quality 
of life in a town and rural area it serves, protection of a less 
prominent local landscape adjoining market towns should be 
overridden. 


The acceptability of releasing land adjoining market towns to achieve local economic and social benefits can only be assessed on an individual basis. The policy would be weakened if this was included as a general principle. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN1.



1328
Add statement that local authorities will be encouraged to produce 
guidance for their areas on elements of the vernacular building 
character which need to be conserved and that use of local materials 
will be encouraged.  


The production of guidance on vernacular architecture is a matter for the District Councils to decide if it is necessary. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN1.

1250
Doubtful that possible to maintain and enhance at the same time. 
Maintain or enhance would be more accurate and reflect PPG7. 
Second sentence of para 5.4 conflicts with the first and suggests 
developments which cause acceptable damage can be permitted. 

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1764, 1711, 1713, 1714, 1697


Object to requirement that development contributions to protection, 
maintenance and enhancement of the environment. Development will 
detract from landscape character but not to prejudicial degree.
Amend to “respect” character as in PPG7.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1330
Concerned that development will be permitted if it does not 
unacceptably damage the environment. It provides scope to argue 
what constitutes acceptable damage to the landscape. Add “add 
environment” to end of last sentence.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2575
Good importance of landscape character recognised and character 
based approach to be used. Add reference to protecting ponds and 
field boundaries. OWLS should be used as supplementary planning 
guidance. Development should attempt to add to attractiveness of the 
site.

 
Delete “unacceptably” in last sentence.


The results of OWLS are not capable of providing blanket protection for areas and types features in this way. OWLS will enable the overall landscape and biodiversity character of and area and specific features to be taken into account wherever development is proposed and appropriate protection and/or enhancement is to be considered. 

Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1798
Support use of OWLS for landscape protection.


Support welcomed.

1428
Amend last sentence of EN1 to read “Development will be permitted 
only if it enhances and does not damage in any way the local 
landscape”.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1929 x 356 similar responses


Words “environment” and “landscape” need to be defined in the text 
to ensure they are used objectively. A clear policy should be stated 
based on the principles of para 5.3.


It is not possible to define these terms objectively in a strategic plan. The OWLS study attempts to do this to ensure development does not harm and where possible enhances landscape and biodiversity. Para 5.3 explains how it is intended to use OWLS but is not a statement of policy. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN1. 



1411
Role of agriculture is changing and there is significant pressure to 
increase farm income from diversified enterprises. Need flexible 
approach and integrated land use policy to allow for new 
opportunities and a level of economic activity that will aid nature 
conservation. Support for rural businesses as primary producers and 
land managers.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations. 

1726
May need to allow development on the edge of an existing urban 
area if no previously developed land is available within. Carry forward 
EN2 in the adopted Plan to deal with those circumstances.


The acceptability of releasing land adjoining market towns to achieve local economic and social benefits can only be assessed on an individual basis. Policy EN2 in the adopted Plan is considered to be unnecessary in the draft Plan as it is effectively covered by other policies in the draft Plan. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN1.


1730
Drafting errors and development since designation mean some areas 
should be excluded from AONB e.g. on edge of Wantage. EN1 
should not apply to such areas. Note this in the Plan and that until 
AONB boundaries can be reviewed the application of AONB policy 
should be mitigated or removed.


This w   This would not be appropriate to include as a general principle and would encourage arguments about sites were appropriately included in the AONB and could weaken AONB designation. Recommendation: no change to EN1.

1754
Requirement that development proposals enhance landscape is too 
onerous. In second line after “maintenance” insert “and/or” in line with 
policy on listed buildings and conservation areas.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1739
Development at Shipton on Cherwell Quarry would avoid 
unacceptable damage to local landscape. Opportunity for 
development with minimum impact as would be below horizon and 
intrusive features could be removed.

 
Noted. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2577
Important to explain that “landscape” does not apply exclusively to 
natural features. The Cold War landscape identified by English 
Heritage as having heritage importance is part of the landscape 
character of the county.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2811
Shotover Hill should be protected from landscape and noise damage. 
Noise levels from inappropriate A40 road surface damage Shotover’s 
amenity and wildlife.


It is not within the scope of the Structure Plan to deal with issues relating the impact of road noise.

464
Valued AONB landscapes have been shaped by agriculture. Farmers 
should be encouraged to stay and manage landscape. EN1 should 
permit reasonable development in AONBs if it contributes to the 
continued viability of farm businesses.
Appropriate scale development is not precluded in AONBs provided the natural beauty of the landscape is not harmed. Protection of the natural beauty of areas of national landscape importance is the prime purpose of AONB designation and must be given great weight in considering development proposals in line with PPS7. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN1.



1756
Policy should not be over protective, housing need may outweigh 
other objectives in some cases.


Noted. Policy aims to ensure that where development is appropriate it does not harm the landscape and should enhance it.  

1763
Refer to locating development where adverse effects on landscape 
cannot readily be integrated in line with PPG7. Address ability for 
mitigation measures to be undertaken to maintain landscape 
character.


Implementation of EN1 through OWLS will enable appropriate mitigation measures to be developed that will maintain and enhance landscape character. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN1. 



1267
Protection of rural communities should not be weakened in any way. 
Should not be breach of Green Belt unless all other responsibilities 
have been exhausted.


Noted

465
Delete “if it does not unacceptably damage the local landscape”. 



Insert “after consultation with and approval of the local community”.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations. 

The suggested revised wording would not provide a clear basis for the local planning authority to determine planning applications. Decisions must be made in accordance with the development plan and material planning considerations including, but not solely, the views of those consulted. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN1.



Policy EN2

1807, 2589, 1362


Support EN2


Support welcomed.

1929 x 356 similar responses


Add reference to policy and text on the importance of farmland 
biodiversity and OWLS.


OWLS has evaluated the particular characteristics that make up different landscape character areas in the county but does not make judgements about their relative worth. It would not be appropriate in the Plan to high light one particular type of habitat as being more important than others. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN2.



2583 
Add reference (could be in text) acknowledging that waterside 
habitats regardless of specific environmental designations will be 
protected from inappropriate development which would harm 
biodiversity without mitigating circumstances.


Reference to specific habitat types is too detailed to be dealt with in the Structure Plan policies or text.

Recommendation: no change to policy EN2.

1411
Should be recognition and encouragement of the role of land 
managers in enhancing and maintaining biodiversity.


This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

2584
No reference to the need to assess existing nature conservation 
importance of possible development sites. Value of sites function as 
linking corridors as in PPG9 should be highlighted.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2590, 2556


Request SLINCs be included in the list or protected sites in EN2.
SLINCs are a locally designated site and are included within “other sites of acknowledged nature conservation importance”. Therefore it is not necessary to specifically refer to them in EN2. However, this can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN2.



2592
Clarification is sought to what is meant by “at least” national 
importance. Policy would read better if words were deleted.


The term “at least national importance” is used because there are sites in Oxfordshire that are of international importance (candidate Special Areas of Conservation). It would not be appropriate to delete these words. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN2.



2571
It is not possible to translocate, recreate or compensate for all types 
of habitats as implied by EN2. Reflect in Plan that ancient woodland 
habitat cannot be recreated. Government has made commitment to 
better protection.


Reference to specific habitat types is too detailed to be dealt with in the Structure Plan. If a habitat cannot be recreated this would be a factor to be taken into account in determining a planning application.

Recommendation: no change to policy EN2.



2544
EN2 says development will be permitted if there is an overriding 
need, but there should be no encroachment on the 4% of priority 
habitats in para 5.7.


Policy EN2 seeks to protect important sites as far as possible, but the policy acknowledges that there may be circumstances where development may be permitted that affects sites of county rather than national importance. Where this happens the policy seeks to ensure mitigation measures are carried out to prevent net loss of habitats. This could involve habitat recreation.  



2588
How will sites for specifically protected species be identified?


Sites where protected species are known to exist are recorded in the Biological Record. Where the presence of protected species is not known they should be identified through consultations on planning applications and for major development the EIA process.



142
SACs referred to as Special Areas of Nature Conservation, when in 
fact are Special Areas of Conservation. Reference to SSSIs should 
be in capitals.


EN2 is not explicit enough in protecting designated sites. There is 
insufficient detail on what is meant by other sites of nature 
conservation importance. Would like clear, unambiguous 
commitment to re-creation, restoration and enhancement of 
lost/damaged resources. Suggest use of English Nature model 
policies.

 
This refers to para 5.7 which can be corrected when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1739
Proposals at Shipton on Cherwell Quarry would make appropriate 
use of particular habitats which would contribute to the maintenance 
and enhancement of biodiversity.


Noted. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1267
Protection afforded to rural communities should not be weakened in 
any way. Should only be breach of Green Belt if all other possibilities 
have been exhausted.

 
Noted.

1428
Amend second para of EN2 to read “will be permitted only if there is 
an overriding issue AND if damage to the ecological interest can be 
prevented...”


This would be too restrictive in terms of locally important sites and would be contrary to PPG9. Recommendation: no change to policy EN2.

2544
Last sentence of para 5.8 that restoration of mineral workings can be 
strengthen habitats depends on what was destroyed in the first place.


Noted. The existing characteristics of land would be taken into account in considering proposals for mineral extraction. 

1250
Paras 5.6 and 5.7 should explain the difference between the levels of 
protection applied to nationally important and other sites of nature 
conservation importance.


This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

1726
Sites where protected species are present should not necessarily be 
protected but mitigation measures should be provided if development 
takes place. Omit sites supporting protected species from the list.


The presence of a protected species is a material consideration in assessing development proposals.  If it can be demonstrated that protected species present at a site will not be harmed it would not be contrary to EN2.  The EIP Panel considered this policy and did not recommend amendments.

Recommendation:  no change to policy EN2.



2568
Apply guidance in PPG9 para 22. Plan should identify key sites for 
nature conservation and reflect relative importance in policies. A map 
similar to fig. 4.1 and list of designations at each level would be 
helpful.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

Policy EN3

1771, 2589, 1792, 2556


Support


Support welcomed.

1798
Support, but protect valuable land as stated. Use of good areas of 
land for mineral extraction should be resisted if possible.


Noted.

1740
EN3 and text are unacceptably inflexible. Insert “normally” before “be 
permitted”. Text does not recognise that agricultural land is one of a 
number of factors to be considered in assessing development sites 
and may not be the overriding factor.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

142
EN3 does not take account the value of poorer quality land for nature 
conservation. Given pressure on green field land EN3 should 
explicitly refer to biodiversity considerations.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1727
Support. EN3 and text should be clearer as to what constitutes 
overriding need.


Support noted. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1726
EN3 is similar to existing policy and sets out question of balance 
which should be retained within other environmental policies.


It would not be appropriate to include the question of balance within the other policies as different policy consideration apply, and in many cases this could result in weakening of protection for Oxfordshire’s environment. 

Recommendation: no change to other environmental policies.



1449
Support EN3 as much land is being swallowed up by housing 
development or mineral extraction.


Support welcomed. 

1788
Decision by OCC to build on higher grade agricultural land was 
flawed and should be re-examined. Re-word plan to prevent future 
contravention of planning procedures.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1332
State in EN3 that maintaining the amount/quality of agricultural land 
is essential to adapt to altering global food protection patterns due to 
climate change. Add new policy supporting climate change 
mitigation. Aim to increase CO2 sequestration by 2% per annum.


Government policy in PPS7 is currently that the quality of agricultural land has to be weighed up against other sustainability factors. It is not considered necessary to include a specific policy on climate change mitigation as reducing CO2 emissions is a key part of the strategy of the Plan as far as it is able, through reducing the need to travel and encouraging energy efficient development. CO2 sequestration is not an issue that the Plan has much influence over. Recommendation: no new policy to be added.



1713, 1697


Amend EN3 or text to refer to general preference for development of 
agricultural land to comprise lower grade land except where other 
sustainability considerations apply, as in PPG7/PPS7.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1143
An “overriding need identified in the development plan” may be 
based on a number of interpretations. Amend EN3 to read 
“Development of the best and most versatile agricultural land will not 
be permitted unless an independent EIP or similar inquiry 
recommends it as the most sustainable option.”


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2813, 2564


EN3 does not properly reflect PPG7 and RPG9. Amend to include 
explicitly the worst first principle.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1428
Object to permitting any development on best and most versatile 
agricultural land. Should be protected as in RPG9. Amend EN3 to 
read “Development of the best and most versatile agricultural land 
will not be permitted”.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2617
EN3 is inflexible, likely to become outdated, and does not reflect 
PPG7. Redraft to state loss of best and most versatile land will not be 
permitted unless other opportunities have been assessed and where 
unavoidable use lower grades first. Delete requirement for overriding 
need.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2568
May be helpful to plan users to clarify policy as evidenced by debate 
at Berkshire EIP. Amend title to Soil and Agricultural Land Quality. 
Emphasis that soil quality protection applies to non-agricultural as 
well as agricultural land.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2654
EN3 implies Government policy will be followed. Proposals at Didcot 
West show not the case. List all locations and area/grade of land to 
be developed in Plan including for roads. Investigate at EIP OCC’s 
reasons for rejecting Government policy. State only development 
conforming to policy will proceed.


Information about the grades of land of development sites would be inappropriate to include in the Plan as it would be site specific and too detailed, and in any case the precise locations for development are not known. The EIP Panel accepted that it is not necessary to the housing allocation between districts and alternative development locations at Didcot.

1739
Proposals at Shipton on Cherwell Quarry would avoid development 
of best and most versatile land or any agricultural land as the site is 
previously developed land.


Noted. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations. Since the EIP was conducted, it has emerged the status of the quarry as previously developed land is uncertain due to the registration of the site with an IDO for minerals extraction.



1763
Support EN3 and reference to use of lower quality land if available. In 
accordance with EN3 the existing housing distribution for Didcot 
between the two districts should be revisited. Land along A4130 to 
west of Didcot contains lower grade land than the proposed Western 
Development area.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations. The EIP Panel accepted that it is not necessary to the housing allocation between districts and alternative development locations at Didcot.

2572
Amend EN3 to state development of best and most versatile land will 
be permitted only if recommended by independent assessment as 
the most sustainable option. Include PPG3 conditions that 
opportunities to use lower quality land should be used before best 
and most versatile land.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1248
Best practice has not been followed in implementing EN3 at Didcot. 
There is no overriding case to suggest access and integration of the 
new development is best achieved to the west or Didcot rather than 
the north east on lower quality agricultural land.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations. The EIP Panel accepted that it is not necessary to the housing allocation between districts and alternative development locations at Didcot.

Policy EN4

2589, 1807, 1362 


Support EN4


Support welcomed.

1411
Support EN4 but conservation areas and historic buildings remain 
viable if have been preserved through sensitive economic purposes.


Noted. This is a detailed implementation issue.

2544
There are over 220 conservation areas in county. Would like to see 
greater emphasis on all these areas.


Noted.

2577
EN4 is fundamental in the approach the local planning authorities 
should take to the conservation and future development at Upper 
Heyford. No reference is made to the Review of Heritage Protection 
that is aimed at the protection of historic landscapes rather than 
individual buildings/structures. The Plan should be informed by this 
review.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1524
The wording “character OR appearance of conservation areas could 
be challenged. Amend to read ...conservation areas will be 
conserved AND enhanced “in line with para 71(i) of the Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990.


Policy EN4 is unchanged from policy EN8 in the adopted Structure Plan which was drafted to be in accordance with legislation and Government policy in PPG15. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN4.



1365
PPG15 is not adequately reflected. No provision is made to 
recognise buildings/areas of county importance or recording of 
listed/locally important buildings that cannot be preserved in situ. The 
World Heritage Site is not recognised.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2650 
If the new reservoir proposal is to serve London shouldn’t we have 
some form of London weighting also?


If a major new reservoir is proposed by Thames water it will serve a regional need rather than solely Oxfordshire. Any proposal would be assessed against policy EN10. The issue of weighting is not a matter that can be considered or addressed in the Structure Plan.



696
The draft Cherwell Local Plan is in direct conflict with EN4. Bicester 
airfield has a conservation order and is of international importance 
but the Local Plan has designated it for development. Recognise the 
importance of protecting this important site.


Reference to Bicester airfield would be too site specific for the Structure Plan. The precise location for development to meet Structure Plan requirements is a matter for the District Council. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN4.



1328
Concerned EN4 is watered down by para 5.1. Enabling development 
adjacent to an important country house is not acceptable. The 
Oxfordshire Building Record should be maintained as an integrated 
archive. In para 5.11 local planning authorities must ensure recording 
where buildings or features are to be lost, with records kept with the 
Sites and Monuments Record.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations. The issue of recording can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

2576
Separation of archaeology (EN6) from historic and cultural heritage 
(EN4) and its combination with geology is odd. Geology is part of the 
natural environment. Buckinghamshire County Council is working 
with English Heritage and the Chilterns AONB to develop a Chilterns 
Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLC) project. Desirable for 
OCC to identify need to conduct a countywide HLC project in para 
5.11.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

Policy EN5

1807, 267, 1362


Support


Support welcomed.

1411
New uses for agricultural land and buildings for new agricultural 
enterprises and diversification projects need to be found within the 
Green Belt to allow for good land management. Allow for agricultural 
and diversification enterprises, employment, social housing, 
tourist/recreation facilities and mineral working in the Green Belt.


Green Belt policy is set out in policy G4 which is in line with PPG2 in that development is only permitted in the Green Belt in exceptional circumstances. Policy EN5 concerns the protection of architectural heritage and reference to permitting development would be inappropriate. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN5.



2567
EN5 includes references to “green spaces”. Not all urban spaces 
that make a contribution to the character of the city are green. 
Suggest substitute with a broader reference to “urban spaces”.


Text no longer contains important references to safeguarding the historic character and setting of settlements. Ability of the settlements to accommodate development without adverse impact on character should be established before adoption.  


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2568
Uncertain why it is necessary to include EN5 aimed at protecting 
Oxford’s architectural and historic heritage, green spaces and 
landscape setting in the Structure Plan. Would seem better placed in 
the Oxford Local Plan.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1754
In view of proposed amendment to Green Belt boundary presume 
OCC will wish to delete “and around” from EN5.
The urban extension to Oxford proposed in the deposit draft Structure Plan is proposed to be deleted in the pre-EIP changes. Even if it is to remain in the Plan this would only affect one area of the land around Oxford and therefore the suggested amendment would not be considered necessary. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN5.  



2575
Welcome priority to protecting Oxford’s architecture and historic 
heritage. Positive steps should be taken to enhance Oxford’s cultural 
heritage, even at expense of possible commercial advantage.


Support welcomed.

Policy EN6

2589
Support


Support welcomed.

1692
Principle of EN6 accepted for archaeology but same level of 
protection for geological sites is unnecessary, not supported by 
Government advice and sites are already adequately protected by 
Countryside and Wildlife Acts. Amend to refer to archaeology only.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2590
Para 5.14 refers to seeking advice from the County Archaeologist. Ad 
“or development within Oxford to the City Archaeologist.


Noted. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

1365
No provision made for communicating results of archaeological 
investigations or securing records as archive for future research.


This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

2
In line 2 replace “remains” with “features”.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1344
Geological features cannot be scheduled as Ancient Monuments. 
Geology and archaeology are separate things and should be treated 
separately. Omit geology from EN6.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1326
Support – in addition to geological sites designated as SSSIs and 
protected by EN2 may be other features of major geological 
significance revealed by excavations. Features are often transient 
and may justify recording. Recommend geologist with local 
experience contacted for advice.

 
Support welcomed.

142
Welcome but definition of geological remains may not be tight 
enough e.g. unique rock formations or only paleaotological remains. 
RIGs not mentioned but are most important sites after SSSIs. Include 
reference to protection of RIGs in EN2 or refine EN6 to include 
protection of geological and geomorphological formations and refer to 
protection of RIGs within policy.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2567
EN6 combines protection of geological sites with archaeological 
sites. The introduction of international significance does not work for 
this policy and may be misleading. Adopted policy EN10 remains 
satisfactory.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2577
Some structures at Upper Heyford are to be scheduled as Ancient 
Monuments. Important to bear in mind when considering policy H2 
where the approach relates to individual buildings.


Noted.

1704
Inclusion of geology is confusing. Geology and archaeology concern 
different aspects of the environment. Restructure EN6 to clarify what 
is meant by geological remains and settings and their preservation in 
situ. Costs and practicalities of preservation in situ may be prohibitive 
– replace feasible with practicable.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

Policy EN7

1449, 2589, 1727


Support


Support welcomed.

1739
Proposed development at Shipton on Cherwell Quarry lies close to 
the River Cherwell and Oxford canal. Detailed proposals would take 
this fully into account to avoid conflict with EN7.


Noted. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2584
Add to policy, development that will lead to an unacceptable 
deterioration in “surface or ground“ water quality will not be permitted. 
“The Environment Agency will be consulted on any developments 
that may have an adverse impact on water quality.”


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2583
Para 5.17 should reflect duty of British Waterways to improve water 
quality standards. Add reference to British Waterways.


Noted. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

2588
Include restraint on increased extraction from aquifers.


Abstraction from aquifers is regulated by the Environment Agency. This is not a matter for the Structure Plan. Recommendation: no change to policy EN7.

2639
Limited resources for updating water management.


Noted.

2570
Vital Thames Water and Environment Agency are consulted on 
development proposals at earliest possible stage in planning 
process. Add to EN7 “Developers should consult and act upon the 
advice of the Environment Agency and relevant water companies 
with regards to impacts on water resources.”

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1788
State that no development will take place which disrupts the natural 
flow of ground water. Development to south/south west of Didcot 
should not take place as would be likely to disturb the flow of ground 
water to a known aquifer.


Policy EN7 protects water quality from harmful development, including ground water quality. It is a matter for the Environment Agency to advise if development proposals put water resources at risk in terms of pollution or recharge. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN7.



Policy EN8

142, 642, 1807, 1362, 1404, 1409, 1350, 1409, 1350, 2817


Support


Support welcomed.

1762
Object to the requirement to use sustainable drainage systems. It is 
not always technically feasible. Replace and add “where technically 
feasible” to the end of the policy.


Use of sustainable drainage systems is encouraged by Government policy in PPG25 and by the Environment Agency. Sustainable drainage systems are a flexible range of measures that can be combined in different ways to suit 

different circumstances. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN8.



1739
Shipton on Cherwell Quarry does not lie in functional flood plan. Land 
proposed for development is not at high risk of flooding as floor of 
quarry lies above the level of the River Cherwell floodplain.


Noted. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2639
Inability to obtain funds for a concentrated effort to improve flooding 
in the Thames Valley.


Noted. 

465
There is insufficient emphasis on the dangers of permitting 
development in the flood plain.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2572, 632


PPG25 implies Flood Risk Assessments should accompany all 
applications as development can cause flood risks elsewhere and 
implies all developments will need an assessment of an appropriate 
scale. Change EN8 to reflect this.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2590
Amend EN8 to include reference to provision of sewerage 
infrastructure capacity to serve development and to ensure it will not 
lead to 
problems for existing users. Add new policy and text that new 
development should not have an adverse impact on groundwater 
flow.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2583
PPG25 and 1991 Land Drainage Act note that canals as managed do 
not flood and can assist managing the wider movement of heavy 
water flows through the river systems which the canal system is 
connected to.


Noted.

2584
Add to the end of first para of EN8 “... and should not increase the 
resident population living in flood risk areas.” Also add paragraphs to 
text concerning culverting of water.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1788
New development south/south west of Didcot likely to disturb 
drainage patterns of run off leading to flood risk in the Hagbournes. 
Support EN8 as will improve protection of villages from flood risk.


Noted.

1411
Final para of EN8 will prevent agricultural businesses from 
modernising and is contrary to PPG7. Most land in floodplain is 
farmland. Modernisation requires erection of agricultural dwellings or 
farm buildings.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2570
EN8 should recognise that essential utilities infrastructure may be 
permitted in the flood plain. Inclusion of Sustainable Drainage 
Systems in EN8 is supported.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2634
Para 5.18 refers to flooding in Oxford and north of the county. Should 
recognise that problems of flooding affect the south of the county.


Noted. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

2814
Important to ensure legislation regarding non development of land 
liable to flood is adhered to. Adequate drainage and pumping stations 
need to be in operation to prevent sewage entering rivers and 
homes.


Noted.

2654
Plan inadequately deals with protection of limited water resources 
and increased demand. Proposed Didcot West development is over 
aquifer. Such developments should be subject to critical review. Plan 
should contain detailed independent scientific criteria on water 
resources and an assessment of the environmental impact of 
development on them.

 
The issue of the potential impact of proposed development at Didcot on the aquifer to the west of the town was discussed at the EIP of the Proposed Alteration to the Structure Plan in 1999. Water resource issues and the impact of proposed development on water resources are a matter on which the Environment Agency advise local planning authorities. Their advice was taken into account in preparing the draft Plan. The level of information requested would be too detailed to include in a structure plan policy or text. Recommendation: no change to policy EN8.



1345
Extend EN8 to include groundwater flood risk areas.


Groundwater flooding is an issue of increasing concern. However there is little information about where there is risk of this occurring. At present it would be difficult to implement if this was added to the policy. However, it might be appropriate to add a reference to groundwater flooding in the explanatory text, and this can be taken into account when it is redrafted prior to adoption.



Policy EN9

1411, 2589


Support


Support welcomed.

2570
Vital that Thames Water and Environment Agency consulted on 
development proposals at earliest possible stage in planning 
process. Add to EN9 “Developers should consult and act upon the 
advice of the Environment Agency and relevant water companies 
with regards to impacts an water resources.”


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2588
Why has the impact of increased extraction from aquifers not been 
mentioned? Include restraint on increased extraction from aquifers.


Abstraction of water from aquifers (and surface water) is regulated by the Environment Agency. It would not be appropriate to refer to this in the Plan. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN9.



465
Is this consistent with H1 as developments in some areas already 
experience water supply problems.


The Environment Agency and Thames Water were consulted about water resources, flood risk and waste water treatment and their views have been taken into account in preparing the Plan to ensure the development strategy proposed is feasible.



1788
Give clear commitment to make planning conditional on long term 
water availability.


The policy already links development to the availability of water resources. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN9.



Policy EN10

2575
Add “Any proposal for a new reservoir should minimise adverse 
impacts, and should show benefits both for the landscape and its 
wildlife”


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1365
Should be more explicit in recognising presence and need to 
safeguard nationally important archaeology within the reservoir area. 
Explicitly state that alternative options must be examined in respect 
of the whole catchment and supply area of the proposed reservoir, 
not just Oxfordshire.


The protection of archaeology is covered in policy EN6 which would be taken into account in considering any proposal for a reservoir. It is not necessary to include it in EN10. The County Council would expect the Environmental Impact Assessment accompanying any proposal to include alternatives as suggested and to demonstrate that there is no better alternative. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN10.



1736
Fails to state that should reservoir be justified, the developer should 
provide new roads and services necessary. 


Noted, but any proposal will need to be considered against other relevant policies in the Plan, including for transport and policy G3 on infrastructure provision. There for it is not necessary to include these considerations in policy EN10. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN10 



465
Corollary to this – so do not build the houses.


Noted.

464
EN10 should include encouragement of on farm winter water storage 
as a sustainable water resource. Environment Agency encourages 
this to ease pressure on summer abstractions from rivers and ground 
water.


The provision of on farm winter water storage could make a significant contribution towards management of winter rainfall and summer abstraction. However, it is not considered to be strategic in the context of policy EN10 which is about large scale new reservoirs. However, this could be a useful addition to the explanatory text that can be taken into account when it is redrafted prior to adoption.

1788
Why is the synergy between reservoirs and gravel extraction not 
been recognised? Please do so.


In Oxfordshire most gravel pits are in river valleys and form part of the hydrological flow of water down the river catchment. To contain water for reservoir use would disrupt these hydrological flows. It is also likely that banks would need to be constructed to contain water which would have implications for flooding.



2570
Welcome inclusion of EN10. Thames Water continues to promote 
water conservation but projections show that new water resources 
likely to be needed in long term. The new reservoir proposal is 
mentioned in Thames Water’s business plan to OFWAT.


Noted.

1766
EN10 seeks to promote environmental issue above the need and well 
being of people. Policy is too harsh.


Disagree. The policy does not seek to prevent the development of major new water resources but gives criteria against which to consider proposals. A new reservoir would have a huge impact on the area where it is located and would be a significant investment. Therefore it is appropriate for local planning authorities to ensure that it is justified. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN10.



2822
Amend EN10 to support construction of a new reservoir in the 
Hanney/Steventon area and the guarantee of secure water supplies 
in an area of national importance in economic development.


See response to 1766 above. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EN10.

642
Support policy but concerned that the site identified in the VOWH 
would be inappropriate development as the area is flat and raised 
reservoir would be out of keeping.


Noted. The landscape implications of any proposal would need to be taken into account.

1805
EN10 on reservoirs is not as positive as it might be.


See response to 1766 above. Recommendation: no change to policy EN10.

Chapter 6 - Developing the local economy

REPRESENTATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Chapter 6

1747
Support strategy to ensure that sufficient land is made available in 
appropriate locations.


Support welcomed.

1765
Support the Council’s objective of protecting and enhancing the local 
economy. Do have concerns about meeting housing needs of key 
workers to maintain the economy.


Support welcomed. The issue of providing housing for key workers was an issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2617
Lack of guidance on the provision of mixed use developments in line 
with PPG3 and PPG13, Plan should give greater emphasis to 
advantages of mixed use.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2568
May be helpful if the Structure Plan were to define which use 
classes/types of employment are covered by the policies in the 
chapter.


The Structure Plan does not attempt to define the use classes or types of employment development. The broad approach of the Plan is to support employment where it does not encourage significant commuting into an area or attract large warehousing or distribution facilities.



1720
The Plan should be amended to include a policy to promote and 
encourage the higher education sector in the county.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

21
Develop a network of neighbourhood business/industry parks as 
locations for expansion of existing and new business clusters.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1426
Support the aim of the Plan to support sustainable and appropriate 
economic development. The provision of employment land to allow 
exploitation of knowledge/research base is paramount if Oxfordshire 
is to retain growth.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1739
Approach and employment policies will inhibit economic growth in the 
county to the detriment of the regional/national economy. No 
reference to provisions/guidance of RPG9 and no account of expert 
independent work on the economy have been included.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2586
Reference should be made to the need to work with other partners to 
achieve the proposed strategy, the regional economic strategy and 
reviews of existing employment commitments.


Working with our partners to implement the Plan is referred to in the introduction and is a key focus of the county Economic Development Strategy. Nevertheless, this can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 



1409
Policy should be added that in Abingdon there is a presumption 
against change of use on land currently designated employment 
sites, in order to maintain sustainable communities.


Matter for the Local Plan/Local Development Framework. 

Recommendation: no new policy to be added.

Policy E1

1733
Oxford airport provides an excellent opportunity for further 
employment development in a sustainable location.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2617
Emphasis given towards the re-use of employment sites for 
residential and mixed use schemes may undermine the economic 
stability of the city.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1429
Support policy in principle but do not believe that Oxford’s needs can 
continue to be accommodated on existing or allocated sites in the 
longer term as the quality and range of sites do not exist.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1362
A good policy, however support for small businesses should not be 
limited to Oxford, but apply to the rest of the county.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2590
Blanket restraint on Oxford without appropriate criteria is harmful to 
key employment sectors. Presumption in favour of loss of 
employment land is not supported, is a local plan issue.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1765
Plan should allow sites to be released for provision of much needed 
affordable housing, and require districts to consider an employment 
exceptions policy.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1679
Restriction on the redevelopment of small scale businesses in Oxford 
for residential purposes is inappropriate in a Structure Plan.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1415
Policy broadly supported, although the City Council should be 
encouraged to review and monitor employment land provision in the 
period to 2016, with scope to allocate additional land should a need 
be identified.


Support welcomed. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1407
Support policy, however it should not prejudice the reuse of the site 
for other uses, flexible approach is needed.


Support welcomed. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1739
Policy will compromise the City’s ability to sustain and regenerate its 
economy, may invite the closure of businesses given that land prices 
for houses are higher than employment.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2636
Policy is too restrictive, should provide for exceptions where existing 
employment generating uses need to expand in their present 
location.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1728
No need to allow for complete redevelopment of employment sites, 
when there is land available in the Oxford area which is not Green 
Belt and could be released for housing.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2634
Support policy considering the reuse of some employment land for 
housing or mixed use is more sustainable than the release of Green 
Belt land.


Support welcomed.

2618, 2619


Concerned at the potential adverse impact on the local economy and 
the potential shortfall in employment land supply.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2575
Welcome the policy to try to rectify the imbalance between 
employment and housing.


Support welcomed.

1417
Continuation of employment restraint is no longer appropriate. Fails 
to take into account changes in circumstances since the last Plan 
was adopted.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2617
Promoting reuse of employment sites may undermine economic 
stability of Oxford, imbalance of jobs/workforce not sufficient 
justification for restraining employment land.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

465
If a site changes from employment use to residential use, those 
residents cannot be living close to their work, more likely to need 
motorised transport.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1412
Policy fails to take account of changed circumstances, including 
RPG9 objectives, allocation south of Grenoble Road, the city’s status 
as a regional transport hub and its focus for knowledge based 
industries.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

Policy E2

2811, 1776


Policy is supported.


Support welcomed.

1726
Need to make provision for additional employment land in Banbury 
in order to provide for balance between jobs and workforce.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1727
Support the policy which aims to make land available at major towns. 
Unclear however what is meant by ‘an appropriate balance’ or what 
steps are being taken to remedy such an imbalance.


Support welcomed. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

471
Object to policy as it limits the amount of employment land at 
Faringdon. Amend policy to include additional employment land at 
Faringdon.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1250
Most employment land in Abingdon will be developed before 2016. 
Policy should make it clear that further releases at Abingdon will only 
be made to achieve a balance between jobs/workforce. 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1724
Object to the word ‘limited’ in paragraph 2 of the policy with regards 
to Thame. Thame should be allowed to realise its potential for 
growth as an existing large employment provider.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1735, 1736


Support policy as it makes provision for employment land at Wantage 
and Grove.


Support welcomed.

1729
Support policy which promotes employment land at Didcot. However 
object to requirement to achieve an ‘appropriate balance’ as this is 
impossible to monitor or achieve.


Support welcomed. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1733
Object to not identifying Kidlington as a location for further 
development in this policy.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1378
Support policy in promoting an appropriate balance between jobs and 
workforce in Banbury and Bicester, provided jobs are for local people 
and development of science based industries is promoted.



Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1741
Support identification of Witney as a main town where land for 
employment use will be provided. 


Support welcomed.

1749
Object to the failure to provide an appropriate context for employment 
policy in terms of how Oxfordshire can contribute to achieving aims of 
the regional economic strategy. No examination has been carried out 
of the scope for sustainable growth at the smaller towns.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1738
Support the general policy as it relates to support for the local 
economy, particularly Wantage and Grove. Existing businesses 
should be assisted to grow.


Support welcomed. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1777
Seek special consideration for Chipping Norton as a working market 
town and to preserve the ratio of employment to housing in the 
future.

1717
Not sufficient employment land in Chipping Norton highlighted by the 
town’s appraisal. More employment opportunities would reduce 
commuting out of the town.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1778
Support the restriction of warehousing/distribution to specific sites 
and support the provision for firms, particularly in Bicester, that are 
expanding to create more jobs.

1775
Support discouraging warehousing and distribution development.


Support welcomed. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1623
Why are ‘sites with good access to rail’ not included when 

discouraging distribution and warehousing, otherwise there will be an 
increase in HGV traffic near to towns with rail access.



This is covered by policy T4 of the Plan which seeks to locate distribution centres in locations with good access to freight networks and in or adjoining a major settlement.

1680, 1787


The policy should note that there is a need to provide existing 
businesses in Carterton which have outgrown their current premises 
with incubation units for start up businesses.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1380
Make more land available in towns other than Banbury, Didcot, 
Witney, Bicester and Oxford, there is a shortage of premises for 
businesses in Abingdon.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1414
Policy should require clear justification for additional employment 
land provision in the settlements identified, should be based on a 
detailed assessment of need.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1362
Good to see the inappropriate traffic generated by some employment 
being taken into consideration, especially that mentioned in 
paragraph 6.18.


Support welcomed.

1250
The reference to a limited amount of employment land being made 
available in Grove is welcomed, would prefer to use the ampersand 
between Grove and Wantage.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

465
Final paragraph in the summary to E2 should be deleted as it 
contradicts the previous paragraphs.


This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

Recommendation: no change to policy E2.



2822
The description of the Oxford-Cambridge ‘Arc’ is disputed by many 
local organisations. Should include reference to a second ‘Arc’ 
describing the area Oxford-Newbury-Reading-Wokingham-Slough 
which is thought to be more significant.

1500
An Oxford-Cambridge Arc would depend entirely on public 
investment to take effect, an Oxford-Milton Keynes Arc would be 
more realistic.


Noted. The Oxford-Cambridge arc is supported by the County Council through the Oxfordshire Economic Partnership. 

2618, 2619


Plan fails to provide for employment opportunities in and adjoining 
small towns/settlements which can make them more sustainable in 
terms of jobs/services.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2588
Insert a requirement for the local plan ‘to identify sufficient land 
designated for employment to facilitate a 75% reduction in 
commuting by road vehicles through a policy that balances housing 
and employment’.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1408
Object to criteria E2 (a) ‘appropriate balance’ as this is unclear and 
open to interpretation, may not be feasible.

1739
Appropriate balance referred to in part (a) is not within the control of 
the planning system.

1410
There is a need to research how an appropriate balance can be 
achieved.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

634
Is not constructive in allowing new businesses to locate in the county 
or recognise opportunities that exist outside main urban areas. Fails 
to provide a framework to guide clusters.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1408, 1705


Attempt to preclude the location of footloose industry 
(warehousing/distribution) conflicts with RPG9 that advises a balance 
of employment types to maintain a diverse economy.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2635
Definition of ‘limited amount of employment land’ needs clarification. 
Amend to highlight the need to provide additional employment land 
within towns such as Faringdon.

1739
Reference to limited amount of employment land in smaller 
settlements is inappropriate as it provides inadequate guidance to 
local planning authorities in the preparation of Local Development 
Documents.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2617
Policy and text does not provide sufficient guidance on the levels of 
employment development to take place during the Plan period, no 
definition of what ‘limited employment land’ actually means.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1701
Employment allocations must only be made where there is an 
identified need. Insert ‘where a need is robustly identified’ into the 
second para of policy E2.


Matter for the Local Plan/Local Development Framework to determine. 

Recommendation: no change to policy E2.

2842
Support opposition to an excessive rise of inappropriate traffic.


Support welcomed.

1422
Increase emphasis in E2 of the need to make provision for healthcare 
related research and development within Oxford and on the need to 
balance housing employment growth for Wantage, Grove and West 
Oxfordshire.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1429
Only realistic to make limited provision for local employment 
activities, Oxford will continue to be more attractive to leading 
businesses. Make adequate provision for employment in Oxford.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2586
There is a need to take into account proposals in the Regional 
Economic Strategy and in particular provide sites for growing 
businesses. Text could be strengthened by stating that local 
authorities should carry out reviews of employment sites.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations. Amendments to the text can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

Recommendation: no change to policy E2.



2590
Add ‘a limited amount of land for employment will be made available 
in Abingdon and on part of the land south of Grenoble road’.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1797
Land put aside for employment is edge of town land; need to think 
how people are going to access these workplaces within other 
policies.


Noted. Matter for Local Plan/Local Development Frameworks to determine. 

2585
Support the emphasis of providing opportunities within towns and 
presumption of against large scale sites elsewhere that could result 
in excessive traffic.


Support welcomed.

1750
Land at Kidlington should be made available for employment as well 
as other settlements identified in the policy.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

367
Amend first line of the policy to read ‘in and on the edge of the main 
towns’.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2637
Plan fails to acknowledge that there are large education 
sector/employment sites such as Wheatley Campus.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2634
Last sentence should include ‘in appropriate locations’ following 
‘activities’. Traffic is only one of a number of relevant criteria, difficult 
to see why this is singled out.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2634
Support policy, particularly the limited employment growth in Thame. 
A detailed assessment of the imbalance between jobs/houses in 
Thame has not been carried out.


Noted. Detailed assessments will be a matter for Local Plans/Local Development Frameworks to determine. 

Policy E3

2589, 1419, 642, 471


Support policy.


Support welcomed.

1411
Welcome the tone of the policy but consider the restrictions that it is 
likely to impose on rural businesses and the rural economy as a 
whole.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1404
The locating of employment generating development in Thame will 
produce a demand for some additional housing, schools and other 
facilities.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1776
Support policy subject to clarification about traffic generation in para 
6.21


Noted. Development control matter.

2586
Support policy; wish to see (in supporting text) some indication of the 
type of development anticipated in various parts of the county.


See the explanatory text of policy E3 and the County Economic Development Strategy prepared by the Oxfordshire Economic Partnership. 


2590
Need to make clear what a small scale business is in the supporting 
text. Is there a link to policy E1 in terms of small-scale businesses?


Policy E3 defines this as up to 500M2. 

Recommendation: no change to policy E3. 



1500
Support policy but achieving diversity requires flexibility in transport 
planning not envisaged in this plan.


Noted. 

2635
Commend this well thought out policy that allows employment for 
local people whilst curtailing the worst excesses of expansion in the 
countryside.


Support welcomed.

1250
Policy E3 and paragraph 6.20 must cover the issue of the cumulative 
effects of small business premises up to 500sqm.


Development proposals would be considered against all policies in the development plan. 

Recommendation: no change to policy E3.



2811
Query the urbanising affect of this policy.


Noted. However, policy E3 encourages the re-use of existing buildings in the countryside, and supports local jobs and small businesses. The environmental policies that protect the character of the countryside would also be taken into account. Therefore E3 is not considered likely to have a significant urbanising effect.


2616
Add to E3 or include a new policy. ‘Development proposals which 
assist in supporting diverse and sustainable farming enterprises and 
those which support the rural economy will be permitted in 
appropriate locations’.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1301
Greater clarity needed to ensure that the conversion of existing rural 
buildings for employment generating use will be permitted subject to 
safeguards, as in policy E6 of the adopted Structure Plan.


The explanatory text provides guidance on the considerations that would need to be taken into account. 

Recommendation: no change to policy E3.



1679
Include the words ‘each of’ before ‘up’ in the first line. Policy could be 
interpreted that such development can only take place when the 
scheme as a whole relates to not more than 500 metres.


The explanatory text in para 6.20 provides clarification of what is meant by the policy. 

Recommendation: no change to policy E3.



464
Welcome a dedicated policy on farm and rural diversification.


Noted.

2568
Note the policy says ‘up to about’ while text in para 6.20 says ‘up to’. 
Suggest that ‘about’ should be deleted from the policy.
’About 500M2’ provides an indication of the appropriate scale of development for small scale premises. 

Recommendation: no change policy E3.



Policy E4

2589, 2811, 1767


Support policy.


Support welcomed.

1411
Support policy. New facilities will be needed in rural areas to provide 
tourism. Note that tourism is not the be all and end all of the rural 
economy.


Noted.

2586
Does not contain policy towards the planning and development of 
visitor accommodation. Would benefit from further reference to 
policies in proposed RPG9 (Tourism and Related Recreation).


Too detailed for a Structure Plan. Matter for the Local Plan/local development framework. 

Recommendation: no change to policy E4.



642
Support policy, when considering tourism opportunities there needs 
to be consideration of access for disabled people to facilities.


Plan seeks to encourage high quality design that ensures all sections of the community have access to facilities. It is a matter for the local plan/local development framework to develop detailed policies relating to this. 

Recommendation: no change to policy E4. 



2635
Support policy, in particular the need to provide more projects 
accessible by foot, cycling or public transport within market towns 
and their environment.


Support welcomed. 

142
Add to E4 ‘Appropriate locations will be those where increased 
visitor numbers can be managed to ensure they will not have an 
adverse impact on landscape, habitats and wildlife, or the cultural 
heritage of the site’.


Development proposals must be considered against all policies in the Structure Plan, in particular Policy G1 that seeks to concentrate large scale developments to the larger urban areas or where travel by modes other than car can be encouraged. 

Recommendation: no change to policy E4.     



1416
A better defined tourism framework policy is required to ensure that 
best possible use of the County’s tourist assets are utilised and 
safeguarded. This could be achieved through new policies included 
in Chapter 6 or 9.


Noted. 

2568
May assist Plan users if the policy and/or text indicated more clearly 
the Plans policy towards rural tourism as part of rural diversification, 
and the creation of a vibrant, viable and protected countryside.


Noted. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

465
Policy assumes that tourists only visit towns and cities, where as 
many appreciate the countryside.


The text supporting this policy recognises the importance of the county’s built and natural heritage. The policy seeks to promote schemes that are based on the conservation and enjoyment of these assets. Policies in the recreation and leisure chapter are also relevant. 

Recommendation: no change to policy E4.


Policy E5

2811, 1776, 1767


Support policy.


Support welcomed.

2617
Plan fails to provide adequate and detailed guidance on labour 
supply/demand; exacerbated by no employment land quantum and 
lack of emphasis of mixed use development.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2619, 2618


No objection to policy, however it must be assumed that local plan 
policies will take account of this issue of balance and mix when 
identifying sites.


Noted. 

1763
Policy is supported; land to the west of Didcot provides the 
opportunity for sustainable transport to Milton Park and planned 
housing.


Noted. Site specific locations for development are matters for the local plan/local development framework. 

471
Support policy. Should take greater account of the proposals that 
employment generating development take into consideration. 


Noted.

465
Ultimate ‘catch 22’, if there is no housing there will be no 
employment, also no provision in this statement for the elderly, such 
as care homes.


Noted. The Plan seeks to provide a balance between housing and employment where it is planned. Provision for the elderly is not a strategic land use matter. 

1408, 1705


Delete policy. Phrase ‘account will be taken of’ is vague and open to 
interpretation. Could be deployed to restrict or delay legitimate 
employment development in conflict with the objective of promoting 
employment development. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1727
Employment growth should be encouraged in those locations where 
it is likely to thrive and succeed, and additional housing should then 
be directed to those locations to provide support for growth.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1729
‘Balance’ between jobs and housing is not defined and could lead to 
an under provision of employment land which could harm the 
prospects of achieving a balance.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1739
Policy is superfluous. Plan contains no material dealing with the 
question of whether in the county as a whole the number of jobs now 
exceeds the resident workforce.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2636
May impose an unreasonable and unnecessary constraint on 
employment generating development to the detriment of the 
Oxfordshire economy.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1346
Provision of live/work accommodation is not mentioned in policies in 
the Plan. Is valuable in assisting towards accommodation and 
provision key worker accommodation.


Noted. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

Recommendation: no change to policy E5. 



1799
Policy is supported and should be taken into account with Upper 
Heyford, current activities are not in line with this.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1765
The sentiment in the policy and paragraph 6.26 is misplaced and the 
policy should be removed.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



Paragraph 6.1-6.4

2636
Paragraphs should acknowledge the importance of motor 
manufacturing to the Oxfordshire economy. 


Noted. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

1733
Support the sentiments in these paragraphs.


Support welcomed.

1751, 1752


There is an inconsistency between the economic strategy in paras 
6.1-6.4 and policies E1, E2, E3. Fails to acknowledge outside Oxford, 
Oxfordshire’s existing/emerging clusters such as the Harwell Chilton 
Campus and Culham Science Centre are in the main located away 
from the main towns.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



Paragraph 6.2

1336
Discourage small scale premises being set up without permission, 
industrial or commercial development in rural areas will cause 
additional traffic.


This is a matter for development control and enforcement undertaken by the district councils.

Paragraph 6.4

1408, 1705


Plans attempt to preclude the location of footloose 
industry/warehousing/distribution conflicts with RPG9 that advises a 
balance of employment types is needed.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2575
Support as it does not encourage indiscriminate economic growth.

1250
Support paragraph.


Support welcomed.

2588
Would be helpful if the large ‘foot-loose’ firms were identified by 
name. What does ‘foot-loose’ mean in this context?


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



Paragraph 6.5

1733
Support the aim of sustaining prosperity and supporting the local 
economy. Object to the definition of an appropriate location as ‘the 
main focus’ unless it can be defined as including Kidlington and 
Oxford airport.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1429
Support encouraging the development of Oxfordshire’s existing and 
emerging growth sectors/clusters.


Support welcomed.

Paragraph 6.5-6.6

1250
There should be reference to a range of jobs so the less skilled have 
a place in society.


Noted. See revised policy E3.

Paragraph 6.6

2588
What does a better balance mean? If it means to reduce commuting 
then please spell it out.


This means working towards the number of jobs and the total workforce being in balance, rather than more jobs than the workforce living in a town or vice versa.



2568
Include a bullet point referring to the need to monitor the stock of 
employment land in order to assess whether any would be better 
used for mixed use/housing and poorly performing/located 
employment sites that are redeveloped for more appropriate uses.


Noted. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

1727
Recognition of the need to provide new employment sites is 
welcomed.


Support welcomed.

Paragraph 6.7

1739
Do not consider that the imbalance between jobs and workers is 
justification for restraint of land for employment uses in the Oxford 
area. If Oxford is restrained growth will take place in other regions.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2811, 1776


Strongly support the paragraph since Wheatley village already bears 
inappropriate burden of commuter traffic to the benefit of Oxfords 
employment policies.


Noted.

Paragraph 6.9

224
Object to paragraph as it is bias against car users, rewrite section to 
remove bias.


Traffic congestion in and around Oxford is a real issue. The City and County Councils are working together to improve movement in the City generally, in particular by public transport. 



Paragraph 6.10

1739
Paragraph repeats point made in 6.7. Should not convey impression 
that there is scope for housing provision in a way that would damage 
the city’s capacity to maintain its employment base.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2586
Paragraph should be strengthened through the need to work with 
partners to prepare complementary skills strategies. Need reference 
to the need for sufficient land for educational purposes to meet needs 
for training of unemployed residents/university requirements.


Noted. See the Oxfordshire Economic Development Strategy prepared by the Oxfordshire Economic Partnership. 

Paragraph 6.15-6.16

2586
These paragraphs should be strengthened by making reference to 
the Regional Economic Strategy. In addition consideration should be 
given to a separate policy on strategic sites for different 
clusters/sectors.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



Paragraph 6.16

1739
Object to reference to Bicester as a special case, especially as the Oxford-Cambridge ‘Arc’ is a theoretical concept. Shipton Quarry would provide a much more appropriate location in terms of accessibility and proximity to Oxford.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1250
Section referring to important business clusters should include Milton 
Park and Harwell.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1752
Wish to see paragraph redrafted to acknowledge the important role 
that employment sites such as Harwell Chilton Campus have in 
delivering the County Councils economic strategy.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2637
Wish to see paragraph redrafted to acknowledge the role that sites 
such as the Wheatley campus have in sustaining prosperity and 
supporting the local economy.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2568
RPG9 policy RE9 and its supporting text advocate the inclusion of 
policies relating to business clusters. Should include a clusters policy 
or provide evidence as to why it is unnecessary.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2
Oxford Trust is a charity, should recognise the role of charities in this 
sort of innovation and seek to engage in the process.


Noted. This is recognised through the Oxfordshire Economic Strategy prepared by the Oxfordshire Economic Partnership. 

1747
Both Banbury and Bicester should be referred to in paragraph 6.16 in 
so far as both have a role to play in attracting and catering for the 
expanding science and knowledge based industries of the county.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



Paragraph 6.17

1739
Para 6.17 provides no useful clarification of the part of Policy E2 
which refers to the smaller towns; need to expand the paragraph to 
support Policy E2.


Noted. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

1680
It should be noted that there is a need to provide for existing 
businesses which have outgrown their current premises and new 
small incubation units for start up businesses in Carterton.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2590
Add to para ‘An urban extension to Oxford on land south of Grenoble 
Road is proposed for mixed use development. The extension to 
Oxford Science Park should be provided in association with the 
urban extension in order to create a mixed use and sustainable 
development’.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



Paragraph 6.18

1408, 1705


Para should be deleted. Plan attempts to preclude the location of 
footloose industry/warehousing/distribution conflicts with RPG9 that 
advises a balance of employment types is needed, doesn’t maintain 
a diverse economy. 



Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2842
Strongly support paragraph.


Support welcomed.

Paragraph 6.20 

1679
Present Structure Plan policy E4 and supporting text has often been 
interpreted that such development can take only take place when the 
scheme as a whole relates to not more than 500 metres. Proposed 
policy is open to the same misinterpretation.


Paragraph 6.20 indicates that a proposal can include one or more units of 500M2 but goes on to list the key considerations that will determine whether such a proposal is acceptable or not.  

Paragraph 6.22

1797
Witney should be included on the list of market towns that are 
‘attractions in their own right’. The town has many historic and 
ancient 
attractions.


Noted. There are many towns in Oxfordshire that could be listed but the towns listed are highlighted because of their wider reputations. 

2577
Para refers to Oxford, the market towns and the Oxford countryside 
without mentioning Upper Heyford as a site of cultural importance, 
the Plan should recognise this.

 
Noted. The Plan refers to the unique built environment of the county that characterises much of it. It does not refer to specific sites.  

Chapter 7 - Housing

REPRESENTATION
COMMENT BY HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Chapter 7

224
Re-write para 7.6 to reduce bias against travel by car.


Disagree. The overall aims and policies of the Plan are to reduce the need to travel and encourage walking cycling and use of public transport. This is in accordance with Government planning policy, and changes are not considered necessary.



2584
Add references to text concerning the need to investigate brownfield sites to determine the nature and extent of any contamination, and action to be taken if contamination is identified.


Noted. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

1807
There should be guidance on the provision of off road car parking 
spaces for housing.


Guidance on parking is in policy T2. The Council’s parking standards are referred to in para 4.10. 

Recommendation – no change to policies.



1426
Support balance between supplying dwellings, maintaining the 
environment and redeveloping brownfield sites. Hope housing of 
highest standards is developed.


Noted. Policies G6 and H3 encourage resource efficient development and quality of design.

2568
Plan should include policy/and or text to indicate how process of 
releasing sites across local authority boundaries should be managed 
to promote sustainable patterns of development, as in Planning to
Deliver.


As the County Council has proposed to delete the proposed urban extension to Oxford which was in South Oxfordshire district, the release of housing sites across district council boundaries will only occur at Didcot. The division of housing numbers at Didcot between South Oxfordshire and the Vale of White Horse districts was determined in an alteration to the Structure Plan adopted in 2001. For clarity, it is proposed that this be referred to in the explanatory text when it is redrafted prior to adoption. 



2841
Generally support, but what does Oxfordshire’s residents in para 7.1 
mean? Affordable housing provision should be for adult children of 
local families. New dwellings in Oxford should be central and east of 
the Plain.


The Panel have recommended amending this objective so that it refers to meeting the requirements of Regional Planning Guidance overall and the needs of Oxfordshire’s residents in terms of size and type. This information is gathered by the district councils in their housing need surveys. Para 7.1 will be amended when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



Policy H1

1317, 2811

Support


Support welcomed.

1308, 1392, 1772, 2557

Support use of Green Belt/proposal for development south of 
Grenoble Road

2590 Support urban extension to Oxford. Will have consequences in face of serious housing problems if not supported. No justification for limiting to 1000 dwellings – amend to “about 2500 dwellings as part of comprehensively planned urban extension of about 4000-5000 dwellings”.

689 Support allocation south of Grenoble Road. Allocation of growth to the market towns will increase travel. Growth focussed on Oxford will reduce travel by car. Increase allocation proposed in the draft Plan.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)



           320 individual objections to policy H1 based on South Oxfordshire District Council standard response: Object to urban extension to Oxford – would erode Green Belt, set harmful precedent, lead to coalescence, the area is isolated, has overriding physical constraints, and would result in excessive traffic congestion. Green Belt objectives remain valid. Exceptional circumstances have not been set out, as required by PPG2. Urge OCC to rescind decision, delete reference to housing south of Grenoble Road and recommend development at Bicester.

           438 individual objections to policy H1 based on Oxford Preservation Trust standard response: Object to the proposed Green Belt release south of Grenoble Road and para 3.9. Will undermine whole concept of a buffer around the city and will set a precedent. Delete all references.

           352 individual objections to policy H1 based on Sunningwell Parishioners Against Damage to the Environment (SPADE) standard response: Green Belt encroachment should only be considered if all other possibilities have been exhausted. A more rigorous examination should be made of other options, should strive to meet Government guidelines of 60% development on previously developed land.

           886 individual objections to proposed development south of Grenoble Road on the following grounds: Would set a precedent for further Green Belt development Cause coalescence of Oxford with surrounding settlements

Damage the landscape and historic setting of Oxford

Damage an important recreational amenity/open space

Lead to increased urban sprawl

Have potential traffic/transport implications

Impact on existing services, facilities and infrastructure

Would be isolated, no sense of community

No exceptional circumstances identified in line with PPG2

Should have carried out full review of the Green Belt

Proposal was made at the last minute

Must be more suitable alternatives elsewhere e.g. brownfield land, small developments in villages, revert to Bicester

Site is not financially viable and able to provide affordable housing and overcome constraints

Proposal is contrary to policies in the Plan e.g. G4, EN5


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.
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)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)
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)
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)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)
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)

)

)

)

)

)



1414
Provide clarification on phasing of development, with no significant 
additional development at Witney. Emphasis importance of DCs 
adhering to Structure Plan distribution, avoiding an oversupply, 



particularly where there are pressing infrastructure requirements.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1318 No additional houses at Didcot after 2016. Look at other communities beyond the Green Belt as alternatives to Didcot, Grove and Bicester.

1329, 2652, 463, 2602, 1340, 2642, 2830



Should be no further expansion of Didcot post 2016.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1300
Object to 4,500 houses at Didcot – no public transport and lack of 
infrastructure. Delay plans until public transport and roads have been 
completed.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1788
Insist that the plan categorically states a maximum limit for housing to be allocated in Didcot, is essential for the area to plan its own future as an integral part of Oxfordshire. Suggest that 'no more than 4,500 dwellings are built at Didcot - providing it is possible that 55% of these are built on previously developed land' replaces the current wording.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1347, 130, 2649, 373, 463


Support adoption of Didcot west as direction of growth.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1400, 1399, 361

             Support western direction of growth at Didcot to 2011, and no further
development being identified up to 2016.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.



1338
Support provision of 36,500 dwellings for plan period.
Noted. The proposed pre-EIP changes to policy H1 increased the overall amount of housing to 37,300 dwellings, slightly more than required by RPG9. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations. 



2652, 2820


Support that Didcot is not identified for further growth 2011-2016.


Noted. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.



1374
Support plans for Didcot 2011-2016.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1623
Reduce allocation for Didcot. Only 11.9% would be on brownfield 
sites. Would be loss of recreation areas and countryside. There are 
no substantial plans to improve transport.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2650
Didcot is struggling to get infrastructure. Ask Government for more 
funds for major road improvements before large numbers of houses 
are accepted.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

471, 2635


Expansion is important for viability of and standard of living in Faringdon. Amend H1 to include 250-500 new dwellings at Faringdon.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

687
Support housing distribution. If development required in Green Belt most appropriate area is south of Grenoble Road.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

470, 2646, 1355, 2818, 1716, 1805


Location of development at Grove not sustainable: more housing needed near Oxford; traffic congestion and poor local roads; will not integrate with local area; site has drainage/flooding problems; few local jobs; poor public transport; difficult to achieve affordable housing; alternative sites available


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

772
Object to development west of Didcot to 2016 – transport implications, more suitable alternatives, impact on villages, countryside and agricultural land, lack of local hospitals. Make best use of land within urban areas, relate housing numbers to local needs.


Issue debated at the EIP – see panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

240, 1313, 1778, 1354, 1500


Object to the number of houses to be built at Bicester to 2016. Facilities and infrastructure are inadequate, provide before any houses are built.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2641
Need thorough look at options over longer time horizon. Development at Grove does not meet G1. Support south of Oxford but as part of long term strategy related to transport improvements.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

12
Object to development proposed at Grove. Need more allocated employment areas close by and better transport infrastructure. Developers will shy away from providing too much affordable housing.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1336
Object to housing figure for Bicester – disproportionate in relation to 
existing population compared to ratio for Oxford/Banbury.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1314
Reduce houses for Didcot by 400, locate 400 houses south of Grenoble Road and Vauxhall Barracks. Development on edge of  Oxford would be more sustainable in transport terms and consistent with policy G1.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

13
Development at Grove should not happen unless roads/bus services improved and Grove station opened. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1314
Plan inappropriate possibly illegal. No technical evaluation of flooding/drainage requirements or risk been carried out. Alternatives not appraised. Rights of residents under UK/EU law ignored.


Clarify statement in para 2.14 “essential that required improvements are in place before any development is occupied”. Not clear if this is a commitment to improvements before development commences, is a worthless statement or misprint. 


The work to prepare the Plan has been carried out a level appropriate to a structure plan, including seeking and taking into account the advice of the Environment Agency. The Plan has been prepared in accordance with relevant legislation and Government planning policy.

This statement clearly sets out the intention of the County Council that transport improvements should be made at the earliest possible stage in the strategic housing development at Grove.

1339
Object to number of houses proposed. Capacity study should be undertaken to see which areas are capable of taking more houses rather than adopting blanket approach. Perhaps new town needed.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1338
Target of 55% of development on previously developed land is acceptable as county is less urbanised than elsewhere. Not clear how potential figure relates to housing provision on town/district basis.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1315
Locate housing allocated to Grove in more sustainable location to reduce travel to work by car. Grove has few jobs. Need more affordable housing in easy reach of Oxford with good public transport.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1380
Restrict substantial development to major towns and Oxford. Allow more housing in smaller towns/villages, include Green Belt if necessary. Aim to release land to meet demand so homes are affordable and not just for public sector workers.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1378
Welcome lower housing numbers for Banbury/Bicester reflecting capacity and infrastructure concerns. Difficult to identify sites for rural areas figure. Support policies for housing at Grenoble Road which would assist achieving strategic aim of locating new housing close to Oxford.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1785
Agree with para 7.3 on p.50.
Support welcomed.



1362
Definition of a “reasonable range of services and facilities” is too 
broad. Hourly bus service won’t encourage people to leave cars 
behind. Define “larger settlements”. Tighten para 7.3.
Para 7.3 is considered to give appropriate guidance in the context of the Structure Plan which is a strategic level plan. It is not possible to be more prescriptive as the circumstances of individual settlements differs greatly. The description of services and facilities is considered appropriate as a general guideline. 



1350
Should include provision of dwellings “for Oxfordshire residents 
including elderly persons and affordable housing” as a key Plan 
objective. Change text to include elderly persons housing to reflect 
increasing national and local need.


Delete “larger settlements” and replace with “most development should take place in sustainable settlements where a reasonable range of...” There are unsustainable larger locations, and towns such as Burford which are sustainable but might fall foul of H1.

 
The Panel have recommended amending this objective so that it refers to meeting the requirements of Regional Planning Guidance overall and the needs of Oxfordshire’s residents in terms of size and type. This information is gathered by the district councils in their housing need surveys, and will include the needs of all sections of the community. Para 7.1 will be amended when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

In addition to policy H1 proposals for development will be considered against other policies of the Plan, which overall should prevent development in unsustainable locations. However, in principle development in towns such as Burford might be appropriate to meet local needs and could be more sustainable than smaller villages. 



1385
 6,500 houses in West Oxfordshire is too many. No further encroachment of Green Belt.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1377
Distribute housing around Oxfordshire, with less at 5 towns, particularly Didcot.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1388
H1 refers to larger settlements but no recognition that modest expansion of other settlements might make valuable contribution. Identify and list appropriate settlements as approach in E2 to provide guidance and certainty for local plan preparation, developers and landowners.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1415
Provide clarification of phasing of housing development, particularly in Oxford, with scope to increase rates 2006-2011. Continually review urban capacity, delivering additional capacity through Plan Monitor manage approach.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1317
Could increase total number of houses by 10% because of particular circumstances in Oxfordshire. Increase provision to 40,150. Identify north east Didcot as a strategic location for growth 2011-2016. Significant development post 2016 should be located in the main towns.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1725
Support reference to Didcot as a main location for housing. Allows for completion of housing allocations in draft local plan where final phases are due to be built after 2011.


Noted.

1737, 1738, 1735

H1 should refer to Grove/Wantage as the more sustainable locations for new housing development could be in Wantage as well as Grove. Land at the southern end of airfield is not in Grove.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1723
Grove lacks employment and good communications, and proposed development is out of scale with village needs. Undertake a comprehensive review of Green Belt to identify development locations better related to existing centres of employment, services and existing transport facilities.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1721
Bicester should be identified as an area for development. Would be preferable to Grove or South of Grenoble Road.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1722
Grove has poor transport connections/services. Focus on key sustainable settlements including villages to help maintain services. Thorough review of Green Belt needed.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1748
H1 reflects RPG9 but takes no account of review of RPG9. H1 is 
prejudicial to that review and could conflict with it, resulting in under 
provision and prejudice Government’s intended step change in 
housing provision. Modify to reflect draft RSS.

  
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1175
Good distance between Didcot and the villages. We are losing too 
much green land, traditional villages and culture.


Noted.

1788, 1431, 2813, 2812, 2564

Number of new houses allocated to Didcot 2011-2016 not specified.
Should have no more as infrastructure is inadequate and road 
network overloaded. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1800
Reduce Didcot housing provision to 4200.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.



1449
Higher percentage of new developments should be on previously 
developed land. Delete reference to land south of Grenoble Road.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

545
On all Structure Plans have repeatedly pointed out increase in traffic, loss of amenities, views and qualities. Completely scrap plan and change decisions. Change development at Didcot from west to north east.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1732
H1 fails to refer to Berinsfield. Important given potential scale of 
development and need to review Green Belt boundaries.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

364
Welcome new housing at Grove. Hope will provide impetus for new 
railway station. Surveys show demand for services to 
Reading/London.


Noted. The County Council states in the draft Plan that it will continue to press for the new station at Grove and provision of rail services. 

465
Proposals for Bicester/Didcot will add to heavy use of A34. Consider provision of roads and water supply first. Delete 1000 houses south of Grenoble Road, unsuitable for Oxford overspill.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1740
H1 may result in excessive concentration of development to detriment of smaller settlements which could accommodate modest growth. Reword para 3 to read “in and/or adjoining larger urban areas and rural settlements”, and text accordingly.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1741
Support identification of Witney as a main location for new housing.


Noted. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.



1744
Refer in H1 or text to the identified housing needs of Faringdon. 
Refer to Health Check and Town Council view that development 
would assist provision of cultural, open space and employment 
services.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1728
Object to Green Belt release at Grenoble Road. Partly re-locate to other sustainable locations on periphery of Oxford where could release safeguarded sites. Could meet same needs without releasing Green Belt land.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1727
Increase Didcot allocation by 1300 dwellings and delete allocation south of Grenoble Road. Building at Didcot to north as well as west would allow early provision of housing, wider choice and flexibility, reduced impact especially transport.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2585
Concerned about linkages between proposed housing at Bicester, Didcot and Grove and assumption that will be major improvements to A34 by 2016. Confirmation is sought that can be accommodated without major improvements to A34.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1745
Provide for urban extension east of Banbury Road, Oxford. Land north of Oxford has good bus links, provide large numbers of affordable houses, would not overwhelm services, and has no constraints. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1746
Support allocation at Bicester – has a range of services/facilities, is well located to transport corridors, expansion will ensure future as sustainable jobs/housing location.


Noted. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1739
Overall provision and distribution inappropriate. Reference to phasing 
should not be included. No reference made to Upper Heyford or 
Shipton on Cherwell Quarry. Reconsider housing figures as RPG9 is 
being reviewed. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

454
Additional housing of all types is needed in Wallingford and market 
towns, or they will be fossilised and destroyed as people will shop 
elsewhere.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1407
Allow redevelopment of brownfield land but consider travel movements of any proposed use in comparison to the existing/previous use. Significant increases in travel movements in areas poorly served by public transport may not be acceptable.


Proposals for redevelopment of brownfield land will be considered against all relevant policies in the Plan including those on transport.

1422
Increase emphasis throughout Plan on need to balance housing and 
employment growth with transport network improvements for 
Wantage/Grove and West Oxfordshire prior to development being 
completed.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1330
Reduce the housing allocation for South Oxfordshire remainder. 
Would mean greenfield development and pressure on outskirts of 
villages.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1800
Object to increase of 300 dwellings for Didcot. Redevelopment of 
Vauxhall Barracks should take up part of Didcot west allocation.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

816
Return proposed development to Bicester. Has been no consultation and Plan is in opposition to wishes of SODC and local residents.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1417
Allocate housing to Oxford to reflect advantages in sustainability and reduce Grove and rural areas correspondingly. Strong case for maximising housing in Oxford including affordable housing.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1250
H1 and para 7.4 should make clear that the 55% target for previously developed sites is an average for the county, not for individual towns or districts.


Reason for stating that no need to release Green Belt land after 2016 not given. May be difficult to maintain as exceptional circumstances justifying development in Green Belt before 2016 could be used after 2016.


Support figure of 36,500 dwellings and strategy to locate most development in the main urban areas.


Object to possible housing development at Berinsfield. The circumstances of providing a better social balance could be used to justify more affordable housing elsewhere as part of larger full market value schemes. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

Noted

Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1711, 1714


Support allocation at Grove. Reflects local plan arguments, is most 
effective way of meeting Vale’s housing needs, and conforms to 
Government policy in terms of development sustainability.


Support welcomed.

497
To encourage people to walk, cycle and use public transport as in para 7.3, encourage car free, car limited for disabled and those who use a car for work, and car club developments, with priority to developers who agree.


Para 7.9 of the explanatory text encourages well designed and practical proposals for car free housing. All material considerations must be taken into account in determining proposals and it would be inappropriate to give priority to this. 

Recommendation: no change to policies.



1778
Support limited development in some larger villages.

 
Noted. Policy H1 allows for this where the village has a range of services and facilities.

1689
Infrastructure will not support extra homes at Bicester.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.



1540
Development of new Penbridge community should be considered now. Location has excellent connections to traffic corridors, opportunities to employment generating uses, potential zero environmental impacts, and landscape enhancement. Amend H1 to identify Penbridge as a main housing location.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1298, 1795


Object to development at Grove. Aims and objectives of Plan have not been complied with. Change proposal to conform to stated aims and objectives. Delete Grove from H1.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

364
Support new developments in Banbury, Bicester and Didcot provided will be frequent bus services between new estates, town centres and railway stations.

 
Noted.

2698
Support new communities outside Green Belt (para 2.24) as a long term aim if there is appropriate land.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

655, 2842

Disproportionate to expect Cherwell to accept brunt of housing burden again. Would like more equitable allocation amongst districts enabled by expansion of Oxford.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1248
The number of dwellings to be built at Didcot 2011-2016 is not stated. This and timing of the release of land needs to be stated.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2560
Agree that significant development should be avoided where it is likely to result in commuting by car and travel needs unlikely to be met by public transport. Policy needs to be stricter.

 
Noted.

76
Object to 5500 houses for Oxford. More housing has already been allowed 1998-2003 than planned.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2568
Concern about 55% previously developed land target. Structure plans are required to set targets, PPG3/RPG9 state the target is at least 60%. OCC will need to demonstrate previously developed land is being used effectively, greenfield land take is being minimised and a more ambitious target is not attainable.


Welcome commitment to RPG9 delivery. Suggest H1 clarified to address development that straddles administrative boundaries, meaning of “significant” in para 3, “gradually” in para 4, and fallback position if Grenoble Road not deliverable.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1423, 1810


Object to large figure for Cherwell. Distribute between districts more fairly.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2698
No building to west of Didcot due to agricultural land quality. If goes 
ahead should be no more than 2300.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2617
Plan too inflexible to deliver land required to meet housing provision. 
Propose 10% increase in housing for non-implementation/delay plus 
flexibility. Urban capacity studies used as excuse to release less land.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1770
Re-examine strategy of focussing development on main urban areas – allow for increased allocation for Banbury to reflect its status as a sustainable option, remove need for Green Belt review.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1770
State in H1 that housing provision may be subject to change before 2006 on review of RPG9.


Over emphasis on unrealistic brownfield development. Focus on brownfield development should not be at expense of realistic predictions of housing supply. Provide for greenfield land releases in form of sustainable urban extensions.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.



2624, 2628, 2626



Phasing provision fails to recognise problems in delivering large, 
complex sites. Revise H1 to allow designation of strategic sites as in
“Planning to Deliver” so timing of release will override priority given to
previously developed land.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

632, 2572



Concentration of development in country towns and Grove does not 
reflect the distribution of affordable housing need. Distribute 
development of affordable housing more evenly – implies reduced 
housing targets for country towns and would reduce reliance on 
private transport.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2563
Important that larger villages such as Wheatley enjoy sufficient 
development to encourage use of services/facilities.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2724
No building in Green Belt. Build less than 1000 dwellings per year in 
county. Reduce amount of industrial development. No need for 
development at Grove.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1764
The phasing provision should recognise long lead times for larger sites. Recognise that clear commitment may be needed to implementation of some sites at an early stage.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1758
H1 is too prescriptive. Would be more compliant with Government guidance if it identifies a hierarchy of settlements in which housing should be focussed.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1768
Infrastructure and services in Didcot cannot support development proposed. Must be in place before any expansion. Growth of Didcot west conflicts with EN1.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1765
Recognise importance of identifying sufficient land to meet housing 
needs. Add “Local authorities will be expected to allocate sufficient 
numbers together with developable land in order to ensure that 
housing needs are met during the Plan period.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1762
Support Grove allocation – refer to specifically as a strategic site. Site is large and complex with role to 2021. Certainty needed to enable development. No exceptional circumstances to justify south of Grenoble Road.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1755 
Previously developed land target is too high and advice is not provided on how the balance of 45% greenfield land should be dealt with.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1754
Proposal south of Grenoble Road premature pending full assessment of alternatives. Delete, increase housing distribution by 500 houses each in West Oxfordshire and Cherwell. Incorporate requirement to designate strategic development sites, release not dependent on securing previously developed land.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1750
Add reference to potential for housing development to north west of Kidlington.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1749
Object to development at Grove and extension to Oxford. Question how limiting employment land achieves a better labour/jobs balance. Reduce development at Grove to level compatible with jobs potential. Distribute shortfall to remaining market towns consistent with jobs/labour balance objective e.g. Wallingford and Thame.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1797
Allow no further development in Witney until necessary road infrastructure constructed and more health care amenities provided.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2544
Opposed to further expansion of Banbury above 3700 dwellings committed.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1747
Negotiating planning obligations should not be put at risk by amendments to phasing when sites will come forward. Relate phasing to first year of housing completions not to grant of consent.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2797
The road system is inadequate to accommodate further development at Didcot.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1717
Object to restricting main locations of growth. Include Chipping Norton – is capable of sustaining substantial growth and current allocations are inadequate to meet needs. Land to east is least constrained and close to town centre.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

21
Build new town east of Wheatley to be served by a re-opened rail link between London and Oxford.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1807
55% previously developed land target is too low. The extension to Oxford in Green Belt is unacceptable.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1811
Object to any allocation at Bicester. Support allocation at Grenoble Road, Oxford.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1720
PPG7/PPS7 indicates that housing can be located in villages without causing harm. Amend H1 to accept new development may be within or on the edge of settlements where the settlement provides a reasonable range of services, facilities and transport links.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1781
Support breathing space given to Didcot.


Noted.

1720
Revise Plan to recognise the role which areas of land located on major transport corridors/interchanges could play, by producing development where it is accessible by a number of transport modes and could assist in development of strategic transport facilities e.g. south east of Pear Tree.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2654
Plan is vague in relation to sustainability and the impact of housing development. An inquiry is essential to go through in detail the consequences of development.


The Plan has been prepared in accordance with Government policy at a level of detail that is appropriate to structure plans. An examination in public of the draft Plan has been held in accordance with the Development Plan Regulations. 



1803
Would object any proposed development on land between A43 Bicester Road and A34 at Gosford on Green Belt and traffic grounds.


Noted. The draft Structure Plan as proposed to be modified does not allow development in the Green Belt.

2775
Object to increase in housing allocated to Oxford due to inadequate parking, amenity and community facilities. Keep to present 3750.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2639
Development at Carterton and Witney is not a realistic policy for rural area due to present road structure.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1404
Plan allows for small amount of development at Thame – is not unreasonable provided facilities can cope with increased demand.


Noted.

1411
Plan seems to forget people not only live but work in rural areas. Para 3.5 needs to be re-worked. Need more flexible approach to housing development in rural areas.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2626
H1 fails to take account of availability of land excluded form the 
Green Belt. Safeguarded land at Botley should be developed before 
release of Green Belt – sustainable location within walking/cycling 
distance of services.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2634
Object to proposal south of Grenoble Road - directly conflicts with Green Belt purposes, no exceptional circumstances given, too specific for Structure Plan, inconsistent reference to mixed use development. Erosion of land in rural areas is not long term strategy for resolving housing problems. Site is constrained, difficult to integrate with the city. No evidence transport infrastructure can be provided. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1747
Cherwell provision is frontloaded to be met through adopted plan proposals. Match potential job growth in Banbury with houses – increase by 550 dwellings by reducing rural area provision and redistributing from Grenoble Road and Berinsfield.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2574
650 dwellings for West Oxon can nearly all be accommodated on allocated sites plus windfalls. Figure for Witney likely to be exceeded if North Curbridge development implemented. Amend distribution to provide 3000 dwellings at Witney and decrease the rural remainder.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1736
Support for development in Wantage/Grove area.


Support welcomed.

2570
Growth can be accommodated to 2016 in terms of water supply and sewage treatment in Oxford, Banbury, Bicester, Didcot, Witney, Grove, south of Oxford. Need to recognise planning issues if Thames Water is to provide necessary infrastructure – adequate lead times, land for extension of treatment works, revised discharge consent standards, adequate space for sustainable drainage systems, andreliability of power grid supplies.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1808
Object to development in Green Belt. Faringdon would accept additional housing up to 2016, in conjunction with land for employment.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1697
Plan does not recognise the appropriateness of locating substantial development at larger settlements along the A40 corridor to relieve Oxford’s pressures. Increase the housing allocation for West Oxon and offset by reducing South Oxon.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1764
Recognise ability of Witney as most sustainable settlement in West Oxon to accommodate increased growth. Increase allocation to Witney and focus growth where it is most accessible to the town centre.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1763
Object to inclusion of land south of Grenoble Road – no exceptional circumstances, question viability due to constraints.


Re-visit housing split for Didcot. Land to west is most sustainable option. Increase housing figure for the Vale west of Didcot to 2750, and decrease South Oxon to 500.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2817
Object to Grenoble Road proposals – detrimental environmentally, breaches Green Belt, will lead to substandard housing and concentration of problems of low income groups.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

634
Country towns are constrained or already have major development planned, and little brownfield development remains. Post 2011 consider proposals for freestanding or expanded settlements where focused on previously developed land.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2586
Unclear how proposed new settlement at Upper Heyford relates to H1.


The housing allocation at Upper Heyford in included within the remainder housing figure for Cherwell district.

2575
Little indication of how housing figures for country towns were chosen and amount of brownfield land available. Can see no justification for 1000 dwellings proposed south of Grenoble Road – re-allocate to other centres proposed for housing.


Information regarding the feasibility of development and potential for development on previously developed land in the county is contained in background papers (Feasibility Work, and Housing Potential) published when the draft Plan was placed on deposit. 

1758
Development in Green Belt and at Grove is not sustainable. Reduce Didcot to allow consolidation period. Identify Thame as a sustainable location for growth. Identify a hierarchy of settlements according to sustainability credentials and delete specific allocations.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2630, 2628, 2629


Increase the figure for Witney to minimum of 3000 dwellings to be consistent with the dwelling potential that has been identified.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1805
No justification for development in Green Belt. Any such development should be small scale and limited to needs of residents. 

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1682
Object to south of Grenoble Road and concentration of development in south of county. Give more attention to the north and west, development at Upper Heyford supported.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1412
Strategy and distribution conflicts with the Plan’s sustainable development principles. Revise H1 to provide 3000 dwellings south of Grenoble Road up to 2016. Delete Grove due to unsustainable location in terms of jobs/services/transport. Review district figures for rural areas and previously developed land sources.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2617
Strategy is capacity based and pragmatic. Suggest complete Green Belt review – look at Arncott and Wheatley. Also further peripheral development at the country towns and Grove. Revise distribution – Cherwell 11750, Oxford 6250, South 11000, Vale 9600, West 8750.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2634
Plan does not clarify the amount of housing to be built in Didcot in 
South Oxon and Vale districts. Would be beneficial if para 6 of the 
alteration to the Structure plan 2011 were repeated in the Plan.


Support proposal for 4500 dwellings at Didcot. Should be no further 
growth above this – time needed to absorb and provide facilities to 
support it; no capacity due to existing transport issues and little 
prospect of A34 improvements.


Agree that for clarity it would be beneficial to refer in the explanatory text to the split of housing numbers at Didcot between the two districts. This can be added when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2618
Object to capacity led approach and question reliability of urban capacity study. Allow greater flexibility for districts to release land to meet local need. Reduce figure at Grove, consider other options around Oxford in Green Belt and redistribute dwellings south of Grenoble Road elsewhere.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2619 Land south of Thame is an opportunity for major expansion with associated infrastructure benefits and additional employment development. Thame provides suitable opportunity for meeting long term needs given lack of capacity at country towns.

1724 Include Thame – capable of sustaining long term growth, is less restricted than other towns, and has adequate facilities.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2650
Flooding issue at Grove should be looked at. Public transport and 
roads at Grove are poor. Didcot West is on fertile soil.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2556
Switch provision of 1000 houses from South Oxon to Oxford. Consider addition of 2400 dwellings at Shipton Quarry subject to provision of transport infrastructure and eco-design principles. Increase previously developed land target to 65%.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2619
Object to capacity led approach and question reliability of urban capacity study. Amend H1 and identify opportunities at the smaller towns to meet demand based on need.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2624
Woodstock is a sustainable location for development and should be recognised as a sustainable rural service centre. Release of Green Belt land south of Oxford should not be confirmed until al sources have been fully considered.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1247
6,500 dwelling provision for West Oxfordshire is too high.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.



1726
Need to set out figures required beyond 2016 for local plan work. Increase Cherwell figure to 13,000 to meet affordable housing demand. Increase Banbury to 4,000. Allow for greenfield sites to be developed at same time as previously developed sites. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2588
Was 36,500 dwellings based on a needs assessment? If it is based on RPG9 extrapolation, a need assessment will not identify another 24,000 homes. Reduce the figure to that dictated by need assessment.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2626, 2628, 2629, 2630


Circumstances have changed since RPG9 published. – shortfall of dwellings in south east, low rate of completions, need to provide affordable housing by increasing overall provision. Provision in H1 should be minimum.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1805
No justification given for overall housing number other than RPG9. 
Should seek to limit population and employment increases.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2570
Thames Water can support a build rate of 2430 dwellings per year up to 2016 but a higher rate could present difficulties in supplying water.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2586
Pleased overall level of housing accords with RPG9.


Noted.

2580
Support provision of 36,500 dwellings. But concerned that level of housing in South East is below forecast household growth. SEERA asked to expedite RPG9 review.


This is a matter for SEERA. However, SEERA are progressing the review of RPG9 and the consultation draft of the South East Plan was published for consultation in January 2005.

2617
Overall provision is insufficient and will impact on prosperity. Increase 
provision by over 10,000.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2573
Completions have been lower than required, previously developed land target is over optimistic. Include Plan Monitor Manage policy adopting sequential approach, recognising role of greenfield sites in meeting housing requirements, setting out monitoring regime and process for results for releasing greenfield sites.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

634
Overall housing number is an underestimate – supply in South East is not meeting demand, household forecasts, labour shortages. Identify additional capacity of 2480 dwellings per year in line with pro rata share of ROSE housing 2006-2016.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2575
Do not accept there is proven need for 36,500 dwellings by 2016. Recognise that OCC has to work with figures provided by Government – comment from OCC about this would be helpful.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2590
Increase the previously developed land target to 60% in line with Housing Potential Report figure. Estimate is likely to be conservative as densities in districts outside Oxford are low and should improve.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

634
Express clear aim in H1 to exceed 55% target to be more in line with national/regional policy. Promote efficient re-use of large previously developed sites in Oxon.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1428
Change previously developed land target to 60% to coincide with RPG9.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2618
Question reliability of urban capacity studies and whether will deliver within timescale. Account not been taken of infrastructure needed to accommodate new development. Overemphasis on previously developed sites could result in erosion of urban areas. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1765
Do not believe 55% previously developed land target is reasonable. Concerned that it could prevent provision of affordable housing and cause town cramming. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2586
Previously developed land target of 55% is not ambitious given completions in 2001/2 were 53% of the total and plan intends to increase densities.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1764
Provide clearer guidance on previously developed land percentages expected/targets for each district, recognising different levels of urbanisation between districts.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1647
Recommend a brownfield site near Dorchester that would be ideal to meet future housing need.
Noted. However, the Structure Plan does not make specific site allocations. It would be a matter for the District Council whether specific sites are suitable for development taking into account the strategic principles in the Structure Plan.

Comments relating to Penbridge

1666 Sunningwell proposal is contrary to planning policy over the last 40 years. Land is important ecologically and threatens the areas natural beauty. Could not support the extra people and traffic.

2827
Concerned Penbridge proposal may be adopted in some scale. Roads in area are heavily over-used, situation would worsen.

239 
Would spoil Sunningwell and Bayworth; increase in traffic and noise would be intolerable. Villages would become rat runs to avoid A34, extra access is untenable, Park and Ride idea is ludicrous.

149 Would increase traffic on the B4017, A34, Hinksey Hill. Unnecessary on a greenfield site, other sites would fulfil this (i.e. Grove).

277
Object to proposal. Would increase road congestion on A34 and local roads from housing and amenities needed and cause destruction and coalescence of ancient villages.

2087 
Concerned with any development in the Green Belt and particularly the Penbridge development, increases pollution and traffic.

618
Proposal would cause traffic chaos (A34 and local roads), cause further erosion of the countryside/wildlife habitats and have an impact on local services.
496 Object to development in Green Belt near Sunningwell - intrusion would set precedent for further development; A34 already saturated, other roads will be come overcrowded. Countryside would be changed forever; would lead to urban sprawl.

542 Object to proposed housing in Green Belt near Sunningwell. Conflicts with Structure Plan and draft Local Plan. Onslaught against Green Belt for housing near Oxford is intensifying without attention to effects on environment or services.

237 Object to possibility of new development at Sunningwell. Would be blight on Green Belt and beautiful area which provides refuge from suburban sprawl of northern Abingdon.

1667 Will violate the Green Belt and farmland, damage wildlife and areas of  recreation, set a precedent, increases pressures on the A34. Suitable brownfield sites such as MOD land should be developed, also reuse of empty houses.

119
There is no need for it. Would breach Green Belt policy and would subsume Sunningwell into urban conurbation; it is contrary to Structure Plan and Local Plan. Government supports use of brownfield sites.

184 Protest strongly to Penbridge. Thought Green Belt protected land from development. Disadvantages include ruination of farmland and Sunningwell, building new/widening roads, expense of providing infrastructure and next to busy/noisy road.

381
Would encroach on Green Belt which is being reduced locally and 


nationally. Would increase traffic on rural roads and junctions into Oxford/Abingdon. Would reduce habitats of wild life.

479 
Appalled at any proposal for development in Green Belt - will set precedent for future. Penbridge site inappropriate, ruining landscape, changing nature of surrounding settlements and has negative points i.e. transport, overpopulation of rural areas, pollution etc.

1665 
Penbridge will be: violation of Green Belt land, loss of farmland, effect biodiversity, woodlands and rural areas. Surely other brownfield sites in Oxon exist.

1663
Object because, contrary to Green Belt policy, is on farmland/countryside and would destroy peaceful rural community, increase traffic (particularly A34), increase traffic, noise pollution, set a precedent, and cause coalescence.

640 Eco Village not best solution - across scenic Green Belt, close to A34 noise and pollution, would impose huge traffic burden on A34 and Sunningwell, village would be overwhelmed.

1661 Object to Sunningwell proposal because area is outstanding countryside, damage character of village, set precedents, road infrastructure can’t cope with increase in traffic and lack necessary services.

1669
Object to Sunningwell proposal because development is in the Green Belt, sets a precedent, loss of valuable farmland and countryside, detrimental to the community, increases road infrastructure and traffic. Suggest using brownfield sites such as MOD land.

2115 Object to Penbridge proposal. Should be no breach of the Green Belt, village would be destroyed.

363 
Opposed to any intrusion into Green Belt; it would create precedent and destroy Penbridge village community.

76 Equally strong objection to other Green Belt housing. Sunningwell land by the A34 offends most of your own criteria in G4 (a) and (e).

246
Object to proposal for 2000 houses on Green Belt land at Sunningwell. Area has much beauty and wildlife; local roads and A34 would not take extra traffic; widening A34 would not help due to limits of Botley.

561
Object to proposal for 2000 houses near Lodge Hill interchange on A34, give priority to brownfield sites. Will result in loss of character of Sunningwell, impact of traffic and impact of noise on residents.

1771
Would have huge environmental impacts on Sunningwell/Abingdon and other parishes. Impact of farmland, wildlife, landscape and increase traffic (particularly A34).

268
Support the Structure Plan 2016 in general but object to the Sunningwell proposal. Development is in the area has recreational amenity, development will cause additional traffic.

1664
Oppose Penbridge proposal. Is an unspoiled village.

1662
Object to Penbridge development. Important farming/recreational area.

2013
Such a large influx of people from 'Penbridge' will have an impact on everyone in Abingdon, including services facilities, transport infrastructure.

502
Objection to proposed development in Sunningwell. Unacceptable when homes lie empty and brownfield and infill sites exist.

96
Support need for affordable/key worker housing but 6000 home development without transport infrastructure will not meet needs or reduce need to travel. Would be detrimental to local area.

77
Sunningwell is neighbouring village and has its own identity. If there are empty houses or spaces available within villages on which to build we would encourage to build there.

236
Object to proposal near Sunningwell. Important Green Belt is protected from urban sprawl. Infrastructure would be insufficient to support extra houses.

276
Proposal near Sunningwell would lead to destruction of wildlife; widening of country roads; traffic and noise; waste of farmland and enjoyment of countryside for recreation. Disused airfield at Grove could be used - perfect solution as not in Green Belt.

9
Proposal will set a precedent for continued incursion, increase population and destroy the tranquillity of the village and breaches the natural line of the A34.

204
Penbridge proposal should not be allowed to proceed. Adverse impact on the Green Belt, congestion is already considerable in the area, landscape and biodiversity should be maintained.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.
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Comments relating to Shipton-on-Cherwell Quarry (SCQ)

1397,1159


Support development at SCQ.



Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1655
Brownfield sites such as SCQ should be developed for housing 


before Greenfield land.

1652
Obvious that brownfield sites should be developed before greenfields. Support development at SCQ.

620
Brownfield land for housing is preferable to the use of greenfield land, the use of SCQ for a housing site be vigorously investigated.

1643
Brownfield sites should be in preference to any greenfield development. SCQ would solve housing problems. Is in a good location near a railway and affordable housing could be provided.

1653
Support developing certain brownfield sites e.g. SCQ to meet needs for affordable housing and obligatory housing quota.

2834
SCQ is ideal site as Oxford is short of housing, would be accessible once railway built. Concerned that not enough affordable housing is being built. Greenfield land will have to be used in future, but first use all brownfield land.

635
Support proposal to exploit SCQ and similar brownfield sites before greenfield sites are considered.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.
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477 
Not convinced that this is an appropriate place for such a proposed new development. In reality would generate significant levels of traffic onto the local road network. Would cause further congestion and road safety problems.

1654
Brownfield sites in general are not good if they are close to existing population. Large scale developments should be limited to new sites away from towns/villages so that adequate roads feeding into work/shopping areas can be built. SCQ will bring more traffic.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.
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1654
Brownfield sites are not good if they are close to the existing population, SCQ will bring more traffic.  Site should be considered as a nature reserve.

Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1439
Astounded by plan advertised for housing at SCQ. Concerned as it is in top 2/3 bird breeding sites in county.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



Policy H2

117 individual representations supporting policy H2 for the following reasons:

· Support maximum of 100 dwellings. More would cause traffic problems. 

· The amount of development is suitable for a sustainable community in a rural location and will enable environmental improvements to the site.

· The amount of dwellings has been agreed after many years of consultation.

· H2 reflects the decision of the Secretary of State and views of Cherwell District Council.


Support welcomed.

1415, 2825

Object to policy H2


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

364
Upper Heyford is ideal site for 5000 houses – brownfield, railway station, could justify new Ardley station. Smaller development would be isolated with no public transport and minimal provision of services.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2577
Refers to the development having to be appropriate to the location and surroundings without making it clear that this is primarily the Cold War landscape that needs to be preserved as such. Para 7.7 refers to the comprehensive development brief. In the case of Upper Heyford there is a requirement for a conservation management plan and this should be mentioned as a fundamental aspect of allowing the enabling development. In particular the stated approach of protecting individual buildings should be replaced by the aim to protect the airfield and Cold War landscape.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.
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1755
Reconsider Upper Heyford in light of PPG3 and Secretary of State’s decision. Should not be accepted as appropriate solely on basis of environmental improvements. There are other more sustainable locations, in particular Bicester.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1728
Upper Heyford is unsustainable and does not meet the wider needs of Oxfordshire. Re-direct allocation to more sustainable locations e.g. edge of Oxford.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1798
Increase number of houses at Upper Heyford to 3000 to reduce need for further development north east of Didcot and around Oxford.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

696
Upper Heyford should be a new town of 15-20,000 people to take pressure off Bicester, Didcot and Oxford. Was a major town in time of US Services.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

102
Major housing development would be disastrous for environment and surrounding villages. Brownfield sites closer to shops/leisure facilities or renovating derelict properties where there is infrastructure would be more appropriate.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2585
Concerned about impact of development on M40, in particular junction 10. Question if meets PPG13 criteria. Identify measures in plan to meet transport needs without increasing pressure on M40. Transport assessment must consider impact of development on trunk road network.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2556
Support if development is low impact and mixed use to minimise travel. Refer in H2 to potential for renewable energy generation to make dwellings zero emission.


Noted. Policy G6 encourages new development to be energy efficient. Policy H2 refers to other uses that should be provided including employment opportunities.

Recommendation: no change to policy H2. 



1348
Suggest further details are given of what infrastructure is proposed to support 1000 new dwellings.


This is a matter for the local plan/development framework and the revised comprehensive planning brief to be prepared by the district council. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H2.



2577
Policy H2(a) must include reference to the heritage potential of the site in order to avoid conflict with other policies in the plan.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2568
Concerned that no strategic scale development has yet come forward. EIP Panel asked to consider if H2 remains appropriate to Structure Plan.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1765
Are the 1000 houses included in the allocation for Cherwell? Refer to opportunity site presents to provide affordable housing.


Yes, the houses proposed at Upper Heyford are included in the number of houses for Cherwell District. The proportion of affordable housing appropriate at the site will be a matter for the District Council to determine in light of local needs. 



1422, 1676 


Refer to provision for healthcare needs resulting from development inline with G3.


The Plan should be read as a whole, therefore it is not necessary to be more specific in policy H2. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H2.



488
Upper Heyford is wasted – it sustained a large number of military and civilian personnel. Should use biggest brownfield site.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

1770
Upper Heyford is an unsustainable location. Delete and redistribute to main towns focussing on Banbury.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

2625
Modify H2 to provide strategic guidance for future use and redevelopment of the site and for preparation of new Comprehensive Planning Brief. In H2a) delete “maximum” and “including existing dwellings”. Refer to “about 1000 dwellings”. Delete b) and replace with clause based on b) and c) in the adopted Structure Plan.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to Panel recommendations.

Policy H3

1317, 2811, 529, 2589


Support 


Support welcomed. 



1336 
Increased density not compatible with rural locations - relies on style of construction - clearer guidance needed.


The highest densities are being sought in urban areas, but with good design in principle it should be possible to build at higher densities in smaller settlements. The policy requires all development proposals to be in keeping with the character of the area. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.



269
Minimum 30 dwellings per hectare will impose unacceptable restriction on living space; older lower density properties will appreciate in value and become unaffordable; occupiers will discover disadvantages too late to move; maximum density should be 20 dwellings per hectare and 35 dwellings per hectare in towns.


The densities proposed are in accordance with Government policy in PPG3. The policy includes the caveat that development must be of high quality design, and this should include creating satisfactory living environments. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.

2634
Support principle of higher densities but not Structure Plan matter to require specific densities particularly if in excess of Government advice. 50 dwellings per hectare may not be appropriate if results in height/bulk which harms character of a conservation area. If not removed should recognise that locations well served by public transport are often in historic town centres. Refer to development being in character and that precise densities are matter for districts to determine.


Average densities of housing development in the county over recent years has been about 25 dwellings per hectare. Increasing densities to make best use of land resources in line with Government policy is considered to be a strategic issue for the county that can be influenced through the Plan. The policy requires the character of the area to be taken into account, and other policies in the Plan will also need to be considered that together provide sufficient safeguards. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3. 



1362
50 dwellings per hectare not always achievable in rural areas. Blanket requirement contradictory to other policies in the plan where character of settlements important. Also well served by public transport means more than one an hour. Policy should take account of nature of settlement and if well served by public transport. Acknowledge that this means a frequency of more than one an hour.


The highest densities are being sought in urban areas. Overall densities of 30 dwellings per hectare are being sought. Caveats concerning public transport availability and to safeguard the character of the area are included in the policy, and this together with other relevant policies in the Plan is considered to provide sufficient guidance. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.



1380 
Support for high density developments.


Support welcomed.

1410  
50 dwellings per hectare is totally unsuitable for market towns and villages. Maybe suitable for Oxford City. Reduce maximum density for market towns and villages to 40 per hectare.


The higher densities are being sought in urban areas, not villages, and H3 refers to the need to take the character of the area into account. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.



1726
Rephrase H3 in similar way to PPG3 in terms of density e.g. between 30-50 dwellings per hectare and also set in context of looking at character of the area as a whole.


The policy gives the range of densities in PPG3, but clarifies where densities at the higher end of the range will be sought. PPG3 states that greater intensities of development can be sought in locations with good public transport accessibility. H3 refers to the need to take into account the character of the area. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.



1740
H3 para 7.10 unacceptably prescriptive. Densities of 30/at least 50 dwellings per hectare not always appropriate. Rigid adherence could conflict with other criteria e.g. character. Provision of range of dwelling types/sizes should not be precluded. No mention of rural areas. Insert "normally" into H3 about densities to be sought. Reword 7.10 to add flexibility so local planning authorities encourage construction of dwelling types/sizes to meet local needs rather than determined. Amend 7.9 to refer to quality of built up rather than urban areas.


The policy requites the character of the area to be taken into account and that proposals should include a range of dwelling types. The balance between these factors will need to be considered on an individual basis and the fact that they are referred to in the policy allows for this to happen. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.

1289 
Density of housing required too high. Would compromise the long term well being of those living under such conditions. Apply absolute limit of 25 dwellings per hectare. At higher densities cannot satisfy conditions of - visual privacy, freedom from noise, garaging, private gardens. Emphasis on cycling and public transport laughable - people will not accept implicit lifestyle restrictions.


Making best use of land through increasing densities is Government policy. With careful design it is possible to build at the densities suggested in policy H3 and create satisfactory living environments. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.

2574 
Imposition of a minimum density without caveats could lead to inappropriate development particularly on smaller windfall sites in rural areas - cumulative impact of high density infill can quickly erode character. Text does not recognise rural dimension. Modify H3 and supporting text to recognise that higher residential densities should be steered to urban areas, but should not be at the expense of the character and quality of the local environment. See PPG3 section on rural housing.


The policy does contain caveats which together with other policies in the Plan is considered to provide sufficient safeguards to local character. Higher densities are sought within urban areas, compared to 30 dwellings per hectare generally. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.

1247 
Up to 50 dwellings per hectare may not be appropriate in rural areas, small villages, may impact on existing properties. A range of dwelling types and sizes is needed rather than uniform 'little boxes'.

642
Support H3 but high density is appropriate mainly in urban/suburban areas. In village settings density and style of housing should be in keeping with surrounding properties.


The higher densities are being sought in urban areas, not small villages, and refers to the need to take the character of the area into account. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.

1763 
Housing densities contrary to PPG3 - that all housing should be in locations well served by public transport. Revise to promote development between 30-50 dwellings (net). Greater densities where especially good/high frequency public transport.


The policy gives the range of densities in PPG3, but clarifies where densities at the higher end of the range will be sought. PPG3 states that greater intensities of development can be sought in locations with good public transport accessibility. H3 refers to the need to take into account the character of the area. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.



2556
Use of dwellings per hectare as measure without qualification is too vague to guide policy. Adopt densities of BedZED development as standard for all housing/mixed development. Include important aspects of amenity and live/work space.


The level of guidance given is appropriate to a structure plan. More detail would be a matter for local plans/local development frameworks. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.  

1428
PPG3 suggests densities of 30-50 dwellings per hectare and minimum of 30 dwellings per hectare would be more appropriate. New development should respect and not exceed surrounding densities in interests of maintaining quality of life for existing residents. Delete third sentence requiring 50 dwellings per hectare. Amend second sentence of H3 to read "Higher densities NOT EXCEEDING EXISTING DENSITIES MAY be sought on sites within urban areas etc... New housing development should."


The policy gives the range of densities in PPG3, but clarifies where densities at the higher end of the range will be sought. PPG3 states that greater intensities of development can be sought in locations with good public transport accessibility. H3 refers to the need to take into account the character of the area. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.

1423 
Density of 50 ha will be the problem areas of the future. Support 30-40 dwellings in urban areas.


Making best use of land through increasing densities is Government policy. With careful design it is possible to build at the densities suggested in policy H3 and create satisfactory living environments. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.



1765 
Give prevalence to higher density development. This does mean high rise and should not de done rigidly so that additional land is reduced.


Noted.

1385
Housing developments of 30 homes per hectare - policy should explain how this is achievable and it needs to relate to design as well as density.


The policy refers to the need to demonstrate that high quality of design will be achieved. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.



1746
Support H3. Consider major extensions - as proposed at Bicester - planned as mixed communities sustainable way forward.


Support welcomed.

14
Sustainability of environment around and within rural towns e.g. Wantage and Grove.  Include policy to protect and enhance environment by creating green and wildlife spaces within new housing development.


The policy refers to the need to demonstrate a high quality of design. This would include open space and landscaping that helps to create satisfactory and attractive living environments. The detailed planning of this is a matter for district councils. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.



1250 
Amend H3 a) to read "be designed to a high quality taking into account" as housing development cannot "demonstrate" anything.


Agree. The suggested wording would be an improvement. 

Recommendation: that policy H3a) be amended by replacing “demonstrate that a high quality of design will be achieved” with “be designed to a high quality”.



659
Need low cost housing for single people near City centre. Don't believe the demand for 3/4 bed houses on Green Belt, 30% of bedrooms will be unoccupied. Resource could be spent on accommodation for single people.


Noted.

365 
Quantity and density of housing at Grove will have major impact on A338, A420, A415 Cothill Boars Hill commuter route. 


Developers forced to these densities will not fund enough infrastructure and transport improvements.


The issue of the ability of development proposed at Grove to provide necessary infrastructure was debated at the EIP. See Panel report and OCC response to panel recommendations.

465 
H3 and H4 are social engineering in restricting freedom of owner occupiers to make reasonable planned modifications to their dwellings and on resale to accept any reasonable offer.


The policies do not preclude alterations being made to dwellings. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.

1348 
Welcome the acknowledgement that design standards of new developments should be high and contribute to the local community. Also welcome acknowledgement that some sensitive green field sites may be considered to meet affordable housing need.


Support welcomed.

1422 
Proportion of people with mobility impairments will increase with longer life expectancies. At least 15% of all new market housing should be designed to lifetime homes standards or equivalent. Will help make more efficient use of NHS health facilities. Amend H3 to refer to need for Development Plans to identify specific levels of provision for Lifetime Homes or to address this issue in supplementary planning guidance.


This issue is covered in the explanatory text para 7.11. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.

2817 
Object to Plan laying down minimum densities, particularly 50 dwellings per hectare that would be likely to operate in Oxford. Densities must be flexible enough to take account of special environmental characteristics at local level. Suggest densities only given as suggestions and state that lower densities will be allowed to fit local environmental considerations.


Making best use of land through increasing densities is Government policy. With careful design it is possible to build at the densities suggested in policy H3 and create satisfactory living environments. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.

2714 
Plan thinks in terms family housing. 50% of households are single person. Should be higher proportion of flats/studios for single workers, working parents with large safe playground, elderly. Follow continental model - 6/8 well designed flats in one block.

1404
Agree with general theme of density and need for good quality and design. Provision of flats should be considered - 3-4 floors high, for singletons/couples without children who do not want gardens to maintain.


The size and type of dwellings to be built are matters for district councils to determine according to local circumstances. This is encouraged in H3b), which also recognises the need for dwellings for smaller households. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H3.

Policy H4

Support H4

2811) 529) 1317) 1810)


Support welcomed.

224
Amend affordable to cheap or subsidised. If intention is subsidised say so and make clear costs of housing planned and how will be paid for. Key workers defined as public sector - already paid for by taxation. Allow market forces to determine housing mix.

1289
Affordable housing must mean housing that falls below normal standards or is subsidised directly or indirectly by purchasers of adjacent properties. This is wrong in principle. Reword or reduce proportion to 20%.


The term affordable housing and the intention to seek its [provision through the planning system is in accordance with Government advice. The intention of the policy is also an issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response. 

1726
Level of provision in overall housing figure is insufficient to meet affordable housing requirements in H4. Will need to release further greenfield land to achieve 50% affordable housing.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response. 

689 
Support policy guidance on affordable housing. Provides indication of countywide need to give indication of the scale of overall requirements, as suggested in response to issues paper.


Support welcomed.

2590
Support H4, but important that all districts make effort towards increasing affordable and key worker housing provision to avoid extra pressure on Oxford. Local Planning Authorities should decide need based on local assessments. Amend H4 to make clear all districts will be expected to make a substantial contribution towards meeting county target and that amount of affordable and key worker housing should be based on local need assessments. Wording to policy suggested.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1407 
Object to H4 - not clear what policy is saying; 50% is not supported by sufficient evidence.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

269 
Proposed 50% target is gross social engineering, will depreciate adjacent housing and create ghettos; will be seen as subsidised by the rest of housing market. Restrict affordable housing to 25% and reject proposal for 50%.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1731 
Delete H4 - too prescriptive and inappropriate for a Structure Plan. Housing needs should be determined locally.

1728
H4 is too detailed and more suitable to a Local Plan. County-wide target is too specific and inflexible. Does not conform to advice in C6/98.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1410 
This proposal is contrary to the plan aim of reducing car and travel.


Reduction of the affordable target to 50% and more effort put to find ways of building affordable housing for key workers throughout the district and county.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1740  
50% affordable housing target is unreasonably high and may not be attainable as recognised in para 7.16. Amend H4 and text to reflect current national policy and practice in relation to the provision of affordable housing.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1348
Welcome provision for affordable housing. Hope that affordable housing is created through a range of tenures to support needs of a varied population. Seek clarification on how many of these homes will be for key workers.


Support welcomed. The proportion of homes for key workers will be determined by the district councils, and partly informed by recent research into key worker housing need in Oxfordshire undertaken on behalf of the Oxfordshire Community Partnership.

126 
Support target for provision of affordable housing. Rather than a percentage of new build for affordable housing, should be that only affordable housing can be allowed where the existing proportion available is less that 25%.


Support welcomed. The affordable housing target was an issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1502
Level of affordable housing is unrealistically high - could reduce supply of land for housing. 50% does not allow affordable housing to be pepper potted on estates. Amend to 25%. 


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

2634
Support 50% target as an indication of scale of need in county. Would be clearer if in second sentence delete "the amount" & replace with "the proportion of affordable housing to be sought". Rephrase first sentence of para 7.17 to state that C6/98 enables local authorities to set lower thresholds if they can be justified. Unclear why OCC will generally support lower thresholds given limited role and districts have to fully justify.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response. The comments on the explanatory text can be taken into account when it is redrafted prior to adoption.

772 
Affordable homes should be built in small developments in rural areas to enable young people to remain in their communities. Some could be built in villages such as the Hendreds, without affecting character.


The general strategy and housing policies allow for small scale development in rural areas to meet local needs. The district councils may also allow small scale affordable housing development in villages that would not normally be granted planning permission where local surveys have indicated a need. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H4.



1727
Delete policy. H4 is too detailed for Structure Plan. Need must be established locally by districts. Countywide target is over prescriptive, inflexible and inappropriate. H4 does not accord with advice in C6/98.



Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1715 
Prescribing 50% threshold is contrary to C6/98 para 7. Remove 50% figure as it is unrealistically high and is counter productive. H4 should be more general in nature, and reflect guidelines in RPG9 policy H4.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

436 
Support aims of Plan and H4 that 50% of new housing is affordable. Hope this will apply to shared ownership housing. Stronger lead from OCC to districts and joined up thinking. 


Support welcomed. The Oxfordshire Community Partnership is taking a lead on coordinating action on planning issues in relation to the provision of affordable housing

1701
Delete target. Replace with reference to appropriate level being sought on site by site basis reflecting identified need and other material considerations including scheme viability. Insert site size threshold in line with PPG3.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1412
Circular 6/98 states structure plans should not provide detailed guidance. Should not impose target on districts. H4 does not allow flexibility to respond to local circumstances. Could prejudice economic viability of development involving previously developed land and will have negative effect on supply of affordable housing in Oxford. Re-wording suggested.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1251 
Support 50% requirement.


Support welcomed.

1791  
50% is not achievable - reduce to 30%.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1414
High proportion of affordable housing may affect deliverability of marginal schemes particularly on previously developed land outside Oxford. Amend H4 to provide more flexible framework. Each district should reflect on own circumstances. 


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1409 
Support H4 but concerned that mix between different types of affordable housing should be closely monitored so it provides the right type of housing for people who live and work locally and not commuters or investors.


Noted.

1714
Object to 50% affordable housing requirement. An unrealistic level will be constraint to bringing forward housing development. Loss of land value will constrain ability of schemes to provide adequate infrastructure, services and facilities. 


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1247 
Such policies may profoundly affect the appearances of rural villages, and could be too high. Large developments within or adjoining settlements need particular study before implementation.


Noted.

1415 
Support approach to Upper Heyford but scale of development is insufficient to create a sustainable settlement. Subject to more detailed work by Cherwell DC may be appropriate to further restrict the scale of new housing development.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

736
Allocation of public funds or surcharging development for provision of 50% affordable housing is a misuse of resources when there is no clear legal framework for continuing affordable tenancies after right to buy or job changes have taken place. Delete - policy acts as sop to avert attention from the undesirable effects of Government fiscal and planning policies which result in an inflationary housing market.


The term affordable housing and the intention to seek its provision through the planning system is in accordance with Government advice. The intention of the policy is also an issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

2651 Planning gain from a site is not only for affordable housing. Lower target to 30%.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

2620 
H4 indicates that the amount of affordable housing will be based on an assessment of local need. As the 50% target is aspirational, based on RPG9, the figure should be amended to state "up to 48% of all new housing" to be more consistent with PPG3 and Circular 6/98.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1250
Welcome the target of 50% affordable housing. Incorporate idea of seeking contributions from commercial development for affordable housing into policy to give more weight. Inconsistencies between districts could have implications for economic development. 


Support welcomed. In light of the EIP Panel’s recommendations on policy H4 incorporating the idea of seeking contributions to affordable housing from commercial development is not considered to be appropriate. However, there appears to be no reason why it should not remain in the explanatory text. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H4.



1419 
Support provision of affordable housing, but houses need to have reasonable size gardens and public open spaces. Concerned at density proposed.


Noted. Policy H3 encourages higher density housing development, but in the context of achieving high quality of design and layout to create attractive and safe areas for residents.

1449 
Support the policy but suspect that it may not be achievable.


Noted.

367 
H4 should be more specific about amount of affordable housing to be available for key workers. Definition of key worker needs to include police staff not just police officers. A specific percentage to be allocated to key workers.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response. Research into key worker housing need carried out by the Oxfordshire Community Partnership will help implement policy H4 by providing more information, but the precise proportion and intended occupiers are matters for the district councils to consider. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H4.



1427, 634


50% approach is insufficiently flexible to allow for local circumstances and is contrary to PPG12, PPG3 and Circular 6/98. Plan should not provide detailed guidance. Amend H4 to remove 50% target and indicate that it is for local planning authorities to set targets for affordable housing that are achievable and consistent with the planned and future levels of housing provision.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1713
50% affordable housing provision is excessive and unjustified. Will be serious constraint to bringing forward housing development - loss of land value will constrain ability of schemes to also provide adequate infrastructure, services and facilities. Reduce proportion of housing required to be affordable.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1725
H4 does not allow flexibility in preparation of local plans as in PPG3. Reword H4 "Each Local Planning Authority should carry out a robust housing needs assessment and determine the level of affordable housing required in the district based on this assessment." Refer to The Local Housing Needs Assessment: A Guide to Good Practice in text.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1719
Plan should not set quotas for provision of affordable housing. OCC has not undertaken survey to justify level of housing need. C6/98 does not indicate role for structure plans in setting thresholds. Should be decided in production of local plans. Replace H4 with general policy requiring local plans to assess the need for affordable housing and to make appropriate provision.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

687 
Support general objectives of H4 to encourage provision of a significant % of affordable housing within housing developments.


Support welcomed.

1392 
Crucial to sorting out housing problem that 50% affordable housing and large areas of housing are possible.


Noted.

1385   Object to 50% affordable housing. Need to state how it is achievable and show good examples.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1380 
H4 - increase target to 70%. How - if high price of housing brought down, achieved by releasing more land overriding Green Belt if necessary. Also less economic development until housing market in balance.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1362
50% target laudable but unrealistic. Adopt more realistic target.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1338 
The target of at least 50% is slightly above the RPG range but this is to be welcomed in a county with high house prices.


Support welcomed.

1350
50% is too high as a requirement. Suggest 30% based on site assessments, development costs, local need and type of development. Revise H4 to include 50% as possible target.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1330 
Support inclusion of minimum target including key workers. Welcome policy to make permanent and enforceable arrangements to ensure benefits are passed to subsequent occupiers.


Support welcomed.

1809 
Welcome the highlighting of the need for affordable housing. Provision in villages is particularly important, but availability of suitable land is a problem. Small scale development and smaller dwellings on the edge of villages is welcomed.


Support welcomed.

1773
Policy is unrealistic. To pay for affordable housing developers would have to price their remaining houses at an unsaleable level. Land should be made available for housing association housing or on exception sites.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1778
Support provision of affordable housing. This is needed in Bicester area, especially for key workers and people who grow up in the area and cannot afford to buy a house there.


Noted.

1301
Strongly support policy which is needed to underpin the efforts of various agencies to address the shortage of affordable housing in Oxon. 


Support welcomed.

1378
Higher provision than 30% is unrealistic in Cherwell. Needs to be flexibility in applying H4 until funding of affordable housing is improved by Government, without weakening important message that there is a large need for affordable housing in Oxon. Reference to target in text needs clarification. Need to have regard to development economics and infrastructure provision. 


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

2626, 2624, 2627, 2629, 2630


Object to requirement for 50% affordable housing: basing on regional indicator is not justified, crude and misleading; no reference to circumstances of individual areas; contrary to C6/98; likely to constrain housing. Remove 50% requirement. Place greater emphasis on determining affordable housing levels at local level based on up to date needs assessments. Delete reference in para 7.17 to OCC supporting reduced affordable housing levels below C6/98 levels.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

365 
Quantity and density of housing at Grove will have major impact on A338 A420 A415 Cothill Boars Hill commuter route. Developers forced to these densities will not fund enough infrastructure and transport improvements.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

2588 
In Henley we have calculated that at least 80% affordable housing is required in order to provide key worker accommodation. Increase the percentage for areas of high need and/or high house prices to at least 80%. Please confirm 'at least 50%' applies to all sites of more than two sites.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

2814
All affordable housing built should remain as this. Should consider written agreements so would-be buyers would be prevented from enlarging/altering building and potentially removing its affordability.


This is a detailed issue that is a matter for the district councils to consider. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H4.

2568
Affordable housing target based on reference to need in RPG9 but this is not a target to be adopted without reference to delivery via viable schemes. Also relies on changes to Government policy and funding for delivery. PPG12 says must have regard to likely resources available and base policies on realistic assumptions.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1366
Support H4. Will give support to district councils in requiring a high proportion of affordable housing across county - desperately needed.


Support welcomed.

2617
Best way to increase affordable housing provision is to ensure more houses are built in total. Illogical to subdivide affordable housing component of whole provision unless needs assessments have taken account of operation of whole housing market. Target will lead to larger shortfall of general housing. Affordable housing should not be concentrated solely on social housing.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1749
Level of affordable housing has not been informed by up to date county needs assessment. Target is inappropriate. At 50% viability of schemes and willingness of landowners to release land is questionable.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1739
50% affordable housing excessive and not justified in text. Unclear if is county average or to be achieved in all districts. Plans should only have general affordable housing reference and have only limited role in C6/98. H4 in adopted Plan is drafted in appropriate way and should be carried forward into new draft Plan.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

2568
Para 7.18 refers to requiring contributions to affordable housing from commercial development - C1/97 states may only seek rather than require. Must also demonstrate what is being sought meets tests in C1/97. Amend to reflect C1/97.


Noted. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

655
To protect the interests of those who have financial need and are not key workers, separate percentage targets should be established for these two groups.

1676 
Support provision of key worker housing as part of affordable housing provision. Appropriate level needs to be identified in LPs informed by local needs assessments. Include statement in H4 that "Development plans should also include specific targets for the provision of key worker and supported housing".


The proportion of housing to meet general affordable and key worker housing needs is a matter for the district councils to determine in light of local circumstances. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H4.

2544 
All affordable housing should have off-street parking. Proposals for development in villages to meet local needs must take into account consideration of mining and landfill sites extra traffic before deciding to expand nearby village.


Noted.

1766 
Some landowners will not release land if excessive percentage of affordable housing is demanded. It is for each LA to demonstrate appropriate demand. Suggest levels set out in Plan for each area based on assessment rather than automatic demand.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

2822
50% target unrealistic - reduce to 25-30%. Evidence that some landowners prefer to sell rather than meet targets of 40-50%.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1411
Exception sites only provide small % of sites. Affordable housing from planning gain negligible due to sites size in rural areas. Provide incentive in rural areas to build affordable housing by permitting 1/2 market houses. Local planning authorities put too much weight on other factors in considering exception sites; consider allocating land for affordable housing; use means other than S106 to control occupancy; clearly define affordable; affordable housing in right location, range of house types, linked to jobs and services.


The policies in the Plan allow for small scale development to take place in villages. The threshold of site above which a proportion of affordable housing is sought is a matter for district councils to determine, but the County Council supports the districts in setting lower thresholds than in PPG3 as small sites make a significant contribution to overall housing supply. Exception sites have made a small contribution to date but are an important way of avoiding high land costs that are associated with land allocated for housing. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H4.



2817 
Support 50% target as housing need in Oxford region justifies it.


Support welcomed.

2628
Policy is contrary to Circular 9/98. Reword to remove 50% requirement. Plans should not seek to prescribe levels of affordable housing. Place greater emphasis on the need for affordable housing levels to be determined at local level and as a result of up-to-date assessments of need.

Key Workers: not the purpose of the Plan to categorise specific needs for affordable housing. Delete reference to housing for key workers from H4. Amend H4 to read 'assessments of local housing needs of the 


whole community (i.e. market and affordable).


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

2631 
Target based on regional need estimate not justified - crude with no reference to local circumstances. Target contrary to C6/98. Level of affordable housing likely to constrain development. Delete 50% requirement. Place greater emphasis on need for affordable housing levels to be determined at local level based on up to date need assessments. Delete reference in para 7.17 to OCC supporting reduced affordable housing thresholds below C6/98 levels.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1697
Object to 50% - is unjustified and excessive. Will be a serious constraint to bringing forward housing because land value lost through affordable housing demands will constrain the ability to provide services, infrastructure and facilities. Reduce the proportion.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

2616 
Requirement for 50% affordable housing goes beyond advice in PPG3 and proposed revisions. No reference made to site size threshold/commercial viability. Delete reference to 50%. Replace with reference to an appropriate level being sought and negotiated on site by site basis reflecting need identified and material factors including scheme viability. Insert site size threshold in line with PPG3.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

2618, 2619

 
Realistic evidence of need and costs to developer must be taken into account - best dealt with by local planning authorities on site by site basis. Could inhibit release of previously developed land and encourage proposals designed to avoid affordable housing threshold. Delete reference to 50% requirement. Refer in text to advantages of greenfield releases on edges of settlements as providing the highest level certainty for delivering affordable housing.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

2650 
Oxfordshire is asking for 50% affordable housing. This is not the experience in Wantage with various cramped developments going ahead. Don't think many key workers can afford.


Noted.

1423
50% target laudable but in practice not possible without putting up land/house prices. Reduce to 30% - achievable.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

807 
Support H4. Trend of house price increases has resulted in a serious mismatch between need and availability of homes accessible to key workers and others on low/middle incomes. Efforts to overcome this are urgently needed.


Support welcomed.

2573
If exceptional circumstances of need exist, is matter for local planning authorities to respond to. No need for reference in Structure Plan. High level of housing need and high house prices are inadequate measures to advocate 50% target - they do not reflect wider range of factors.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1747   50% affordable housing unrealistic - only 18% achieved so far; RPG9 refers to affordable housing provision where needed and location appropriate; affordable housing estimate in RPG9 is indicative not target; county target may mean affordable housing where not needed. Policy in adopted Plan remains appropriate and provides scope for districts to determine Local Plan policies which derive from their own needs assessments.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

2574
Message of H4 will be endorsed by Oxon districts but 50% affordable housing unlikely to be achieved in short term given level of permissions and fetters of Government policy. Higher affordable housing provision could reduce developer funding availability for other infrastructure.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

2643
Object to 50% target. Reference to countywide guidance could be mentioned in text but percentage for each site should be determined at local level. Change first sentence to, 'Provision will be made for affordable housing where this will meet specific local needs'.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

2573
Approach to affordable housing provision misconceived, contrary to PPG3 and C6/98. Need to consider site specific matters. Needs assessments are matters for districts - no county study to justify target. Delete first sentence of H4 and replace with "Local authorities will include policies to secure a proportion of affordable housing, including housing for key workers, on housing sites of a reasonable size."


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1679
Delete H4. Plan not the place to set out proportion of affordable housing. Need up to date housing needs survey for each district. Affordable housing should not be required on sites below thresholds in PPG.



Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1763   50% unduly restrictive and will reduce viability of sites coming forward. Delete and replace with strategic oriented policy to allow local plans to apply target. 'In providing for housing development in accordance with Policy H1, Local Plans should ensure that adequate provision is made for affordable housing, based on an assessment of need'.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1764
Object to 50%. H4 should refer to importance of providing affordable housing within development and recognise the specific level should reflect circumstances on a site by site basis in line with circular and draft PPG3 - detailed policies should be included in local plans.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

459
ACTVaR has published a guide to affordable housing to help ensure consistency in defining and providing affordable housing across the three counties. Would be helpful to include a reference to the guide, and to know it has been taken into account.


This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

1435
Support idea of 50% affordable housing, but affordability should not be achieved by reducing sizes and standards.


Noted.

1763
Delete reference to lower site size thresholds. Para 10, Circular 9/98 confirms that such a measure should be undertaken in exceptional circumstances and only through the Local Plan process.


The reference in the explanatory text to lower site thresholds is intended to support the district councils should they decide this approach is justified. It is not proposed that the County Council do this through the Structure Plan. This can be clarified further when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



2842
H4 has ridiculous implications - every other house on large developments will be social housing for rent. Private owners will be paying part of subsidy as developers will pass on cost. Cherwell DC cannot make 30% stick. Reduce 50% to 30%.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1415
High target may be counterproductive. Affects deliverability, in particular previously developed sites, house prices and sites coming forward. Amend to make flexible and dependent on local circumstances.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1771
Support but add to text how affordable housing will be retained as affordable and not allowed to become subject to market forces over time and through consecutive ownerships.


This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

2556
Agree with 50% target. Qualify H4 by setting minimum density size above which target applies. Development of two or more houses should include 50% affordable housing.


The thresholds of size of development above which a proportion of affordable housing will be sought is a matter for the district councils to determine. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H4. 



2573
Reference to RPG9 is misleading. There is no 48% target. Provisional indicator that 18-19,000 homes in ROSE area should be affordable is not a target and RPG does not justify. RPG9 also emphasise need to consider at local level.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1426
Main landholders in Oxon often in public sector where there is also a large demand for affordable housing. Through its influence OCC could be leading in supporting organisations to review their land banks and through PFI initiatives to help solve housing shortfall.


Noted. The Oxfordshire Community Partnership is developing joint working on increasing the provision of affordable housing by various means.

1754
Housing needs vary. Minimum percentage is inappropriate. County average may only have benefit for monitoring performance. Affordable housing is local plan/site specific matter. Reference to key workers inappropriate. Are within generality of affordable housing. Delete first sentence in H4. Insert new policy dealing with OCC land disposals at less than market consideration and in particular to provide key worker housing in specific cases.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1755
Provision of 50% affordable housing as norm across county contrary to C6/98. Responsibility of local planning authorities to demonstrate lack of affordable housing based on up to date need assessments. No substantial information provided to support county target and local circumstances not taken into account. Para 7.17 should reflect guidance in C6/98 on criteria for assessing affordable housing policies - thresholds, proximity to local services, development costs etc. County target not necessary and should be deleted.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

2586
Support high priority given to affordable housing. Pleased definition is in line with regional working definition and supports innovative forms of ownership. Concerns - is H4 right place to encourage measures to retain benefits, is 50% target deliverable? Suggest include in text. High target may inhibit overall housing development - suggest OCC undertakes research on viability.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1428
Object to 50% affordable housing target in interests of maintaining quality of living and balance of community for existing residents. Amend first sentence of H4 to read "In balance with existing communities, up to 50%..." Replace 50% in first sentence of para 7.16.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1422
Support provision of key worker housing as part of affordable housing. Identify appropriate level of provision in plans informed by local needs assessments. Difficulties recruiting/retaining staff undermine NHS service delivery. Also need provision for supported housing. Include new third sentence in H4 "Development plans will also include specific targets for the provision of key worker and supported housing."


The specific reference to key worker housing in the policy provides sufficient guidance to encourage the districts councils to make provision for key workers. The wording suggested is not therefore considered to be necessary. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H4.

1500   Support emphasis on devolving local planning to local needs.


Support welcomed.

2568
Support OCC’s intention to increase affordable housing provision, but insufficient local justification demonstrated to pursue policy not fully in line with PPG3, C6/98, and RPG9. May have impact on overall housing supply. Unclear how would operate – Local Plans have range of targets. OCC will need to provide robust, up to date evidence to EIP to justify stance and policy.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1758
Requirement for 50% affordable housing contradicts second sentence which introduces rationale for assessing amount on each site. 50% requirement is contrary to C6/98 and is not justified, is unrealistic, and may result in less land being brought forward. Should follow circular guidance to ensure certainty and fairness. H4 should be reworded. Detailed wording suggested.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1762
Level of affordable housing provision need to be based on local need assessments carried out by local planning authorities - inappropriate for Plan to set 50% target. Inappropriate to lower site thresholds. Exceptional cases are only to be made by local planning authorities. No definition of affordable housing given. Delete policy - suggested change given. Also delete para 7.15, 7.16 & 7.17.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1770
C6/98 states affordable housing should be sought by negotiation on suitable sites based on need; targets can only be expressed as a number not proportion of all housing. Indicative target number of homes acceptable. Delete 50% target and replace with county-wide number formulated using results of locally based needs surveys.


Issue debated at EIP – see Panel report and OCC response.

1765 Do not believe affordable housing is given sufficient weight in Plan. Broadly support 50% target but must be supported by detailed guidance in policy to districts. Need greater analysis of key worker issues and different categories of affordable housing. Plan fails to include details of how affordable housing will be monitored. Include affordable housing monitoring target in policy. No reference to special needs housing or supported housing. Refer to supported housing in H4 or separate policy. Rural needs - include separate policy together with an exceptions policy.


The policy is drafted to give an appropriate level of guidance for a structure plan. The district councils will develop more detailed policies in their local plans/development frameworks. The Council accepted at the EIP the need to develop a monitoring framework. However, an affordable housing target is already included in policy H4. Although homes for life are referred to in para 7.11, reference to special needs housing could be referred to in the explanatory when it is redrafted prior to adoption. Rural issues are dealt with in para 7.19. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H4. 



1809
Provision of homes for life is seen as a step forward but there is no reference to accommodation for older people which is a growing need.


This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

1797
Which policies need to be changed - how much does funding need to increase by?  How seriously can the plan be taken when says planning system has no influence - serious omissions. 


Noted.

2628
Reference made to the County Council supporting reduced affordable housing thresholds, below the levels set out in 6/98 should be deleted. A reduction in thresholds below the level set out in 6/98 is acceptable only in exceptional circumstance and through the Local Plan process. 


The reference in the explanatory text to lower site thresholds is intended to support the district councils should they decide this approach is justified. It is not proposed that the County Council do this through the Structure Plan. This can be clarified further when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



1348
Would wish to know in more detail how previously developed sites are to be identified and 'potential capacity kept under review'.


Studies have been undertaken by the district councils to assess the availability of previously developed land. These will be updated periodically as local plans/development frameworks are prepared.



1348
Support need for variety of dwellings (size and development) which respond to the changing needs of an ageing population. See Housing Associations as natural providers of housing built to high specifications.


Noted.

Chapter 8 - Town Centres

REPRESENTATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Chapter 8

2568
May assist Plan users to include text to the effect that where urban 
extensions are proposed, they should either include appropriate 
services and facilities or improve those in nearby existing 
settlements.


Policy TC1 seeks to ensure that retail and other facilities are provided where new development is planned, including urban extensions. This is also covered by policy H3 and para 7.12.

1765
Surprised there is no link between housing provision and town centre 
policies given the important role that they will have to play in meeting 
housing needs. Town centre policies should be more intrinsically 
linked to housing policies.


The policies in the draft Plan should be read as a whole. The town centre and housing policies set strategic guidance on the location of housing and town centre development. Town centre policies do not preclude housing development where it compliments their function, see Policy TC2. Detailed consideration of housing development in town centres are matters for the individual district council’s in preparing their Local Plans/Local Development Frameworks.



1411
No reference to market towns in the Plan, include a statement in this 
section on market towns. The viability of the market town is 
imperative for the economic, social and environmental sustainability 
of the area. 


Policy TC1 and its explanatory text recognises the important role of other towns in the county not listed in the policy, including market towns and the need to maintain their vitality and viability (see also proposed modification to Policy E2 with regard to market towns). The identification and definition of these other towns will be matters for the individual district council’s in preparing their Local Plans/Local Development Frameworks.



1409
Welcome that there is no further substantial development plans for 
Abingdon, having taken a considerable share over recent years.


Noted.

Policy TC1

1336
Bicester and surrounding area already stretched as far as facilities, 
town centre has no space for development so out of town 
development is the only option.

1792
Concern over the location, design and environmental impacts of 
development in Bicester centre. 


Noted. The location and design of development in Bicester town centre will be a matter for Cherwell District Council in preparing their Local Development Framework. 

Recommendation: no change to policy TC1.



2618, 2619


Policy fails to provide a retail hierarchy and fails to identify the need for and suitability of those towns outside those currently listed e.g. Thame, Kidlington, Wallingford, Brightwell-cum-Sotwell.


Policy TC1 sets out a hierarchy of centres for development in the county and recognises the importance of those towns not listed in the policy. The hierarchy relating to these towns is a matter for the individual district council’s in preparing their Local Plans/Local Development Frameworks. 

Recommendation: no change to policy TC1.



1741
The identification of Witney as a county town supporting Oxford and  
as a main location for new retail and other town centre development 
is supported.


Support welcomed.

1410
Need to encourage retail uses in town centres, rather than other 
locations in order to ensure ongoing viability of the market towns.


Policy TC2 sets out the sequential approach to locating development which encourages the development of retail and other facilities in the centres of towns in the county in the first instance. 

Recommendation: no change to policy TC1 or TC2.



2621
Welcome the Plans recognition that Oxford is a sub-regional centre 
and therefore at the top of the county’s hierarchy of centres. 


Support welcomed.

1787
Carterton should be included in the list of main locations for retail development. Policy fails to recognise the need for and support for such development.

1680
Lack of recognition of Carterton’s needs, facilities don’t match the growing communities needs. Include in the list of main locations for development.


TC1 complements the overall development strategy and therefore lists the towns identified as strategic development locations. It would not be appropriate to include smaller towns that are not proposed to accommodate strategic scale development. The location of town centre development in those centres not listed in the policy will be a matter for the individual district council’s in preparing their Local Plans/Local Development Frameworks. 

Recommendation: no change to policy TC1.



2556, 2590


Policy should be amended to recognise the importance of Oxford’s satellite shopping centres to the vitality of communities within the city.


Policy TC1 encourages development in the district centres of Oxford in order to sustain and enhance their vitality and viability. The explanatory text of policy TC1 also recognises the important role that the district centres in Oxford perform. 

Recommendation: no change to policy TC1.



465
Abingdon should be included in the locations for development of retail facilities.


Policy TC1 encourages the development of retail and other facilities in the centres of towns in the county. The location of town centre development in those centres not listed in the policy will be a matter for the individual district council’s in preparing their Local Plan/Local Development Frameworks. 

Recommendation: no change to policy TC1.



1773
There is no room to expand Witney’s town centre.


Noted. However, the focus is to locate development in town centres followed by edge of centres if there are no suitable town centre sites. The location of town centre development or redevelopment in Witney will be a matter for West Oxfordshire district council in preparing their Local Plan/Local Development Framework. 

Recommendation: no change to policy TC1.



2616
Thame should be included in the list of ‘other main locations’ bearing in mind its size, location and catchment area.


Policy TC1 encourages the development of retail and other facilities in the centres of towns in the county. The location of town centre development in those centres not listed in the policy will be a matter for the individual district council’s in preparing their Local Plans/Local Development Frameworks. 

Recommendation: no change to policy TC1.



Policy TC2

1698
Does not set a positive framework for development. Sequential approach in the policy does not match national policy. Should indicate the scale of provision to be made in the area.


Policy TC2 sets out the sequential approach to development as set out in PPG6. The scale of new provision is a matter for the local district council’s in preparing their local plans/local development frameworks. 

Recommendation: no change to policy TC2.



1410
There should be no further out of town developments for retail uses, 
edge of town sites should also be resisted whenever possible.


Noted. The focus for new development will be in existing centres. 

1380
Development in town centres will not work as they are congested. Edge of town developments should be welcomed where they are near housing areas.


Noted. Proposals for town centre development must follow the sequential approach as set out in policy TC2. Transport considerations will be considered as part of the application process.  

1301
Note the absence of a similar policy to TC3 in the adopted Plan. Would be helpful to remedy this omission in view of the need to find a location for a village sub post office when the existing one has closed down.


The County Council is keen that rural centres continue to be viable and policies in the Plan as a whole seek to support this, but it is felt that policies for local shopping in villages is best addressed at the local level through the district council’s local plans/local development frameworks. 

Recommendation: no change to policy TC2.



736
There is increasing demand for ‘out of town’ shopping centres with easy access and controlled environments, provision should be made in the county of such centres.


Noted. Proposals will be considered against Policy TC1 and TC2 which follow Government policy in PPG6. 

465
Para (d) should read ‘improving accessibility and including the 
disabled and users of mobility’.
Reference to this could be included in the explanatory text. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

Recommendation: no change to policy TC2.



809, 1250


Paragraph 8.6 refers to a test of need for edge of and out-of-centre sites. This is very important and should be part of the policy, would give it more prominence and closer compliance with PPG6.


Agree. Amending policy TC2 to include reference to the test of need for edge and out of centre developments will strengthen the policy and give greater compliance with PPG6. Recommendation: that policy TC2 is amended by replacing the first paragraph with: “Major new development should be located on city or town centre sites. If there are no suitable town centre sites then edge-of-centre, followed by out-of-centre sites will be considered where the need for the development can be demonstrated, where there are no other alternatives and the development would not harm the vitality and viability of existing centres or local shops.”



2574
Recommend that TC2 is expanded to include the criteria for out of centre development currently set out in adopted policy TC4.


The criteria for assessing out of town proposals are covered by policies in the Plan as a whole, in particular G1 and TC2, and are not required to be repeated. 

Recommendation: no change to policy TC2.


2616, 1701


Requirements for development to consider vitality/viability to the extent of this policy are unreasonable. It remains for the local authority in assessing applications, not appropriate for the Structure Plan.


The Structure Plan sets the strategic framework for the consideration of major proposals for development and reflects the sequential approach in PGG6. 

Recommendation: no change to policy TC2.

2634
The phrase ‘major new development’ is unclear as the type of development addressed by this policy. Should be replaced with ‘key town centre uses which attract a large number of people’. 


The explanatory text indicates that major new development refers to retail and other key town centres uses which attract a lot of people. 

Recommendation: no change to policy TC2.

1423
Some old town centre sites are too compact to develop large supermarkets. More consideration should be given to extending supermarkets inside town boundaries.


Noted. The emphasis of the Plan is to focus development within towns - town centres first and then edge of centre sites. Centres evolve over time and it is sometimes unclear what opportunities might present themselves at a future point in time.  



2817
Consideration of out of centre sites should now be ruled out completely on sustainability, transport and economic vitality grounds.


Noted. Policy reflects Government guidance in PPG6, proposals must follow the sequential approach that seeks to locate development in town centres first followed by edge of centres.



1741
Amend paragraph (a) of policy to read ‘extending the range and quality of shops and other central facilities, including cafes and restaurants and evening activities’.


This is too detailed for a Structure Plan. These factors will be taken into account by the relevant district councils in preparing their local plans/local development frameworks. 

Recommendation: no change to policy TC2.



2556
Policy should recognise the importance of ‘satellite’ economic centres.


Policy TC1 sets out a hierarchy of centres in the county and recognises the importance of those centres not listed in the policy. The identification of these centres will be a matter for the individual district council’s in preparing their Local Plans/Local Development Frameworks. 

Recommendation: no change to policy TC2.



1777
Seek special consideration for Chipping Norton as a Cotswold Market Town, preservation of the ratio of employment to housing in the future for the town is essential.


Noted. Policy TC1 encourages the development of retail and other facilities in the centres of towns in the county. The location of town centre development in those centres not listed in the policy TC1 will be a matter for the individual district council’s in preparing their Local Plans/Local Development Frameworks. See also proposed modification to Policy E2 which seeks to provide for a limited amount of employment land in Chipping Norton. 



Paragraph 8.5

224
Object to the paragraph as it is biased against car users.


One of the objectives of the draft Plan is to locate development where it can reduce the need to travel and encourage walking, cycling and the use of public transport in line with Government policy.



Paragraph 8.7

1797
Encouraged that the actuality of internet shopping has been taken on 
board.


Support welcomed.

Chapter 9 - Recreation and Leisure 

REPRESENTATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Chapter 9

1745
Object to not having a policy supporting water based recreation, such 
as rowing. Add a policy R4 ‘Water Based Recreation’ which accepts 
the need for a new rowing lake.


Policy G3 and R1 of the Deposit Draft Plan seek to provide all types of recreational facilities, including water based recreation. A specific policy for a new rowing lake would be too specific for inclusion in the Structure Plan. 

Recommendation: no new policy to be added.



2811
Chapter is supported.



Support welcomed.

2584
General approach seems well balanced with a strong focus on 
protecting current and future need for recreation.

 
Noted.

2617
Plan could set out more fully the need for the provision of open space 
as part of a development. Should include a more detailed policy 
which reflects the most up to date guidance in PPG17, which could 
be inserted at Chapter 9 or Policy G3.

   
The assessment of need for the provision of open space as part of a development is a matter for district councils to consider in detail through preparing local plans and local development documents. Recommendation: no new policy to be added.

1773
There are inadequate policies to ensure sufficient supply of major 
recreational needs and to ensure the provision of community 
facilities.


Policy G1 and G3 of the Deposit Draft Plan provides the policy framework for the provision of new recreation and community facilities associated with new development. 

Recommendation: no new policy to be added.



2583
Disappointed that there is no policy to provide support for the 
improvement and creation of recreational and leisure facilities in the 
countryside.


Policy R1 provides for the improvement of existing countryside facilities and the creation of new outdoor facilities. Policy G3 of the Plan provides for the provision of new recreation and leisure facilities associated with new development. 

Recommendation: no new policy to be added.



Policy R1

696
Positive statements should be given that general aviation sites will be 
encouraged.  


Noted. Not however a matter for the Structure Plan.

1776, 2584, 2556, 1411, 2589 


Support policy.


Support welcomed.

2633
Concerned with the policy’s focus on countryside recreation/outdoor facilities. Unclear why a policy does not exist for all sport/recreational facilities - urban and rural, indoor and outdoor.


Policy G3 of the Draft Structure Plan seeks to provide for all recreation, leisure and community facilities associated with new development. A specific policy for recreation, leisure and community facilities was not concerned necessary as proposals could be considered in the context of other policies in the Plan i.e. policy G3. 

Recommendation: no change to policy R1.



2634
Delete first sentence. Question to what extent ‘use’ of a facility is a planning consideration, ‘optimum use’ is vague and capable of interpretation.


The policy is intended to avoid the overuse of sensitive areas that would harm the locality i.e. the need to take into account capacity to accommodate more users. Recommendation: no change to policy R1.

642
Needs to be surveys to ensure that recreational facilities are accessible from main areas of housing by pedestrians and cyclists.


Detailed assessments of new and existing recreational facilities will be considered by the local planning authorities when dealing with individual planning applications. Proposals will also be considered against policies G1 and T1 which encourage sustainable transport. 

Recommendation: no change to policy R1.


1409
In the absence of adequate public transport the use of countryside recreation facilities will be limited to those using car transport.


Noted. However, policy R1 should be read in the context of the Plan as a whole, and in particular Policy G1 which seeks to concentrate development in locations where the need to travel, particularly by private car, can be reduced and walking, cycling and the use of public transport can be encouraged. 

Recommendation: no change to policy R1.



2635
Major residential development should be charged in providing new public outdoor facilities.


Noted. The provision of new recreational and leisure facilities associated with new development is covered by policy G3 in the Plan. 

Recommendation: no change to policy R1.



2575
Hope that outdoor facilities which are not appropriate in scale and sensitive to a rural location will be opposed.


Noted. Proposals for development will be assessed against the criteria in policy R1.

2563
Support the principle that developers should be asked to provide good recreation facilities and resources, in particular on greenfield sites on the edge of towns/villages.


Support welcomed.

1336
Attempted sale of Trow Pool by Cherwell District Council opposes the policies of Oxfordshire County Council; it makes things difficult when there are differing policies in place.


Noted. Not however a matter for the Structure Plan.

Policy R2

1336
Include reference to bridleways, the circular route should be included in the Plan.


Public Rights of Way include bridleways as explained in footnote 31 on page 60 of the draft Plan. A separate reference is not necessary. 

Recommendation: no change to policy R2.



2556, 1776, 2584, 2589 


Policy is supported.


Support welcomed.

1809
Improvements to the planned maintenance of the network of the public Rights of Way by Oxfordshire County Council is seen as a need, as this activity has been low key for some time.


Noted. The maintenance of Public Rights of Way in Oxfordshire is not however a matter for the Structure Plan. Recommendation: no change to policy R2.

2575
Acknowledge the considerable work of OCC in protecting the county’s Rights of Way.


Noted.

40
Lack of inclusion of the Ridgeway as a special issue, should be made an exception to the Plans aims of encouraging access.

1449, 1409, 1411


Policy could be enhanced to protect the Ridgeway.


Noted. However, inclusion of the Ridgeway in Policy R2 would be too detailed for inclusion in the Structure Plan as this issue is not a land use planning consideration. Explanatory text could be amended to include a reference to the Ridgeway as a special issue in Oxfordshire. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

Recommendation: no change to policy R2.



2636
Reword to introduce flexibility to the prospects of changes to the existing network of Rights of Way and to any development which may bring about changes to Rights of Way.


Policy R2 sets the principle that the existing network of public rights of way should be maintained and improved. Introducing flexibility would weaken this policy. 

Recommendation: no change to policy R2.



465
Agree with protecting existing Rights of Way, provided this is without invasion of privacy. Serious problem of illegal motorcycling on Thames Path which needs to be addressed.


Noted. However, the problem of illegal motorcycling on the Thames Path is not a matter for the Structure Plan. 

Policy R3

1411
New agricultural buildings for diversification could be prevented by the policy, contrary to PPG7/PPS7.


Proposals for new agricultural buildings for diversification will need to demonstrate that they do not harm the character and environment of the River Thames, but they are not precluded. 

Recommendation: no change to policy R3.



2589, 1776, 2826, 1400, 1399, 1790, 2828, 


Support policy.


Support welcomed.

2581, 93


Plan only includes policy for the Thames. Would like to see similar policies for the Oxford Canal and Wilts and Berks Canal under an additional policy R4 – Other Waterways.


The County Council published Pre-EIP changes to the Deposit Draft Plan in April 2004. One of these changes included a commitment to include a new policy or amendments to existing policies in order to protect the character and environment of other waterways in addition to the River Thames, including the Oxford Canal and to support the restoration of the Wilts and Berks Canal. Supporting text to policy R4 will be prepared when the explanatory text to the Plan is redrafted prior to adoption. 

Recommendation: include a new policy, Policy R4 – Other Waterways

The character and environment of the Oxford Canal will be protected and where appropriate enhanced.

The historic route of the Wilts and Berks Canal and appropriate alternative routes where this is not possible will be safeguarded with a view to its long-term re-establishment as a navigable waterway.

Proposals for development which will adversely affect the character or setting of these canal corridors will not be permitted.


2556
Reference to moorings should be removed, if properly managed they can add to the character of the environment.

2584
Policy that restricts permanent moorings is discriminatory. Delete ‘including proposals for new permanent moorings on the river channel, will not be permitted’. This would allow any moorings proposals to be considered on its merits. 


Agree. Deleting the reference to proposals for new permanent moorings on the River Thames will allow proposals for new permanent moorings to be assessed through the development control process and the criteria of policy R3. Explanatory text to the policy could include reference to the need to encourage and promote greater use of the River Thames. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

Recommendation: that policy R3 be amended by deleting ‘including proposals for new permanent moorings on the river channel’. 



459
Policy does not deal with the loss of boatyards and associated facilities and should be more positive about what it does want to see enhanced alongside statements about what will not be permitted.

 
Explanatory text to policy R3 could be amended to include positive statements about encouraging and promoting greater use of the river. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



642
Support policy, important that the public access to the River Thames is maintained and in good repair.


Support welcomed.

1392
Use of the river network in and around Oxford is underdeveloped.


Noted.

2588
Why has the impact of camp shedding on the banks of rivers not been dealt with?


Noted. Not however a matter for the Structure Plan. 

1385
Apparent contradiction between minerals extraction and retention of the environment of the River Thames, this contradicts proposed gravel extraction which will be next to the river.


Policy R3 would be taken into account when considering any proposals for mineral extraction that could have an impact on the River Thames. 

Recommendation: no change to policy R3.



Paragraph 9.10

2584
Would like to see a policy that encourages low key visitor moorings. If the aspiration is to attract more visitors by boat, other facilities will be required.


Proposals would be allowed by policy R3 provided they do not cause harm to the character and environment of the River Thames. Explanatory text to policy R3 could be amended to include positive statements about encouraging and promoting greater use of the river. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



Paragraph 9.8

2575
Welcome the intention of Oxfordshire County Council to implement the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 and prepare a Rights of Way improvement Plan. Would like to see a new policy developed for the Ridgeway.


Noted. See response to representations on Policy R2 regarding the Ridgeway.

Chapter 10 - Energy
REPRESENTATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Chapter 10

459
OCC is keen supporter of TV Energy and its work in promoting 
renewable energy and delivering sub-regional targets. Include 
reference to TV Energy and its partnership with OCC to aid delivery 
of the proposals in the energy chapter.


Noted. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

2811
Support.


Support welcomed.

2590
EG1 and EG2 are vague and focused on biomass derived energy as 
the predominant form of renewable supply in Oxfordshire. Should 
reflect the diversity of renewable energy potential in Oxfordshire and 
options for reducing CO2 emissions within Oxford City through active 
and passive solar design.


The policies are intended to cover all types of renewable energy. The potential for solar energy could be referred to more full in the explanatory text, and this can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

Recommendation: no change to policies EG1 and EG2.



2638
Support reference to Government and regional targets, renewables 
most likely to be developed in Oxfordshire, paras 10.5 – 10.8 and 
EG1. Include reference to the need to balance potential benefits of 
renewable energy developments against any adverse effects on the 
environment and local amenity.


Agree. Government policy in PPS22 states that the wider environmental and economic benefits of proposals should be given significant weight in considering proposals for renewable energy. Recommendation: at the end of the second sentence of policy EG1 add “and their wider environmental and economic benefits”.

1809
Support renewable energy developments to meet national targets. 
The Parish Council is carrying out a study into renewable energy 
targets. Other towns and villages should follow.


Noted. 

2586
Support approach, but improvements suggested. Para10.3 identifies 
wind power as well as biomass. Acknowledge in 10.6 that regional 
targets will be met through a mix of large and small schemes. 
Recommend including size of individual turbines – 105MW capacity 
each.


Noted. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

2568
Footnote 35 – uncertain how 1MW of electricity produced from 
different sources can power different numbers of houses.


Agreed that as written the footnote is illogical. It is based on energy generated as “declared net capacity” which takes into account that some renewable technologies do not generate all of the time, for example wind. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.  



1426
No understanding shown of what Oxfordshire’s part of Government 
target is and how will be reached. No attention given to infrastructure 
and an engagement with providers – necessary if schemes are to be 
implemented. Recognise difficulties that renewable energy sources 
e.g. wind power may have in Oxfordshire context. Imaginative 
implementation and intellectual lead from OCC would be welcome.

 
Noted. The County Council is a partner and supporter of the renewable energy agency TV Energy that actively seeks to promote and facilitate renewable energy development in the Thames Valley, and this partly fulfils the role suggested. To date county level renewable energy targets have not been prepared. Sub-regional targets are set out in RPG9, and this can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.  

2575
Only passing mention of solar energy – no reason why building 
regulations should not specify new buildings should incorporate. 
Likely to oppose applications for wind turbines. Will industrialise 
landscape if located above natural contours.

 
The views on wind turbines are noted. However, in the Thames Valley and Surrey sub-region which includes Oxfordshire, RPG9 indicates that the greatest potential is for on shore wind, photovoltaics and biomass fuelled generation. Wind turbines cannot therefore be ruled out. Agree that additional references to solar energy could be included in the explanatory text, and this can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.    



1734
Structure Plan should fully reflect Government policies in reduction of 
CO2 emissions including draft PPS7. Amend para 10.3 to read “from 
biomass fuelled electricity AND WIND TURBINES”. Wind turbines 
are more economic and SEERA assessment that one third of 
renewables will come from wind by 2010 in Oxfordshire.


See response to 2575 above. Para 10.3 should be amended to better reflect the renewable energy potential as identified in RPG9. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

Policy EG1

1807, 1372, 1362, 1419



Support


Support welcomed.

1734
Structure Plan should fully reflect Government policy in reduction of 
CO2 emissions including draft PPS7. Replace “will generally be 
supported with “will promote and encourage projects”.


Agree that this policy can be updated to be more in line with Government policy, particularly PPS22. The term “generally is also vague”. 

Recommendation: in policy EG1 delete “generally be supported” from first sentence and replace with “ be encouraged”.



464
Support use of locally produced biomass as renewable fuel, but until 
generating infrastructure established will be no guaranteed market 
and farmers will not grow. Support policy to put infrastructure in place 
and create market opportunity for energy crops.


The issue of creating a market for biomass is being addressed by TV Energy through an initiative ...[ADD]. A reference to this can be added to the explanatory text when it is redrafted prior to adoption, but market issues cannot be addressed through land use planning policies.

688, 469, 529, 1357


No mention of permitted wind turbines development at Westmill
Farm which will assist County to reach RPG9 targets. Add
reference to para 10.3.


The wind energy development permitted at Westmill Farm is the first in Oxfordshire provides a useful example of the scale of development that could be appropriate in Oxfordshire. Adding a reference to this can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

1372
Refer to climate change and mitigation/adaptation strategies. Divide 
EG1 into a) dealing with mitigation through harnessing renewable 
energy and b) adaptation through protecting floodplain, water 
demand management, built development and nature conservation


The topics referred to in the suggested part b) are already covered by other policies in the Plan. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EG1.

1336
Support, major development should utilise combined heat and 
power, housing should be designed to accommodate renewable 
energy sources.


Agree. Recent Government Guidance in PPS22 states that the inclusion of small scale renewable energy in new development should be specifically encouraged. The most appropriate place to refer to this is in policy G6 that deals with energy and resource of new development. Relevant text can be included when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

Recommendation: in policy G6 add “small scale renewable energy” after “in particular through passive solar design”.



1314
References to noise, flicker and telecommunications interference are 
outdated given technological advances and are unlikely to be 
relevant planning considerations. Amend last sentence of para 10.8 
to read “Local planning authorities should consider the impact of 
turbines on landscape, biodiversity and local communities.”


The recently published companion guide to PPS22 refers to noise, shadow flicker and electromagnetic interference as relevant matters to be considered for wind turbine proposals. However, to ensure it is up to date the precise wording of the explanatory text can be taken into account when it is redrafted prior to adoption. 

1409
Urge that where housing development takes place the need for 
energy conservation is taken into account.


Noted. Energy efficiency in new development is encouraged by policy G6. Recommendation: no change to policy EG1.

1411
Support EG1/EG2. Trust growing energy crops has been taken into 
account by any future landscape plan including designated 
landscapes. Renewable energy plants/wind farms will require great 
public awareness to prevent NIMBY attitude.


Noted.

1734
Object to lack of policy supporting provision of wind farms/clusters on 
appropriate sites and reference to approved wind cluster at Westmill 
Farm, Watchfield. Project will raise awareness of need for renewable 
energy and type of project can provide.


The energy policies are generic and are intended to apply to all sources of renewable energy. Agree that the wind cluster provides a useful example and this can be referred to in the explanatory text when it is redrafted prior to adoption. Recommendation: that no new policy be added.

2556
Wording presumes greatest potential is for biomass. Oxfordshire also 
has considerable potential for energy from wind, sun, water, and 
biomass. EG1 should be more generic. Explicitly exclude energy 
from waste plants as renewable energy.


The wording of EG1 is intended to be generic.  However, the explanatory text can be considered further to ensure this is clear when it is redrafted prior to adoption.

The explanatory text makes it clear that proposals that involve waste management will be considered against the policies on waste. In particular policy WM2 requires proposals to be considered against the waste hierarchy. This includes resource recovery, but only after re-use, recycling and composting. The renewable energy policies should not be seen as a driver for proposals for energy from waste schemes. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EG1.



2567
The qualification “generally” provides little guidance and question 
inclusion in EG1. Policy should contain qualifications from the 
adopted plan that “proposals will not be permitted unless it is 
demonstrated that the special interest will not be harmed.”


Agree that the term “generally” is vague. See response to no 1734 above. The policy is worded positively but allows consideration of the impacts of proposals. Proposals would also need to be considered against other relevant policies in the Plan that protect environmental assets. Recommendation: no change to policy EG1.



1500
Consideration should be given to grant schemes for rural domestic 
energy applications.


Noted. Grant schemes are available form the Energy Savings Trust and some local authorities e.g. Oxford City Council’s Oxford Solar Initiative. 

Policy EG2

1807
Support


Support welcomed.

2590
Support EG2 but lack of threshold or explanation of scale of a “major 
development” could lead to implementation problems. Add 
explanation of “major development” to text or a threshold to EG2.


A satisfactory indication of what could be considered as major development is set out in para 10.9 of the explanatory text. 

Recommendation: no change to policy EG2.



465
Enlarge to include installation of solar panels in all new build (and 
improvements as far as possible) public buildings.


Government policy in PPS22 encourages inclusion of small scale renewable energy such as solar panels in new development, and an amendment to policy G6 is proposed. See response to no 1336 above.



2556
CHP should only be permitted where it displaces existing, dirtier 
energy production. If this is made clear then EG2 is consistent with 
EG3.


The meaning of this representation is unclear.

2588
Extraordinary that Didcot power station is not utilised as a combined 
heat and power plant serving Didcot and its proposed new housing. 
Disappointing that planning policies are not able to bring this about.


Neither power station has been designed as a combined heat and power plant to provide heat to housing or other nearby development, although the operators of Didcot B have a legal agreement with the Vale of White Horse District Council to provide waste heat to the boundary of the power station site. However, Didcot B is a combined cycle gas turbine station that already recycles heat from the combustion process. To supply heat for housing would reduce the efficiency of the station. 

2588
Para 10.10, change “considered further” to “will be required”.


The feasibility of using low grade heat form cooling water would need much further consideration in terms of what it could be used for, and the practical and financial viability. Therefore it is not appropriate to require this.



Chapter 11: Minerals

REPRESENTATION
COMMENT BY HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Chapter 11

1345
Would like to see specific commitment to maximising the use of recycled and secondary aggregates consistent with the South East Regional Assembly Minerals Policy.


Para 11.17 refers to Policies G6 and WM2 of Structure Plan, which promote the supply and use of these materials in place of primary materials.

2586
Welcome the reference to the Regional Assembly's Draft Regional Minerals Strategy.


Support welcomed.

1411
No policy is included on sites for recycled and secondary aggregates. 
How is OCC going to identify sites for recycled aggregates?


Policy WM2 sets out general policy for recycling facilities.  Site identification is a detailed issue to be addressed in the Minerals and Waste Development Framework.



1550, 1247



Para 13.8, 13.9, protection of AHLV areas and M5 of old plan omitted in Draft Plan, must be included to ensure protection of local environment and neighbourhoods of local residents. 


Para 13.8 of Structure Plan 2011 is covered by Para 11.8 of Structure Plan 2016 although in more general terms.  Amend Para 11.8 to make more obvious cross-references to other parts of the Structure Plan dealing with protecting the environment and Green Belt.  Policy M5 to be covered in Minerals and Waste Development Framework.  Government Policy is making AHLV less prominent and these designations are being dropped from district local plans/development frameworks.  This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



1411
Encouragement for small sized operations accommodated within the countryside, mineral production should take place as close as is possible to the point of consumption.


Issue addressed within Policy M1 which refers to supply for local markets while Para 11.9 refers to relating supply to new development areas and other local markets.

1699
Oxford Clay should be noted in the plan.


Para 11.3 lists clay as one of the minerals, this encompasses all clays.  Policy M1 refers to all minerals.  More detailed consideration of clay will be a matter for Minerals and Waste Development Framework. 



1413
Support the view that working which would damage the landscape will not be permitted.


Support welcomed.

Policy M1

1362,1776


Support Policy M1 but making no comments.


Support welcomed.

1279, 2882, 2716, 2715



Object to Policy M1 but making no comments.


Noted.

2584
M1 should make reference to EN8 - Flood Risk Assessment (FRA). FRA should refer to restoration including ground levels for new mineral working areas, minimum of 16m from any water courses/bodies and  buffers should be regarded as a non-intervention strip.


Not necessary to cross reference policies in Structure Plan.  The more detailed issues are more appropriately addressed in the Minerals and Waste Development Framework.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy M1.



1328
Add policy that the County Council will encourage re-opening, and if necessary, new mines and quarries for the production of local building stone.


Covered by Policy SD3 of Minerals and Waste Local Plan.  Detailed matter for Minerals and Waste Development Framework.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy M1.



807
Against mineral extraction as it destroys unique landscape and archaeological features which cannot be replaced. Reasonable limits to the extent of the mineral/gravel extraction should be set.


Policy seeks to insure a balance between mineral supply and environmental impacts.  Amend Para 11.8 to make more obvious cross reference to other parts of structure plan dealing with protecting the environment. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.   

Recommendation:  no change to policy M1.

  

1678, 1745



Need reference to water based recreation, specifically rowing, as a after-use to mineral working.


Amend Policy M1, ‘recreation’ to be added after ‘nature conservation’.  

Recommendation:  that policy M1 be amended to “The County Council will seek to secure the restoration and long-term management of appropriate mineral working sites for nature conversation, recreation, and public access.” 



1702
Support the granting of planning permission for mineral working at appropriate locations.


Support welcomed.

2575, 2556


Should restrain demand for new materials, set targets for recycling, greater use of alternatives and reduce waste in construction.  Refer to theme of SEERA’s Mineral Strategy.

Not the purpose of the planning system to regulate demand.  Paragraph 11.17 refers to Policy G6 and WM2 which promote the supply and use of secondary/recycled materials instead of primary materials.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy M1.



2575 
Underestimates the impact of mineral working on the environment.  Should be redrafted to accommodate SEA and the Governments commitment to balance environment and economic considerations.

Policy M1 seeks to ensure a balance between mineral supply and protecting the environment.  The Plan has been subject to Sustainability Appraisal, SEA is not a requirement for the preparation of this Plan.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy M1.



1328
Archaeological loss and the Polluter Pays Principle of PPG 16 should be referred to.  After ‘environmental’ add ‘archaeological’ in line 2 of policy. 

Reference to ‘other impacts’ in Policy M1 includes ‘archaeological’ impacts.  Archaeology is covered in Policy EN6.  Amend Para 11.8 to make more obvious cross reference to EN6.  Detailed application of the guidance in PPG 16 is more appropriately addressed in the Minerals and Waste Development Framework. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy M1. 



465
The policy does not mention the emphasis on non-road transport expressed in sub-paragraphs 11.19 and 11.22 which is surely relevant to these provisions.


Para 11.19 refers to Policy T4 which encourages non-road transport.  There is no need to repeat this in Policy M1 as the term ‘other impacts’ covers transport impacts.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy M1.



2811
Some concerns about extensive mineral extraction in Oxfordshire. 


Policy M1 aims to meet need for mineral extraction while protecting the environment.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy M1.


1378
Needs to deal more effectively with proposals which adversely affect the amenities of local residents. 

Policy M1 covers this in general terms.  Specific applications of this policy to the protection of residential amenities are more appropriate for Minerals and Waste Development Framework.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy M1.



2567
No appropriate safeguards for historic environment, proposed Para 11.7 is inadequate. 


Refer to Policies EN4, EN5 and EN6 cover protection of the historic environment and archaeology.  No need for these to repeated in Policy M1 or text.  Amend Para 11.8 to make more obvious cross reference to parts of Structure Plan dealing with protecting the environment.  This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy M1. 



Policy M2

Approximately 400 objections were made from individuals and organisations to the proposed new area for sand and gravel working in the Stadhampton-Berinsfield-Warborough-Benson (SBWB) area.  Of the total objections received to policy M2 approximately 160 were in the form of two standard objection letters. 

The main points from all the objections received are set out below:

· 
Identification of an area of search in the Structure Plan is at variance with national planning guidance and is not an approach taken by other mineral planning authorities; the identification of areas for mineral working should be done through the Minerals and Waste Local Plan, where fuller consideration can be given to environmental, social and economic factors.

· The sub-regional aggregates apportionment figure for Oxfordshire on which the need for the SBWB area is based is too high; the actual need for aggregates is lower than this and therefore a lower figure should be used and the reduced sand and gravel requirement met from extensions to existing sites and/or smaller, less constrained new areas.

· The site assessment process used to select the SBWB area was inconsistent and not sufficiently detailed or robust; a full and proper examination of the issues and environmental assessment should be undertaken.

· Preference should be given to extension of existing working areas, and there are other more suitable and less constrained areas located closer to the strategic road network (particularly the A34) and areas of major new development which should be considered.

· The SBWB area is poorly located in relation to the major road network and main areas of new development, particularly Didcot and Grove; other potential areas are much better located.

· The local road network including the A4074 and A329 is not suitable for increased HGV traffic, which would pass through a number of villages; this HGV traffic would cause increased congestion, danger for road users, noise, dust and dirt, and would adversely impact on local residential amenity and local schools.

· Noise and dust from extraction, processing and traffic would adversely affect the tranquil rural character of local villages, most of which are conservation areas.

· The high water table in the area means workings would have to be pumped out, which would have local environmental impacts and affect surrounding water table levels, groundwater would be polluted, and it is likely restoration would have to be to water areas due to lack of inert fill material.

· The landscape of the SBWB area is very sensitive, being located adjacent to the Chiltern Hills and North Wessex Downs AONBs, and mostly being within the Green Belt and an Area of Great Landscape Value; any mineral working would have a significant impact on these designations, including on views from the Chiltern Hills and Wittenham Clumps.

· The open fields between Benson and Dorchester are a pre-enclosure landscape of great historic interest, which mineral working would destroy.

· Mineral working, plant and screening measures would be an intrusion in the flat, open, highly visible landscape of the area, and restored water areas with planting would irreversibly change the historic landscapes of the area and local views.

· Wet restoration would create a birdstrike risk within the safeguarding zone for RAF Benson; the lower birdstrike risk assessment given for the SBWB area compared with the Wallingford-Cholsey-South Moreton area is not scientifically based.

· The area is one of the richest archaeological sections of the Thames valley; it is highly constrained by Scheduled Ancient Monuments and other nationally important archaeological remains, which would be destroyed by working; the importance of these features has been under-estimated in selecting the SBWB area.

· Mineral working and restoration would adversely affect important ecological habitats and the potential for habitat restoration, particularly along the floodplains of the rivers; there would be a net loss of biodiversity.

· Mineral working would cause permanent loss of best and most versatile agricultural land, which covers most of the area.

· Mineral working would sever footpaths and adversely affect recreational opportunities in the area, and HGV traffic would increase danger for walkers on roads.

· Mineral working would adversely impact on tourism and affect the local economy.

· The importance of the archaeology of the area and the impact of mineral working on the landscape were significant factors in the rejection of land around Warborough containing some 12 million tonnes by the Inspector who held the Minerals and Waste Local Plan Inquiry in 1995.

· The area has sand and gravel deposits with a high silt content, which will reduce the yield and make restoration more difficult; the deposit within the northern part of the area is ‘clayey’ and therefore less attractive to the minerals industry, which may reduce the viable deposit available for working by some 9 million tonnes.

· The proposed mineral working area would adversely affect local property values.


Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.
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632
Support in principle the extraction of sand and gravel as close to the location of major development as possible to minimise the energy used in the transport.


Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1375
Background report for SBWB area not mentioned in the Plan.  Industry involvement?  Use a new method to assess suitability.  Re-introduce Caversham as a potential site.  Object to identification of large areas, define what constitutes a strategic resource area'.


Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1342
Object to the inclusion of Eynsham.


Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1377
Support the principle of sourcing building materials as closely as possible to the areas where they will be used.  Need Sustainability Appraisal before identification of location of gravel extraction sites.

Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1314
Support but need to reconsider traffic strategy. Delete the Stadhampton and Warborough and refer simply to the Berinsfield/Benson area.


Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1695
Chalgrove area was discounted due to an MOD airfield, and yet Benson remains, the logic of this is not transparent. Subject of full public debate in the arena of the Minerals and Waste Local Plan. 


A broader number of areas should be identified.  

Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1250
Welcomes the omission of the Sutton Courtenay (including Appleford) and Sutton Wick areas from locations where the principle of sharp sand and gravel working is accepted.


Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1420
When assessing the impact on a community the policies should look at the sum total of impact and not regard each item separately.


Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2572
Support in principle the extraction of sand and gravel as close to the location of major development as possible.  However needs to address the need to preserve archaeological heritage and most versatile agricultural land.  Include the need for a Strategic Sustainability Appraisal for detailed selection of gravel extraction sites.


Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1550, 1247


Object to the deletion of Sutton Courtenay and Sutton Wick areas from the Draft Structure Plan.


Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1247, 1385


Par 11.10 and in particular note 39 - the 2nd sentence of this is untrue. Eynsham should not be included as a word, not been approved.


Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1691
Support M2.


Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2575
Until the necessary Environmental Assessment has been undertaken, new areas can only be considered as proposals.  Against SBWB proposal, site selection methodology flawed.


Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1713
Object to the premature and flawed approach used to identify strategic sites. Widen the number of strategic resource areas List should include Langford area.


Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1715
Suggest including an area east of Lechlade, NW of Faringdon and SW of Clanfield. It is centrally located between Swindon and Witney, both significant development areas.


Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1702
Include Sutton Courtenay as a strategic resource area. Additional text suggested.

Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1193
Important to identify small sites outside of the strategic areas.  Thus supporting the proximity principle and reducing environmental impact of transportation.


Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2562
Propose an area west of the Cassington and Yarnton area.
Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1702
Support M2b, object to M2a: The Lower Windrush Valley area should be extended westwards to Clanfield, to include sharp sand and gravel reserves available to serve the growing needs of Witney, Carterton and Brize Norton localities.

Issue debated at the EIP - see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



Policy M3

1776, 1702


Support Policy M3 but making no comments.


Support welcomed.

1193
Where Environmental Impact Assessment can demonstrate that buffer zones may be reduced to smaller distances than permitted by the existing Minerals and Waste Local Plan, the wider extent should be quarried to maximise the resources.


Detailed issue more appropriate to be considered in Minerals and Waste Development Framework. 

 Recommendation:  no change to policy M3.

1375
Safeguarding rail depots and river/canal wharves to ensure these are not lost to alternative developments.


Detailed issue more appropriate to be addressed in Minerals and Waste Development Framework. 

Recommendation:  no change to policy M3.


Policy M4

1776, 2589



Support Policy M4 while making no comments.


Support welcomed.

Paragraphs

1343
Para 11.3, after clay on second line add 'for engineering use including land fill'.


Detailed issue more appropriate for Minerals and Waste Development Framework.



2592
Para 11.5, The reference to the sub-regional apportionment for Oxfordshire will have to be updated once the final outcome of the sub-regional apportionment exercise has been completed.


Amend Para 11.4 and 11.5 to update position of proposed alteration in RPG9 and sub-regional apportionment.  This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 

2568 Para 11.13, remove unnecessary, reference to operator’s past restoration performance.
County Council considers this reference to operator’s past performance to be important, it has been carried forward from previous Structure Plan.



2592
Para 11.13, support inclusion of reference to operators past
restoration performance.


Support welcomed.

2575
Support 11.13 & 11.14. 


Support welcomed.

2592
Para 11.14, ‘some’ should be deleted from second sentence.


Amend text to remove word ‘some’, inclusion is unnecessary. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



2565
Support Para 11.14 & 11.21.


Support welcomed.

2592
Para 11.15, the words 'will be an important consideration which..' should be deleted and replaced with 'the issue of birdstrike may restrict location of workings and affect the design of restoration schemes'.


Birdstrike is an ‘important consideration’ and it may restrict location of working and form of restoration.  No amendment is necessary.

1706
Para 11.17, amend the final sentence to read: 'the council will encourage an increase in the supply of these materials by, for example, permitting aggregate recycling plants including: Construction & Demolition  waste recycling plants, concrete recycling plants, and ballast recycling plants.


Detailed matters more appropriate for Minerals and Waste Development Framework.



1404, 2583


Para 11.19-11.22, Suggest transport of minerals by navigable waterways, use of canals to transport minerals should be included.


Amend Para 11.19 to include reference to waterways. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.  

2568
Include text regarding the fact that mineral working may not necessarily conflict with the objectives and purposes of AONB.


Not necessary to repeat Government Policy Guidance in mineral working in AONBs.  Application of that guidance in Oxfordshire is more appropriately dealt with in the Minerals and Waste Development Framework.



12 - Waste Management
REPRESENTATION
COMMENT BY HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Chapter 12

1336
Support the Cherwell DC strategy for recycling and suggest that this concept be applied countywide.


This relates to a waste management issue, not a strategic planning issue.

465
Agree with the provisions recommended.

Support welcomed.

2811
Chapter is supported.


Support welcomed.

1809
Proposals in WM1-WM3 are seen as necessary. Local management of waste (at village level) should be encouraged.


Support welcomed. 

Policy WM2 highlights proximity principle as a key factor in locating facilities.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy WM2.



2586
Support identification of waste facilities as exceptions in the Green Belt, net self sufficiency, provision for treatment of London’s waste,  encouragement of increasing recovery and recycling capacity and limiting of landfill to residual waste.


Policy EN9 refers to waste treatment and the need to secure adequate capacity prior to development proceeding. Para 12.3 would benefit from reference to proposed alteration of RPG9.


Support welcomed.

Amend Para 12.3 to include up to date reference to proposed alterations to RPG9.  This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

1426
Urge the Structure Plan to reflect the importance of waste management to business not only in terms of the environment but also in terms of the competitiveness of Oxfordshire's businesses.


Amend text (Para 12.7-12.10) to refer to economic benefits and business opportunities of moving waste up the waste hierarchy.  This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

2584
The following sentence should be added at the end of both Policies WM2 and 3: Waste management facilities: ‘and in consultation with the Environment Agency'.


The Environmental Agency will be consulted when appropriate and/or when required, it is not appropriate to specify this in polices.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy WM2 and WM3.



Policy WM1 

1704
This policy does not provide for circumstances where it is neither desirable nor possible for wastes to be transported from London by rail or water for the principal component of the journey.


WM1 is in line with emerging Regional Waste Management Strategy (Policy W16).  Transport of waste from London by road to Oxfordshire is not likely to be in accordance with the Proximity Principle.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy WM1.



1699
Amend last sentence of Policy WM1 by adding 'and waste from adjoining counties pending the provision of alternative waste management facilities in those areas’. 


Contrary to policy of net sub-regional self sufficiency in emerging Regional Waste Management Strategy (Policy W4).  Policy WM1 has flexibility to allow cross-boundary waste movements where this accords with the Proximity Principle.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy WM1.


1776
Support WM1 but does not support the processing of London's waste 2650.  Objects to disposal of London's waste in Oxfordshire.

Continued management of some of London’s waste in Oxfordshire is in line with emerging Regional Waste Management Strategy (Policy W3).  Para 12.13 clarifies the limited circumstances in which processing or treatment of waste from London is likely to be appropriate.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy WM1.


2556
Facilities should be planned based on assumptions of waste minimisation. WM1 should be based on planning for reduced waste  arising and a mix of facilities which favours other options other than landfill and incineration.


WM1 makes provision for waste requiring management after minimisation.  Policy WM2 provides for a range of waste management facilities to be permitted.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy WM1.



Policy WM2

1776
Support Policy WM2 but making no comment.


Support welcomed.

1699
The Sutton Courtenay site should be identified as a strategic waste management location either by amending policy WM2 or adding a new policy.


Identification of sites is a matter for the Minerals and Waste Development Framework.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy WM2.



1382
More emphasis should be placed on recycling and re-use in particular new innovations to reduce the need for gravel.


Already covered by Policies WM2 and G6, which promote the supply and use of recycled materials rather than primary aggregates.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy WM2.



1409
Strongly support the principle of recycling and generally welcomes the Structure Plan.

Support welcomed.

1691
Despite the commentary there is no positive encouragement to siting recycling plants within mineral extraction sites. 


Detailed location of sites is a matter for the Minerals and Waste Development Framework.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy WM2.



1702
Support the granting of permission for recycling facilities.

Support welcomed.

2822
Active encouragement of resource recovery within the waste hierarchy so that an energy from waste plant can be constructed to deal with waste remaining after preliminary recycling stages are exhaust.


Policy WM2 encourages increased recovery of resources from waste but it is not appropriate for land-use plan to promote any particular technology. 

Recommendation:  no change to policy WM2. 

2556
Rule out energy-from-waste


Not appropriate for a land-use plan to rule out any particular technology.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy WM2.



1411
Support recycling of as much household waste as possible and waste handling facilities located close to the source. Do not support land raising as an option for dealing with household waste.


Support welcomed.  Policy WM2 highlights Proximity Principle as a key factor in locating facilities.  Policy WM3 restricts the circumstances in which land raising would be acceptable, but it is not appropriate to rule it out as a waste management option.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy WM2 and WM3.


Policy WM3

1776
Support Policy WM3 but making no comment. 


Support welcomed.

2544
Permission for landfill restoration should only be allowed where there would be no adverse environmental impacts

Policy WM3 should be read in conjunction with Policies in Chapter 5 of the Structure Plan on protecting and enhancing the environment.  Amend Para 12.15 to cross-refer to relevant policies in other parts of the Structure Plan.  This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.  

Recommendation:  no change to policy WM3.


1625
Preclusion of permission for landfill except in certain circumstances, relating to the restoration of mineral workings where there would be an environmental benefit.  Para 12.14, in support of this states that there is no need for additional landfill capacity.  It should be demonstrated that Oxfordshire has enough landfill void space for biodegradable waste to 2016. Additional text suggested.


WM3 does not preclude landfill, but seeks to ensure that landfill only takes place where beneficial.  It is currently assessed that Oxfordshire has sufficient landfill capacity, as shown in the emerging Regional Waste Management Strategy.  Para 12.14 says this will be kept under review.  The need for landfill capacity will be re-opened in the Minerals and Waste Development Framework. 

Recommendation:  no change to policy WM3.



Paragraphs

2568
The last sentence of Para 12.15 be amended to simply state that any proposed development deemed inappropriate within the Green Belt would need to demonstrate very special circumstances and be advertised as a departure.


Amend Para 12.15 to clarify the very special circumstances in which appropriate development within the Green Belt may be permitted in line with Government policy guidance.  This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

1699
In Para 12.15 replace 'would almost certainly be' with 'may'.

Amend Para 12.15 to clarify that not all waste management proposals necessarily constitute inappropriate development within the Green Belt.  This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



88
Change Para 12.15  by removing reference to proximity principle in the last sentence and instead say that development should not conflict with Green Belt or the purposes of including land within it.


Amend Para 12.15 to clarify the very special circumstances in which appropriate development within the Green Belt may be permitted in line with Government policy guidance. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption. 



18
Rewrite Para 12.15 to state that recycling/waste management facilities are inappropriate in Green Belt unless shown would not conflict with purposes of it. Detailed wording suggested.


Amend Para 12.15 to clarify the very special circumstances in which appropriate development within the Green Belt may be permitted in line with Government policy guidance.  This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



Key Diagram

REPRESENTATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

1540
Key Diagram should be altered to identify land at Sunningwell both 
as a principal location for housing development under H1 and for 
limited employment-generating growth as part of a mixed use 
opportunity under E3.


The strategic locations for housing development on the Key Diagram are those identified in policy H1 of the Plan. 

Recommendation: no change to Key Diagram.

2590
Didcot label is missing from the Key Diagram.

1763
Key diagram omits reference to Didcot. Land to the West of Didcot 
should also be identified as a strategic site on the Key Diagram.

2634
Didcot is omitted from the Key Diagram.


Agree. However, not appropriate to indicate land to the west of Didcot on the Key Diagram. Recommendation: Key Diagram to be amended to show Didcot’s location within the county. 

2568
It may assist Plan users to locate the Key Diagram inside the back 
cover rather than within the main body of the text.


Noted. This can be considered in preparing the Plan for adoption.

2583
Oxford Canal is not identified on the Key Diagram. Paragraph 5.16 of 
PPG12 notes that canals and waterways are part of the transport 
network. Inappropriate to exclude the canal as there is relevant policy 
in terms of transport in the Plan.


Canals are not shown on the Key Diagram (nor are they included in the transport policies) as they, like harbours and airports, will be an insignificant part of the overall development of the Oxfordshire transport networks. 

Recommendation: no change to Key Diagram.


2567
Key Diagram is particularly diagrammatic and quite difficult to 
interpret, to assist interpretation give further consideration to the 
presentation of proposals in the diagram.


Noted. 

2584
Type error on the legend, River Thames (R5) should read River 
Thames (R3).


Agree. Recommendation: Key Diagram to be amended as indicated.

1739
Key Diagram is too small and insufficiently precise about the location 
of all settlements. Should depict Shipton Quarry and include - railway 
lines, stations and proposed new station at Shipton, broad location of 
strategic and public transport corridors and proposed major transport 
improvements.


The strategic locations for housing development on the Key Diagram are those identified in policy H1 of the Plan. 

Recommendation: no change to Key Diagram.

Glossary

REPRESENTATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

2590
‘Flood Plain’ is two words and should be used consistently in the 
explanation of this term.


Agree. Glossary to be amended. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



2590
‘Brownfield sites’ and previously developed land and buildings are 
not consistent with each other. Would be better to use one 
description and then use a cross reference.


Agree. Glossary to be amended. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.



642
Definition of key workers was set too high. Professional people such 
as teachers and nurses are quite well paid compared to those 
working in residential homes and other care settings.


Teachers and nurses are defined as key workers but these professions do not exclusively make up key workers.

Miscellaneous

REPRESENTATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

2138, 617, 1997, 2111, 1668, 2007


Respondents gave no indication of which policy or chapter of the 


Plan their representation or objection concerned and made no


comments.


No response to give.

24, 2579, 2559, 44


Respondents indicated they had no comments to make on the Plan.


Noted.

202
Object to the waste of money in setting up an EIP when the verdict of 
the Panel is ignored by the council. Base this on previous Didcot EIP, 
when time and money was wasted only for the council to overturn the 
Panels verdict.


Noted. However the EIP is a statutory part in the process of preparing a Structure Plan. The County Council are required to consider the report of the EIP Panel, and to decide what action to take on each of their recommendations. The County Council is not however obliged to accept the Panel’s recommendations.



2167
Restricted building works on my property in the last twelve months 
due to this being a greenbelt area.


Not an issue for the Structure Plan. Development control matter for the relevant district council.

1331
Objection concerned a specific planning application in Bicester.


Not an issue for the Structure Plan. Comments forwarded to Cherwell District Council.



Proposed pre EIP change - Policy H1

1334 individual responses support deletion of the development South of Grenoble Road.


Support welcomed.

202 individual responses based on response by Horspath Parish Council (2433), 632, 1380, 1248, 1412, 1720, 2557, 2564, 2570, 2572, 2590, 2598, 2654, 2813, 2822, 2924, 2979, 3171, 3172, 3176, 3177, 3406, 3407, 3417       

Object to deletion of the development South of Grenoble Road.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



146, 173, 361, 438, 537, 622, 633, 647, 821, 846, 849, 953, 1059, 1137, 2528, 2443 202 responses, 2631, 2910, 3013, 3030, 3180, 3186, 3188, 3189, 3420, 3426, 3428, 3430, 3439, 3448
 Support Policy H1


Support welcomed.

50, 315, 800, 909, 382, 2732

Support changes to housing allocations


Support welcomed.

1871, 2543

Support all changes.


Support welcomed.

70 Support expansion of the Science Park


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



81, 654, 841, 863, 870, 871, 876, 905, 922, 944, 1062, 1072, 1073, 1092, 1095, 1345, 1987, 1988, 2319, 2708, 2976, 2977, 2985, 2986, 3133,

Support the use of previously developed land


Support welcomed.

125 Object to large development on greenfield sites and on the town centre periphery in country towns (such as Witney) without the prior provision of public transport facilities and infrastructure. Facilities provided through developers’ contributions should emphasise bus shelters and stops, bus or tram services (min freq. 1 hr). 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

328       Delete extra housing for Witney proposal until A40 to Oxford is improved.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

340      Cautious about the proposed increase in dwellings at Witney in view of traffic problems on the A40 between Witney and Oxford.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

205, 426, 922, 927, 2714, 3400, 3440, 3442,

No development in the Green Belt


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



349       Allocate small development (affordable housing) in South Oxon villages.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

360       Object to size and location of new housing development in the county. Reduce the number of houses to reduce the amount of carbon dioxide released by building practices. Follow CPRE approach on housing.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1168     Do not support the additional development in Oxford City. Explain why reallocating housing from Grenoble Road to City, and where the PDL sites will be.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

367       Reduce proposed increase in housing for Oxford increase proposed housing for Cherwell by approximately 500.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1285, 1312 

Object to the additional housing in Oxford City.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



2778     Support additional housing in Oxford city.


Support welcomed.

1312     Publish analysis showing how the methodology used leads to the positive proposed changes in Figure 1 of the "proposed Pre-EIP changes". The proposed change should be withdrawn without this information. Revisions need systematic justification, with reference to the original methodology. Without it the figures are meaningless and the "consultation" exercise becomes pointless.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

436       Question if large amounts of gravel will not now be needed to be extracted in South Oxfordshire.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

438       Sandford on Thames village appraisal has identified scope and willingness for up to 50 dwellings within the present ground space.


Noted. This is a matter for South Oxfordshire District Council to consider.

471       The Plan should define Faringdon as an area which could accommodate 250-500 dwellings during the SP period.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

477       Acknowledge the changes in policy. 

Noted.

607       Concerned about the proposed increase of housing and the use of greenfield sites in rural areas and other previously unallocated sites. Do not support the expansion of North East Carterton and the North Curbridge housing developments. Must ensure adequate infrastructure to be put in place to support delegated housing sites.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

642    Object to proposal for 400 houses in Radley, Pebble Hill as it is Green Belt.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

809
Support development in Oxford City. Note EIP Panel Report for Surrey's Structure Plan Review (March 2004), proposed release of Green Belt land to the north east of Guildford, with a recommended longer release of land if PDL cannot be found.


Noted.

863
Each village could absorb 20 affordable houses. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



866, 1073

             Spread proposed affordable homes among the Oxford villages and communities.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1217     Allocate small development (affordable housing) in South Oxfordshire villages.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



1218 
Build any additional housing within existing rural communities e.g. 20 houses per village.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



869       Supports spreading low cost units within local communities and existing brownfield sites.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



895       Housing should be distributed to settlements away from the Green Belt. More emphasis on low cost housing in villages and in Oxford on PDL for priority workers.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

897       Support housing to be redistributed in existing villages and communities.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.



919
Question how many houses will be built between 2001-2005. Transport consideration should be given to all new developments especially public transport. Avoid Green Belt development. Concerned about provision of infrastructure, community facilities and public services for large scale development.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

930
Spread the development around the county which will spread the benefits and the disadvantages.


As a strategy this would result in a high level of dispersal of development that would generate an increase in travel by car, contrary to the general strategy in the Plan and Government planning policy in PPG13

936
Object to the additional housing in Oxford City on PDL sites along with infilling as attracts far too great a proportion of tenants and causes parking, neighbour, and destruction of character problems. Object to the national projected trend of housing - the proposed figures for the county are too high. Prefer to see the development of Green Belts.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

938     Support the new housing development.


Support welcomed.

1014, 
1210

Place the Grenoble Rd houses in SODC villages and towns surrounding instead.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1248  
Do not support the increase in the VWHD, and further allocation west of Didcot leading to the loss of BMV agricultural land and encroachment of surrounding villages. Develop supply of housing to balance with employment in Oxford, develop on low grade agricultural land within the despoiled Oxford urban fringe whilst preserving strategic open gaps between Oxford south of Grenoble Road and the surrounding villages.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1250 Support retaining Grove as a location for major housing development. Support the additional housing distributed to VWHD. The increase in the second deposit Local Plan on land at the former nursery at Faringdon will count towards the increased requirement.


Support welcomed.

1256
Object to the increased housing in county and in particular VWDC. Should reinstate original figure for county housing and then lower that. VWDC figure should be reinstated and then reduced to lower figure.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1341  
Not enough brownfield sites are being utilised by the plan for VOWH as an alternative to Grove. Reallocate most of housing proposed for Grove to at least 7 PDL sites in district closer to employment centres such as Harwell Laboratory. This approach reduces risk of flooding at E&W Hanney and other communities downstream from proposed developments.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1345  Do not support increasing the total housing in county without a rationale. Extra 800 dwellings in Oxford City should not be built on greenfield sites, only on PDL. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1362     Object to the housing distribution in Cherwell. Reduce proposed dwellings for Cherwell from 9250, and proposed dwellings at Bicester.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1409
Object to the distribution of housing in South Oxfordshire. The Vale District given by far the highest proportion of the additional dwellings. The 55% on PDL within Oxford City should apply in areas that already have a high proportion of reusable land.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1371
Support modest increase in dwellings for county but in context of housing need this is no more than a tentative first step. Increase in provision at Didcot is an option with minimal environmental implications. While such capacity remains there is no case for a major incursion into the Green Belt. A more challenging target for housing within Oxford is appropriate but 1000 is excessive and unrealistic. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1378
No objection to the distribution of housing in Bicester. However, object to the scale of development beyond the plan period.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1412
Reinstate development south of Grenoble Road (increase to 3000 dwellings), with improved community and employment infrastructure including extending Oxford Science Park. Delete housing for Grove and Wantage. Shipton Quarry should have city's 800 dwellings.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1414
Do not support the increase of dwellings in Witney prior to transport infrastructure including the GTE route, a Park and Ride site to the east of Witney, and an upgraded junction at Shores Green. Object to over provision against the housing requirement set out in Regional Guidance for the South East. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1415
   Support the increase of housing for Oxford City, but not the use of previously developed land. Safeguarded land should be released to accommodate the new dwellings - land at Pear Tree is suitable.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1420
Support deletion of South of Grenoble Rd but concerned about the resulting increase in number of proposed dwellings in VOWH.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1502
Object to distribution of housing. Increase the allocation of housing at Witney by 1000. Increase the requirement for West Oxfordshire to 7800. Investment is needed in roads and other improvements in Witney.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1654
Object to the increase allocation at Witney as this will generate more traffic on the A4095 and affect surrounding villages such as Bladon.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1697
Amend H1 to give West Oxfordshire the flexibility to allocate some of the additional 300 dwellings to settlements other than Witney.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1711, 1714

Amend the first paragraph of policy H1 to include 2300 dwellings at Grove as it is capable of taking half the additional 400 units.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1716
Object to the additional 1000 dwellings being allocated to Oxford City. Allocate additional 500 dwellings to VOWH DC (in addition to proposed 400) and 500 to Cherwell DC (in addition to proposed 100). Include proposed approach for Pebble Hill, Radley in the plan.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1728      Disagree that there is spare capacity in Oxford City to accommodate 1000 houses. Additional housing could be met by releasing safeguarded land some of which is previously developed.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1726
Object to the proposed figures for additional housing in Cherwell and Banbury. Increased provision in Cherwell (13000 dwellings) will help provide affordable housing. Increase the number of dwellings in Banbury by 300.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1727
Object to the additional houses at Bicester, Witney and Oxford. Should identify a provision for 800 houses to the north of Didcot.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1739      Recommend a different distribution of housing in H1: Oxford (about 5500 dwellings), Banbury (about 3700 dwellings), Didcot (about 4500), Witney (about 2700), new community at Shipton on Cherwell (2500 dwellings of which 1500 in plan period) and at Upper Heyford (700 dwellings net). Cannot rely on additional 800 dwellings to come forward on PDL in Oxford city.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1733
Do not support release of Green Belt land, and the proposed allocation in Oxford City. Alternative land is available at Kidlington in conjunction with development at Oxford Airport for employment purposes.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1740  
Support the revised dwelling requirement for the County and the extra provision of 400 houses in the VWHD.


Support welcomed.

1720
Question the allocation of housing in Oxford. Suggest the Green Belt should be developed in the Begbroke area.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1743
Disagree with the reduction in housing figures for South Oxfordshire. Recommend development of a new community to the south east of Oxford. Amend H1 to increase the provision of housing by 1000 dwellings. Allocate a 5000 dwelling settlement (1000 dwellings prior to 2016) south east of Oxford in South Oxfordshire District.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1744  
Support the allocation at VWHD. Propose that 500 dwellings rather than 400 should be allocated in Oxford City. Policy should include reference to a Green Belt release to the south of Oxford.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1747
Object to distribution of housing and allocation in Oxford city. 500 dwellings allocated to Oxford should be distributed to Cherwell District (Banbury and Bicester). In relation to policy E2 Cherwell should receive a further 200 dwellings, and reduce the dwellings in VOWH by 200.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1749
Object to redistribution of dwellings. Identify scope for development in smaller towns other than in VWHD e.g. focusing on SODC (Wallingford a pre-eminent example).


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1755
Object to 1000 dwellings allocated to Oxford. Greater housing provision should be distributed to Bicester and there should be less reliance on previously developed land in Oxford City and in general.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1758
The housing requirement for SODC should increase or remain, and consider a housing allocation at Thame. Do not support the extension of Grove.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1770     Object to the proposed distribution of housing and over reliance on unrealistic PDL sites in Witney and Bicester. Redistribute to Witney and CDC on land south of Salt Way, Banbury.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1771     Further proposals for development in the Green Belt should only be considered after examining the whole Green Belt and all other possibilities.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1797  
Do not support the distribution of housing in West Oxfordshire and Witney. No further development should take place in Witney until the necessary road infrastructure is in place.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1808  
Support the housing distribution set out in figure 1, para 7.


Support welcomed.

1812
Support the revised housing strategy, the overall increase and the increased allocation for Oxford City.


Support welcomed.

              832 individual responses based on standard responses by SPADE. Agree that no exceptional circumstances were identified to justify incursion into the Green Belt. Development at Grenoble Road would have set a precedent for further unconstrained development in the Green Belt, as illustrated by the inappropriate “Penbridge” proposal. No proposals to develop the Green Belt should be considered without rigorous examination of all other options and the positive identification of the exceptional circumstances mandated by PPG2.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

)

)

)

)

)

)

2079, 2080

 Should be proper and transparent review of Green Belt and other areas in relation to housing needs, using OWLS project. Designs for major housing developments must have higher environmental standards.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2222
Exceptional circumstances and reasoning must be shown before developing in the Green Belt.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2309
Reduce total number of new houses by at least 15%. Building should not be concentrated in Greater Leys. Some houses in small numbers should be scattered among the villages.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2319
Concerned about the extension to Banbury and Bicester due to recent development. Support the use of RAF Heyford facilities - should be part of distribution.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2389     Object to the additional proposed dwellings in Oxford due to inadequate infrastructure provision and excessive congestion.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2399
Do not support higher density development in Oxford. Stop old houses being houses knocked down for flats.
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

202 individual responses based on standard response by Horspath Parish Council.
Support revision of H1, which now protects the open fields of the Oxford GB, which surround Horspath, against any building of large housing estates or any urban expansion of Oxford.


Support welcomed.

2460
Object to the additional housing in Oxford due to problem with traffic management.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2557
Object to redistribution of housing to other districts. Review the Green Belt to identify further sites for urban extension to accommodate the housing growth requirements shown by Fordham Consulting.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2564
Restore SODC figure to 8500 and reduce figures for other districts. Support the increase in dwellings in Oxford to recognise the potential on PDL sites. Object to deletion of south of Grenoble Road as could involve greenfield sites elsewhere. Sustainability requires planned housing near to centres of economic development with public transport.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2567
Object to the increase in allocation in Oxford. Need to explain how this situation has arisen compared to the Housing Potential Study.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2568 Support the increase in housing and use of previously developed land in Oxford. If it is not possible to accommodate all the proposed housing in Oxford, look at alternatives and amend strategy If the Green Belt is then used, make additional designations elsewhere to maintain the total Green Belt.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2570
Object to deletion of south of Grenoble Road and the increased allocation in Oxford. Providing infrastructure easier on one large site, rather than dispersed development. Water and sewerage infrastructure is currently operating at near full capacity in urban centres in county. Thames Water require a lead time of 5 to 10 years to fund/construct the infrastructure to serve the proposed development increases. Must phase development to allow for infrastructure.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2572
Reinstate policy for the development south of Grenoble Road. Increase allocation in SODC by 1000 houses and reduce allocations in other rural districts. Will reduce emissions of greenhouse gases by reducing the need to travel for employment and services in Oxford. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2573 Changes to H1 contravene PPG3. Higher housing requirements must be based on technically sound judgements and assumptions.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2574
Object to increased housing in WODC due to unsatisfactory transport infrastructure and lack of specific proposals to address this. Revert to deposit draft proposals, but with 3000 dwellings for Witney and 3500 for the remainder of the district.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2575
Object to distribution of housing for Cherwell, Vale and WO. Retain original targets. Support deletion of south of Grenoble Road and development in Oxford.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2590
Object to deletion of Grenoble Road development. This frustrates ability to meet identified need for 1700 – 1800 affordable homes per year. The site represents only 0.5% of the Green Belt and compensatory land could be found. Amend H1 to read, "an urban extension for mixed use development on land south of Grenoble Road, Oxford (about 2500 dwellings within the Plan period as part of a comprehensively planned urban extension of about 4000 - 5000 dwellings". 

Object to assumption that all 1000 additional houses for Oxford can be accommodated on brownfield land. Text should reflect that there may be some limited potential but this is a matter for the City Council in preparing the LDD.     
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

)
)
)
)
)
)

)
)
)
)



2598
Reinstate development south of Grenoble Road and delete additional housing in county except for Oxford City.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2612
Support the deletion of the development south of Grenoble Road and the additional provision of housing in Oxford as it will not require new transport links. Should not use Green Belt unless a full review of its boundaries has been carried out.


Support releasing more employment land in market towns to reduce need to commute into Oxford and to keep towns thriving. Action plans and health checks produced by local people should carry much weight.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2617
Housing figures should be increased 47,499 due to RPG9, existing backlog, lack of affordable housing and significant under delivery of completions. Redistribute dwellings allocated to Oxford to remaining districts to improve employment in towns with high levels of out-commuting. Amend text of policy E2 text to refer to existing health checks and action plans.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2618, 2819


Housing distribution for Cherwell, South Oxfordshire and VOWH should be increased above pre-EIP changes. Should be greater flexibility to enable Districts to release land to meet local needs. Plan fails to provide robust strategy to 2016. Detailed analysis of urban capacity needed.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2620
Disappointed Grove is not receiving the additional 400 dwellings proposed for VWHD. Should be specific reference in the Transport chapter to Grove transport problems – refer to northern link road in VWH local plan.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2628
Support the increase in housing provision for West Oxfordshire and Witney. The figures should be a minimum as there is potential for additional housing North Curbridge. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2631
Amend H1 to indicate that the figures for all districts are to be regarded as absolute minima.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2634
Support the deletion of south of Grenoble Road and the consequent reduction in South Oxfordshire’s housing allocation.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2637
Support deletion of south of Grenoble Road and additional housing in Oxford. Does not rule out that land south of Grenoble Road might have to be developed, but not before a comprehensive review of the whole Green Belt.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2647
Need larger housing allocation so more homes can be built for direct sale. Object to the use of the term affordable housing to describe exclusive dealings involving public resources in brokering deals - such housing will exclude first time buyers from purchasing an affordable home.


Use of the term affordable housing and the mechanisms to provide it are in accordance with Government and regional policy for planning and housing. 

Recommendation: no change to policy H1 or references to affordable housing in the Plan.

2654
Retain original wording and housing figures. Re-evaluate the housing distribution in relation to road networks strategy as put forward by OCC and Halcrow, particularly with reference to the A34 corridor. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2658
Want further information on Park and Ride, railway station and car park proposed for Sandford on Thames, and how residents of the large development on the site of the old hospital and factory houses would vote on issues.


Noted.

2679
Support deletion of Grenoble Road because: oppose building on Green Belt; villages need affordable homes to be built; and an extension to Blackbird Leys with no decent facilities will add to social problems.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2708
Support development in small communities.


See response to 863 above

2714 
More dwellings will not ease housing shortage in light of second home ownership and letting. Propose stricter control on proportion of affordable with higher proportion controlled by Housing Associations and slower rate of release of sites to avoid encouraging immigration from other counties.




2813
More houses in Oxford area accommodates people nearer to where many work, with advantage of good public transport. Restore original housing figures for SODC, and reduce figures for other districts. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2814
Object to 300 extra houses in Witney. Overdevelopment has caused traffic problems in the town. No further development until road infrastructure is sorted.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2905
Object to the Penbridge development in the Green Belt - a new town sized development between Abingdon and Oxford will create suburbia. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2979, 3171

              Reinstate allocation for development on land south of Grenoble Road (about 2,500 dwellings).


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2980
Development south of Grenoble Road vital for growth in and around Oxford. Staff can only afford homes in Bicester with impact on performance, wage costs (from transport), and prices. Local economy is overheating.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2981
Object to the increase in housing allocation for WO to preserve the historic nature of the rural settlements. Return to original proposal.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

3083 Support redistribution housing in the county from deleting Grenoble Road.


Support welcomed.

3172
More houses should be built adjacent to the city in the Green Belt because the jobs/housing imbalance leads to transport problems and the lack of affordable houses creates skills shortages. 


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

3173
There must be more emphasis on development within village envelopes. Country infrastructure must be improved alongside towns. Highest priority to be given to affordable housing everywhere.


Noted.

3175
Object to 300 further dwellings in West Oxfordshire being limited to Witney. The Parker Knoll site east of Chipping Norton is a sustainable location. Chipping Norton is capable of sustaining further growth.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

3177
Reinstate the urban extension for mixed use development on land south of Grenoble Road to relieve current labour and skills shortage. Development on small brownfield sites will not deliver significant affordable housing, will decrease the availability of smaller business premises and reduce diversity in the employment base.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

3182 
Support the deletion of development south of Grenoble Road and additional development in Oxford. Put small amounts of housing in each village.


Support welcomed.

3401
Support the new housing allocation and reduction in the large number of houses at Grenoble Road, thus preserving the Green Belt. This should result in less commuting in conjunction with policy E2.


Support welcomed.

3407
Reinstate the development south of Grenoble road (about 2500 dwellings). Should maintain and reuse existing buildings, empty buildings should be converted into housing for low income people.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

3417 Object to high density development in Oxford and more development at Blackbird Leys due to over capacity and limited public facilities. Reinstate mixed development on land south of Grenoble Road (about 2500 dwellings).


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

3436
More small developments in individual villages in south Oxfordshire.


See response to 863 above.

3440, 3442, 3444

Put low cost (affordable) houses in the local villages.


See response to 863 above.

3957
Object to the increase of housing allocation for Oxford using previously developed land. If it cannot be sustained, should be redistributed to Didcot and other strategic growth locations. Redistribute additional housing from VOWH to Didcot.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

3958
Concerned by the increase of 800 houses in Oxford City, must be careful to maintain the beauty of the city.


Noted. There are other policies in the Plan that seek to ensure the character and environment of the City is protected.

Proposed Pre-EIP change - Policy E2

RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

361, 438, 464, 471, 647, 1250, 1777, 1808, 1871, 2543, 2909


Proposed change to policy is supported.


Support welcomed.

3401
Support provision of employment in the main towns as it matches 
employment and workforce available.


Support welcomed.

3175
The Plan does not recognise there is not enough employment land in 
Chipping Norton; there should be larger employment allocations at 
Chipping Norton.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

3095
Policy E2 would benefit from a revision to ensure that the findings of 
health checks and other studies are considered against sustainability 
and environmental character considerations to determine any 
additional allocations.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2635
Support wording of the policy. Market towns that are committed to 
carrying out health checks need help from the planning system to 
provide employment land.


Support welcomed. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2618, 2619


The policy fails to provide for sufficient employment opportunities in 
and adjoining the smaller towns and settlements.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2612
Support the release of more employment land in market towns in 
Oxfordshire where action plans and health checks have been carried 
out by local people.


Support welcomed. Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2575
Object to the wording of the policy, is too loosely worded. Could too 
easily be used to justify any development.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

2540
Change the wording of the policy as there have been recent 
examples of redundant farm buildings becoming small industrial 
estates. Final paragraph should state ‘should include the specific 
exclusion of Green Belt land’.

 
Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1762
Support striking a balance between housing and employment 
provision on major development sites.


Noted. 

1749
The scale of development should not be limited by the phrase ‘a 
limited amount of employment land’. Both housing and employment 
policies require amendment to allow for the balanced growth of these 
towns.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

1380
The change should be given more emphasis to provide a still 
stronger obligation to release plenty of land for employment 
purposes.

340
Employment land should be provided and developed before any 
additional housing is authorised to create a demand for local housing.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

152
Development of employment land in Chipping Norton should be 
discreet, not affect the skyline of the town and cause light 
pollution.


Noted. Specific locations for employment land and the design of new employment development in Chipping Norton will be matters for the Local Plan/Local Development Framework.

55
Statement should be added to the policy. ‘The amount of land to be 
released and its situation shall not be such as to be detrimental to the 
character of the market town’, in order to protect their character.


Issue debated at the EIP – see Panel report and OCC response to the Panel’s recommendations.

Proposed Pre-EIP change - Waterways policy

REPRESENTATION
COMMENT BY THE HEAD OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

383, 413, 438, 646, 647, 1250, 1808, 1871, 2542, 2543, 2567


Support proposed policy.


Support welcomed.

477
The policy change is acknowledged.


Noted.

1375
Policy should take into account possible uses of waterways e.g. 
freight transport and provide the necessary infrastructure. The 
commercial use of waterways should be encouraged.

436
Happy to see reference to waterways. A condition should be created 
for more use of water transport.

2912
Any policy on waterways should not prevent or discourage the use of 
waterways for freight transport.


Policy T4 of the Deposit Draft Structure Plan encourages the use of waterways for freight transport. A cross reference to policy T4 could be included in the supporting text. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

1409
Clarification is needed on whether the reference made to the 
restoration of the Wilts and Berks Canal referred to the old or 
proposed new route.


Proposed new policy R4 – Other Waterways seeks to protect the historic route of the Wilts and Berks Canal and appropriate alternative routes where this is not possible.

1735
Support the restoration of the Wilts and Berks Canal, should use 
obligations to help fund the restoration of the canal.

1738 
Support change. Any new policy should state that where the route 
lies close to urban areas advantage should be taken of development 
proposals to fund restoration.


It may be appropriate for development proposals to contribute to restoration in some cases; a reference to this can be included in the supporting text to the new policy. This can be taken into account when the explanatory text is redrafted prior to adoption.

1770
Support change. A large allocation of inappropriate land uses 
adjacent to the canals in Cherwell would have detrimental impacts 
on the recreational and amenity use of the Oxford Canal.


Noted.

2570
Do not object in principle to a new policy. However object to the 
proposed routing of the canal made by the Wilts and Berks Canal 
Trust. Currently due to the possibility of a new winter storage 
reservoir south west of Abingdon on the location of the proposed 
canal route.


Proposed policy R4 – Other Waterways seeks to protect the historic route of the Wilts and Berks Canal and appropriate alternative routes where this is not possible. The identification of such routes will be a matter for the Vale of White Horse District Council.

2898
Support policy. Take note of the impact of the Cotswold canal 
restoration will have on the River Thames between Oxford and 
Lechalade. 


Noted.

2581
Support policies on canal restoration of the original line of the Wilts 
and Berks Canal and a new route to the south of Abingdon in line 
with policy in the Vale of White Horse Local Plan.


Support welcomed.

EN_FEB2305R10.doc

