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Local Plan 2034; options to progress

Recommendations

That Cabinet:

(a) notes the progress officers have made in their discussions with Oxfordshire County 
Council, Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government and Homes 
England on options to protect the Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) offer made to 
Oxfordshire County Council and infrastructure projects that could be delivered by 
it,

(b) considers the officer recommendation to progress with the submitted South 
Oxfordshire Local Plan 2034 through the examination process, Option A, 

(c) considers Options A, B and C, as set out in this report and recommends its 
preferred Option to Council.

Purpose of Report

1. To report to Councillors on the progress made in responding to the Council 
resolution of 18 July 2019 regarding the Housing and Infrastructure Fund (HIF) 
and to consider, having assessed the risks, which option to progress the Local 
Plan 2034. 

Corporate Objectives 

2. The emerging Local Plan contributes towards four of the Council’s six strategic 
objectives: 

CONFIDENTIAL
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 invest in the district’s future; 

 unlock the potential of Didcot;

 homes and jobs for everyone, and 

 build thriving communities.

Background

3.  At the Council meeting on 18 July 2019 it resolved to:

“(1) express its determination to maintain its housing land supply and avoid 
speculative development;

(2) express its continued support for the Housing and Infrastructure Fund (HIF) 
funding and infrastructure projects that could be delivered by it;

(3) ask officers to explore with Oxfordshire County Council, Homes England and 
the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government options for 
protecting the HIF funding whilst enabling the council to address concerns 
about the current emerging Local Plan 2034 including (but not limited to) 
climate change issues, Oxford City’s unmet housing need, and to report back 
to Cabinet and Council;

(4) recognising that the Climate Change Emergency is all too real and is 
recognised to be of key and statutory importance under the Climate Change 
Act 2008 and the associated objective of “zero carbon by 2050”, express its 
wish to do all that it can to respond through the Local Plan process;

(5) agree that as soon as practicable, alongside satisfactory progress being made 
on resolving issues in the emerging Local Plan, work on a subsequent Local 
Plan shall commence, strengthening climate change considerations.”

UPDATE ON OFFICER ACTIONS

Background 

4. In March 2018, the Council and the other authorities in Oxfordshire signed the 
Oxfordshire Housing and Growth Deal (Deal).  This committed the Councils to 
support the delivery of 100,000 new homes across Oxfordshire between 2011 and 
2031.  In return, over a period of five years, Government offered £215m of funding; 
£150m for infrastructure projects, £60m for affordable housing, and £2.5m for the 
preparation of a Joint Statutory Spatial Plan and £2.5 for wider administrative 
costs associated with the Deal.  The Deal committed the Oxfordshire authorities to 
submitting outstanding local plans for examination by 1 April 2019 (South 
Oxfordshire & Oxford City).

5. Paragraph 010 of the Guidance1 states that where a Deal is in place, it is 
appropriate for the Council to consider whether the Deal justifies uplifting our 
housing need beyond the standard method.  The emerging Local Plan considered 

1 Planning Practice Guidance – Housing Needs Assessment, Paragraph 010.  
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that the Deal justified an uplift in need to 775 homes per annum (in line with the 
SHMA recommendations for South Oxfordshire).  

6. In March 2019, Oxfordshire County Council (OCC) was successful in bidding for 
£218 million of funding from the Government’s Housing and Infrastructure Fund 
(HIF).  It is intended this will contribute toward providing new infrastructure costing 
£234 million across South Oxfordshire and the Vale of White Horse districts.  OCC 
are finalising an agreement with Homes England (on behalf of Government) before 
they will secure any of the offered funding. The infrastructure projects that would 
be delivered by HIF are: 

 a Didcot Science Bridge on the A4130 – going over the railway line and Didcot 
A Power Station site and joining the A4130 Northern Perimeter Road;

 improvements to the A4130 from the Milton Interchange by making it a dual 
carriageway;

 a new river crossing at Culham; and,

 a bypass at Clifton Hampden.

7. These HIF schemes are identified in both South Oxfordshire and Vale of White 
Horse District Councils’ emerging Local Plans to enable and support the delivery 
of development growth across Southern Oxfordshire.  These schemes along with 
transport schemes identified through the Deal are intrinsically interlinked to each 
other and to some of the committed and planned housing development in the 
Didcot and Science Vale area, as set out in relevant local plans.  These funding 
streams are part of a wider highway strategy to support the delivery of housing 
growth but to also mitigate the impact of existing and approved developments. 

8. Officers have been working with colleagues from OCC since the outset of the 
preparation of the emerging Local Plan. This has enabled the assessment of 
transport and other infrastructure requirements arising from planned development. 
This has included joint working on transport evidence to both test the proposals in 
the emerging Local Plan and to determine what level of infrastructure would be 
necessary. This collaboration has informed policy requirements and supported the 
production of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan submitted with the emerging Local 
Plan to examination.

9. At each stage of the formal consultation process we have received detailed 
representations to the Local Plan from OCC. 

Summary of progress

10. In response to part 3 of the 18 July resolution the following summary provides 
progress in exploring options with Homes England, as at the time of writing this 
report;

11. On 26 August 2019, the leader of the council received a letter (Appendix 13) from 
the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government setting 
out his view that “the HIF is contingent on identified housing sites coming forward 
in an adopted Local Plan and, as the previous Housing Minister set out, the 
government expects progress on your Local Plan in order to access this funding”.  
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12. In addition, in relation to the Deal, the Secretary of State stated that “should local 
decisions undermine that framework, the Government would be less inclined to 
provide local infrastructure funding, both now and in the future” (his underlining).

13. On 5 September 2019 senior officers and councillors met with the Director General 
for Decentralisation and Growth, from the Ministry of Housing, Communities and 
Local Government (MHCLG), to discuss issues relating to the emerging Local Plan 
and the linkages to HIF and the Deal.

14. Following a positive discussion with South Oxfordshire District Council, officers 
from MHCLG offered to explore what options may exist, recognising the current 
democratic timescales, pressures and the shared desire to maintain existing Deal 
commitments.  MHCLG officers have worked closely with council officers to look at 
ways that the ambitions can be achieved within the context of the HIF. A further 
letter (Appendix 18) following these discussions was received from the Director 
General for Decentralisation and Growth on 20 September 2019. It has become 
clear that the view of MHCLG, from meetings and letters of 26 August 2019 and 
20 September 2019, that their preference is that the emerging Local Plan should 
remain in examination. 

15. In the letter of 20 September 2019, it states that should the council choose to 
withdraw the plan “it would immediately put at risk the significant investment that 
the Government has made available to South Oxfordshire and the wider County, 
including jeopardising the £218m recently allocated through the HIF (Didcot 
Garden Town)”.  The letter also says, “this is because the funding is dependent on 
the delivery of specific sites”.

16. However, the letter of 20 September 2019 is less categoric in relation to the Deal 
compared to the HIF, stating that “withdrawing the plan will also undermine the 
wider ambitions and commitments of the Housing and Growth Deal and therefore 
potentially impact future investment to support ambitions either directly or as part 
of the Growth Deal of Oxford-Cambridge Arc.”

17. There is a milestone within the Deal that the Local Plan is submitted, however that 
whilst this milestone was viewed as achieved, it is not clear whether government 
would continue the Deal should the plan be withdrawn, either with or without South 
Oxfordshire as Government’s position regarding this point is unclear.

18. MHCLG has acknowledged the ambitions for sustainable growth that the council 
wants to achieve.  To this end they have indicated a willingness to engage in ways 
that they could assist the council in delivering their aspirations. 

19. The current draft HIF contract is between Oxfordshire County Council and Homes 
England representing MHCLG.  The contract contains a pre-condition obligation 
for South Oxfordshire to have a submitted Local Plan. Alongside this, officers from 
OCC have been exploring the option of whether a different mix of already 
approved housing sites and associated number of houses is sufficient to secure 
the HIF given the current pressures and demands on existing infrastructure across 
the Didcot Garden Town area of influence.  OCC officers remain in conversations 
with Homes England (on behalf of government) on this issue. Ultimately this will be 
a decision for Homes England to make as to whether it satisfies the conditions of 
the HIF. At this time officers are unaware of the position that Homes England will 
take regarding this decision.
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20. MHCLG has been working with the council and partners to try and find a solution 
to HIF should the council choose to withdraw the emerging Local Plan.  However, 
there are contractual constraints and government are reluctant to set a precedent 
when they have taken a firm line with other councils or areas in respect of the 
contractual restrictions on HIF. Officers have also explored the idea of pausing 
work on HIF for an agreed period of time and to secure an equal extension of 
milestone dates which potentially would allow the council to develop options 
without there being an immediate impact on the HIF offer discussions.  The 
feedback from OCC and MHCLG officers is that the end date of HIF, March 2024, 
is a HM Treasury date and it is unlikely that Treasury would agree to change this 
date. Officers are advised that it is unlikely that HM Treasury would agree. 

Maintaining housing land supply

21. Officers have continued to explore approaches to the council’s five-year housing 
land supply and how this can best be maintained. Since the Council meeting, on18 
July there have been a series of updates to the National Planning Practice 
Guidance (NPPG). Included within these updates are helpful additions to the 
guidance relating to the demonstration of a housing land supply beyond five years 
and the utilisation of a ‘stepped trajectory’.

“As set out in the National Planning Policy Framework, local planning authorities 
should identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth 
for years 6-10 and, where possible, for years 11-15. Local plans and spatial 
development strategies may be able to satisfy the tests of soundness where they 
have not been able to identify specific sites or broad locations for growth in years 
11-15. However, if longer-term sites are to be included, for example as part of a 
stepped requirement, then plan-makers will need to demonstrate that there is a 
reasonable prospect that they are likely to come forward within the timescale 
envisaged.” 

NPPG, Paragraph: 019 Reference ID: 68-019-20190722

22. Officers have reviewed the potential to introduce a stepped trajectory into the 
Local Plan’s housing supply calculation which better reflects the anticipated supply 
within the plan trajectory, noting the lead in times expected for larger strategic 
sites. This provides a positive five-year housing land supply in the first five years of 
the plan from this point forward and from adoption. Appendix 1 shows the revised 
position as it would relate to the submitted Local Plan (option A) and commentary 
on the other two options, B & C, is set out in terms of the five year housing land 
supply. It is not possible to determine exactly what the five year supply for Options 
B and C would be as the level of housing need and the level of housing supply are 
unknown at this time. 

OPTIONS TO PROGRESS THE SOUTH OXFORDSHIRE LOCAL PLAN 

23. This section of the report identifies three options that officers believe are currently 
open to the Council to progress the Local Plan. 

24. An additional option was presented in one of the background papers to this report 
(18 July Cabinet/Council report; option 2) which considered the use of 

Page 6

Agenda Item 5



modifications as part of the examination process to address concerns of 
councillors, as understood by officers. The Inspectors undertaking the examination 
into the emerging South Oxfordshire Local Plan advised, on 5 July, via the 
Programme Officer that; (included within Appendix 2): 

“As regards the future of the South Oxfordshire Local Plan, way forward is clearly 
a matter for the Council, but the Inspectors would like to make two very important 
points in respect of Option 2. Firstly, the changes referred to will presumably not 
have been subject to Regulation 19 consultation. Secondly, the Inspectors can 
only recommend main modifications where they are necessary to ensure the 
soundness or legal compliance of the submitted plan. Changes that are 
considered desirable for whatever reason by the Council and would amount to 
main modifications but are not necessary to remedy the soundness or compliance 
of the submitted plan will not be recommended by the Inspectors as main 
modifications and cannot be taken forward.”

25. This option is open to councillors, but any potential changes proposed to the 
emerging Local Plan need to address any soundness or compliance issues with 
the submitted plan, which could be considered by the Inspectors. Any 
modifications requested will be at the sole discretion of the Inspectors.  This 
Option is not contained in detail within this report, but remains within Option A. 

26. As part of officer discussions with MHCLG, in the Director General for 
Decentralisation and Growth letter, 20 September 2019 (Appendix 18), they 
suggest that:

“it is not uncommon for major and minor modifications to be sought during the 
examination process where there is a compelling and strong case for changes to 
improve the soundness of the Plan.”

27. Officers have already proposed main and minor modifications at the time of the 
submission of the Local Plan 2034 (Appendix 14) and the Inspectors have 
provided their initial comments on these. The inspectors advise, in the case of the 
main modifications, that they appear acceptable and necessary for soundness or 
effectiveness, and they ‘may be justified’. They refer to modifications relating to 
several of the strategic policies. However, the Inspectors have stated that some 
modifications “are either not necessary for soundness or are not themselves 
sound and should not be taken forward”, therefore a risk that any proposed 
modifications may not be accepted. 

28. If the council sought to propose further modifications, given that the hearing 
sessions have yet to start, this may be more straightforward than during the 
course of the hearings. Any changes would need to be evidenced, if necessary, 
with corresponding Sustainability Appraisal work. It is helpful that the Inspectors 
have submitted their initial questions to us (Appendix 14), the last and third set 
was received 24 September 2019. Having received these questions, there is 
potential to respond to any issues raised, especially those that reflect the issues 
raised by Council in July 2019. 

29. The risks and benefits for each Option are set out in this report and should be read 
in conjunction with the background report, 18 July 2019. The options are 
summarised as follows: 
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Option A)   Allow the emerging Local Plan to continue through its examination. 
Any modifications proposed during the examination will be considered 
at the sole discretion of the Inspectors.  

Option B) Withdraw the Local Plan from examination and make changes to it 
ahead of a further regulation 19 consultation and resubmission to the 
Inspectorate for examination.  The extent of the changes to the Plan 
that would be possible under Option B would be limited to no 
significant changes, in comparison to those that could be made under 
Option C. Any representations made at that Regulation 19 would be 
reported to and considered by the Inspector and would not be within 
the control of the Council.

Option C) Withdraw the Local Plan from examination.  The Council would 
commence work on a new Local Plan.  This will allow the Council to 
prepare a significantly different plan (subject to compliance with the 
law, and national policies and guidance).  The Council would need to 
undertake at least two rounds of public consultations (Regulation 18 
and 19) before submitting the new plan for examination.    

Option A – Progress with the emerging Local Plan

30. Option A would allow the emerging Local Plan to continue through its examination.  
Any modifications made during the examination will be entirely at the sole 
discretion of the Inspectors.

31. Within this option, the scope to introduce fundamental changes to the Plan is very 
limited. This is because the Inspectors would only recommend making significant 
changes to the Plan, known as “main modifications”, if they considered that the 
changes were necessary to make the Plan “sound” (this is the key test that the 
Inspectors will be considering). 

32. It is possible for the council to deal with some of the issues raised by Council in 
July by publishing supplementary planning documents (SPDs) that link to the 
adopted Core Strategy and the emerging Local Plan. These could add detail to the 
policies in the Plan but could not fundamentally change the policy direction. 
Supplementary Planning Documents are not subject to the same level of scrutiny 
and do not form part of the Council’s development plan, but are capable of being 
material considerations in the determination of planning applications. By way of 
example, this option could be used to address some, but not all, of the issues 
raised in relation to Climate Change and Biodiversity. 

33. The current timetable for the emerging Local Plan at examination is steered by the 
Planning Inspectors, including any potential lengthening of the examination 
process to address any of the Inspectors’ concerns.

34. Although the Inspectors have provided the Council with some initial questions, 
they have not yet issued their Matters nor a timetable for the hearing sessions. 
The hearing sessions could possibly be later this year or early next and using the 
standard Inspectorate timetable for examination, an Inspectors report could be 
summer 2020, although if Modification consultation is undertaken, which is likely, it 
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could be autumn 2020 before we receive an Inspectors report. This is an 
estimation of timing, as we are in the hands of the Inspectors.

Option A: Advantages

35. Option A is the quickest route to an up to date Local Plan. It is a statutory 
obligation for the Council to prepare a Local Plan. The National Planning Policy 
Framework 2019 (NPPF) requires Councils to maintain an up to date development 
plan and that they should also review their policies in the local plan at least once 
every five years.  

36. The Core Strategy was adopted in December 2012 and prior to the latest version 
of the NPPF (2019) and updated Government Guidance. Option A provides the 
quickest route for the Council to update the strategic policies of the Core Strategy. 

Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF)

37. The emerging Local Plan identifies in both the plan itself and the supporting 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan the need for infrastructure projects which HIF will help 
deliver. Under this option, subject to contracts being signed by OCC and Homes 
England/MHCLG, local infrastructure necessary to support existing and proposed 
housing is more secure.

38. The Local Highway Authority (OCC) is of the view that both the HIF and the Deal 
projects are required to enable them to deliver their transport strategy and support 
existing and proposed housing growth. They raise no in principle objection to the 
submitted emerging Local Plan, subject to HIF being successful.

39. HIF schemes not only benefits existing and new development and our 
communities in South Oxfordshire, but also in the Vale of White Horse. The Vale 
of White Horse District Council adopted Local Plan Part 1 includes housing 
allocations that rely on infrastructure supported by HIF. For example, OCC’s 
current position in the Sutton Courtenay / Culham / Clifton Hampden area is that 
one additional trip has a residual cumulative severe impact on the highway 
network, which has been supported by planning application appeal inspectors. 
This means it is unlikely that developments in the vicinity will be able to be 
supported by the Highways Authority. There is also a significant amount of 
committed growth in the area which has to be accommodated on the highway 
network which is currently presenting issues at peak times. 

Housing and Growth Deal

40. The Deal agreed by all councils and MHCLG provides funding towards some 
infrastructure projects in South Oxfordshire, such as at Watlington, Benson, 
Wallingford and Didcot. By continuing the current plan, the risk to the Deal is 
limited. In addition, in reference to the 26 August 2019 letter (Appendix 13), there 
would be a greater likelihood of future funding. 

41. The Deal also provides a three year housing land supply test for the purposes of 
decision making while the Oxfordshire Plan 2050 is under preparation. That gives 
the Council more protection against speculative development.  The Deal also 
introduces a bespoke Housing Delivery Test for Oxfordshire to apply in the first 
three years following adoption of the Oxfordshire Plan 2050. The Housing Delivery 
Test is an annual measurement of housing delivery in each Council area. The 
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consequences for not meeting this test is a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. 

42. Notwithstanding our current strong five year housing land supply, the absence of 
an up to date Local Plan could result in an uncoordinated approach to 
development, leading to inappropriate and incremental development being allowed 
on appeal that does not take account of cumulative implications and requirements 
for supporting infrastructure, with the potential for adverse environmental impacts. 
The locations where speculative applications are more likely to be pursued are 
those areas of the district which are located outside the Oxford Green Belt and the 
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty as these areas have higher protection under 
the NPPF. 

Development Certainty

43. Having an adopted Local Plan in place provides greater certainty to all interested 
parties, including local communities and businesses, as to where and when new 
development will take place. By the same token it gives the Council greater control 
over where development will take place, reducing the prospect for planning by 
appeal (speculative development) and associated costs.

44. Progressing with the emerging Local Plan provides strength and certainty for 
neighbourhood plans, allowing them to progress and shape development in their 
area, avoid need for early review and allow them to contribute to the delivery of 
housing need.

Duty to Co-operate

45. An advantage of continuing with Option A is that the emerging Local Plan is widely 
supported by adjoining councils which helps meets the legislative requirement of 
the Duty to Cooperate. The Council has received a number of letters (Appendices 
3, 7-9 & 21) from most of the Oxfordshire councils recognising the role that funding 
for infrastructure plays, raising concerns about potential impacts on their 
administrations, but acknowledging that the Council’s decision will be in the best 
interests of South Oxfordshire’s residents. 

46. The fulfilment of our Duty to Cooperate is set out in our Statements of Common 
Ground included in the emerging Local Plan’s evidence base. Statements of 
Common Ground are required to be produced to highlight agreement on cross 
boundary strategic issues with neighbouring authorities and other relevant 
organisations. Having a plan in place addresses questions of the County’s 
development needs as a whole and helps reduce planning risk to our partners. 
These Statements of Common Ground help support the evidence that the Duty to 
Cooperate has been discharged, though this will be a matter of judgement for the 
inspectors.

47. Under any Option chosen by Council, officers and councillors will no doubt 
endeavour to demonstrate the Duty to Cooperate has been discharged. 

Staying ahead of national policy changes

48. In February 2019 Government released its response to the technical consultation 
on updates to national planning policy and guidance. This sets out the 
Government’s intention to review the standard method for assessing housing 
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need. Government has stated that the existing standard method does not deliver 
their aspiration to deliver 300,000 homes a year, and so any review of the method 
will change the level of housing need, whether this be higher or lower. 

49. Other external influences include the route options for the Oxford to Cambridge 
Expressway, which may open up new opportunities for growth, thus progressing 
the Local Plan under this option reduces this risk.

Reduced legal risk

50. Officers believe that the emerging Local Plan is legally compliant and would be 
found to be ‘sound’. It is believed that Option A is the least likely of the options to 
result in a successful legal challenge against the Council. (Nevertheless, the plan’s 
adoption could be challenged in a six-week legal challenge period following the 
date the Council decides to adopt the plan).

Local Plan Intervention

51. It is believed that it is unlikely that the Secretary of State would intervene in the 
plan making process under Option A. However, in a letter from MHCLG, 22 July 
2019 (Appendix 4) they expressed concern about a delay to the Local Plan on the 
impact that a delay that would have on government’s strategic priorities for 
Oxfordshire. 

Didcot Garden Town

52. The Garden Town Status of Didcot is underpinned by a commitment to deliver 
15,000 homes by 2031. Option A provides the greatest protection to Garden Town 
Status. At this time, we are eligible for grant funding from Homes England each 
year to support officer time and consultants to advance the development plan 
work.  

Transport model

53. As mentioned above the Local Highway Authority (OCC) raise no in principle 
objection to the submitted emerging Local Plan, subject to HIF being successful. 
The Oxfordshire Strategic (SATURN) Transport model (OSM) provides part of the 
evidence for the emerging Local Plan and has assessed the cumulative impact of 
committed and planned development in the district. The model ceases to be 
WebTAG compliant at the end of November 2019, though the assessment took 
place well within its compliant timeframe. There is no alternative available at 
present, which may become an issue if the Inspector considers Modifications. 

Option A: Risks

Local Plan ‘Soundness’

54. There is a low risk that the emerging Local Plan is found unsound by the 
Inspectors, however Inspectors usually will suggest Modifications to make the 
local plan sound.  If the emerging Local Plan is found to be sound and the Council 
adopt it, there is a period of 6 weeks, post adoption, where the Plan is subject to 
legal challenge at the High Court. This is an inherent risk within any Local Plan 
process, but if the risk materialises this could have significant financial 
implications. 
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Evidence Base

55. As time has progressed a number of evidence base documents are becoming 
more dated. Following updates, particularly an assessment of housing needs, they 
are likely to be satisfactory for the current examination.

56. Government has acknowledged that the existing standard method does not deliver 
their aspiration to deliver 300,000 homes a year, and so any review of the 
standard method could result in a different housing need whether it is higher or 
lower, which the Inspectors would ask us to consider if this change happened 
during the examination proceedings. 

Option A: Conclusion and Recommendation

57. Option A is likely to be the quickest way to ensure that we have an up to date 
development plan since we adopted the Core Strategy in 2012, and this Option 
provides long term confidence to our communities and partners about 
development in the district and is less likely to result in speculative applications 
and resultant appeals. 

58. The costs of progressing Option A have been met by the existing Planning Policy 
budget and avoids abortive costs. 

59. This option is also the best opportunity to secure the provision of ongoing external 
infrastructure funding from HIF and the Deal, which is of particular benefit to the 
communities of Didcot and Science Vale. This is the only Option which meets the 
current pre-condition of the draft agreement between Homes England/Homes 
England and OCC. Furthermore, if housing delivery slows in Didcot, as a result of 
this funding potentially being withdrawn as a consequence of Council’s decision of 
other Options, then it could have a consequential impact on the housing land 
supply for the rest of the district. These issues will affect our partners, including 
Vale of White Horse District Council and Oxfordshire County Council.

60. There are clear advantages over the disadvantages and officers therefore 
recommend Option A.  

Option B – Withdraw the Local Plan and progress a revised version of the Local 
Plan through publication (Regulation 19)

61. This Option would see the withdrawal of the Local Plan from examination.  The 
Council would then propose changes to the plan and undertake a further 
regulation 19 publication before resubmitting the Plan for examination.  The extent 
of changes will need to fall within the remit of regulation 19 publication – i.e. not 
constitute a fundamental re-write of the Plan/introduce significant new subject 
areas for the plan to cover. 

62. By way of example, Option B could include the removal of a site or sites, the 
inclusion of policies relating to climate change or the review of the uplift above the 
standard method (although the validity of Option B would need to be reviewed 
depending on precisely what changes the Council proposes to introduce). The 
cumulative impact of any proposed changes could necessitate a new Local Plan to 
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be prepared as the changes could be considered so significant as to depart from 
the substance of the existing Plan. 

63. Whilst Councillors may select this option to progress their preferred aspirations, by 
virtue of opening up the Local Plan to another regulation 19 publication this will 
provide an opportunity for others to raise new issues beyond those which 
Councillors may wish to focus on. These matters would be considered at the 
subsequent examination.

Timescale and financial implications

64. This option would delay the Local Plan process by several months as set out 
below and would include the preparation of any additional evidence required. This 
would have cost implications, but until we know the extent of changes and what  
additional/updated evidence is required it is difficult to estimate whether this can 
be achieved within existing policy budget. Once officers were clear on the 
Council’s decision and direction, if necessary, we would bring a report back to 
consider financial implications. The Plan would require a consultation period (Reg. 
19 publication) of at least six weeks. The extent of this would depend on what 
evidence is required to support the Council’s intended requested planning policy 
changes. The indicative timetable below has been adjusted to account for the 
latest information on when evidence to support the Plan will be available.

October 2019 Withdraw emerging Local Plan 

October 2019 – March 
2021

Review of emerging Local Plan on the basis of 
conducting a further consultation (regulation 19) 
subject to the impact of the changes requested. 
(This assumes the Oxfordshire Mobility Model is 
operation in August 2020.) 

April 2021 Third regulation 19 Publication 

September 2021 – 
June 2022

Resubmission and Examination in Public

July 2022 Inspector’s report

September 2022 Adoption

Option B: Advantages

Freedom to make changes

65. The key advantage of this option is to enable councillors to review aspects of the 
emerging Local Plan. For example, the Council could choose to reduce the supply 
of homes proposed in the Plan, review which sites should be allocated for 
development and change the natural environmental policies within the plan, as 
well as any further minor changes. The cumulative effect of these changes would 
need to be considered. These changes would need to be based on current or 
updated planning evidence, and compliant with national policies and guidance. 
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Amount of Oxford City’s unmet housing need

66. The Examination of the Oxford City Local Plan could, in time, provide an accurate 
number of their unmet housing need, prior to the publication of a revised South 
Oxfordshire Local Plan so that the final level of unmet housing need can be 
incorporated within the South Oxfordshire Local Plan. 

The Council may need to withdraw from the Statement of Common Ground, which 
also commits the Council to providing Oxford unmet need.

Option B: Risks

Housing Infrastructure Fund

67. Following the commentary in paragraphs 10 to 20 above, if HIF is withdrawn by 
Homes England/MHCLG due to the pre-condition, it would result in a loss of 
funding for OCC for major infrastructure projects necessary to mitigate existing 
and proposed developments in Didcot and Science Vale area.

68. Due to the current severe2 impact on the road network around Didcot caused by 
existing development, the loss of HIF funded infrastructure improvements would 
leave this impact unresolved.  Additionally, the withdrawal of HIF would impact on 
the agreed Didcot Garden Town Delivery Plan.

69. Any loss of HIF is likely to lead to an objection from OCC as the Highways 
Authority insofar as the emerging Spatial Strategy would not have guaranteed 
funding. A departure from the spatial strategy which focusses on the Science Vale 
area would then constitute a significant change, at which point Option B would 
have a higher risk and Option C should be progressed instead. 

Housing and Growth Deal

70. One of the milestones of the Deal was the submission of a Local Plan by 1 April 
2019, so the Local Plan withdrawal in this option could impact on the continuation 
of the Deal with or without South Oxfordshire. The Deal Delivery Plan states that:

“Failure to achieve milestones will result in [the] deal being reviewed and 
potentially further payments could be withheld.”

71. The Oxfordshire Plan 2050 and the freedoms and flexibilities (i.e. 3 year housing 
land supply and the Housing Delivery Test) could also be affected by this option. 
However, it is important to note that discussions between officers and Homes 
England/MHCLG continue and any updates at the time of council meetings will be 
verbally reported.

Evidence base update

72. Under this option extensive updating and the provision of additional evidence will 
be required. The range of this additional evidence will depend on the level of 
changes proposed. This will require additional officer time and incur costs to 
support this. Some of our evidence is over five years old and our transport 

2 NPPF Paragraph 109
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evidence update will be challenging as the model has almost come to the end of 
its life and it could not be used again to prepare a local plan. 

73. Officers would need to update the Housing Needs Assessment, the retail and 
economic data underpinning a number of pieces of evidence and the Viability 
Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulations Assessment. 
These are fundamental parts of a Local Plan’s evidence. Depending on the scope 
of review under this option further studies may be required as the conclusions of 
one study may then need to be incorporated and assessed with reference to 
another study. This may further extend the period and which would impact on 
existing evidence that would need to be updated to be robust. The initial point at 
which some of this evidence was gathered is becoming more dated the longer the 
plan making process takes. It is more likely that there would be challenges to the 
‘soundness’ of the plan under this option.

Housing land supply

74. This option could have longer term impacts on our housing land supply, subject to 
when we can secure an adopted local plan. However, our most recent evidence 
suggests there is sufficient headroom in our land supply to provide time for a 
Regulation 19 version of the Local Plan to be produced and submitted.

Oxford to Cambridge Arc

75. The emerging Local Plan would have to respond to any future announcements on 
the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway route, and any associated development 
opportunities. In the event that the route crossed South Oxfordshire it could 
necessitate a departure from the current spatial strategy. As above, this would 
then constitute a significant change, at which point Option C should be progressed 
rather than Option B. 

Neighbourhood Development Plans

76. There is a risk that emerging Neighbourhood Development Plans face uncertainty 
regarding the number of homes they should be planning for while the Council 
prepares this revised plan.

Adjoining councils and partnerships

77. Should Council decide to withdraw the plan and either the Deal, HIF, or unmet 
housing need are affected, there is a risk that this would affect the plans yet to be 
adopted across the County. 

78. If this situation arises, it could have a negative impact on our working relationships 
and reputation with neighbouring authorities, and partners in Government, as 
mentioned above.

Duty to Cooperate

79. There is a risk, that the legal duty to cooperate might not be met if the council’s 
actions are directly jeopardising the Plans’ of neighbouring Districts.
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Lack of an up to date local plan

80. Site promoters may see a withdrawn plan as an opportunity to submit speculative 
planning applications, despite having a strong housing supply.  This could lead to 
planning appeals and associated applications for costs against the Council for 
perceived unreasonable behaviour.

81. Certain parts of the district are more vulnerable to speculative developments and 
officers believe, from our recent experience of losing our housing land supply, that 
greenfield sites on the edge of settlements outside the AONB and Green Belt will 
be at most risk. This is because these areas do not benefit from the high level of 
protection in national planning policy.

82. Those who proposed alternative sites through the emerging Local Plan, which 
were rejected by the Council could also use this opportunity to submit speculative 
planning applications. Many of the sites omitted from the emerging Local Plan fell 
in areas not within the Green Belt or AONB, such as those located on the edge of 
Reading, Thame, land at Harrington and Didcot. This could potentially result in 
unplanned sites being determined by planning inspectors rather than the Council. 
This also places at risk the level of appropriate infrastructure that would be 
required to mitigate their development proposals and may potentially result in 
piecemeal infrastructure responses.

Local Plan intervention

83. Officers believe that it is unlikely that the Secretary of State would intervene in the 
plan making process under Option B, however in order to mitigate against this risk 
we would need to be clear that we were progressing with plan making. Although a 
low risk, then this would be a higher risk than Option A.  

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)

84. Officers have commissioned evidence on viability to support a review of the 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and increased charging rates supplemented 
by a revised Supplementary Planning Document. This evidence is based upon the 
emerging Local Plan and the cumulative need for infrastructure for the sites and 
level of growth proposed. As the evidence becomes out of date so will the SPD, 
which will require a generic update rather than any site specific content until the 
Local Plan has been reviewed.

85. In the interim, Town and Parish Councils will continue to receive a lower level of 
CIL funding. Funding gaps created from any from loss of funding would not be 
filled by CIL.

86. However, we need to recognise that following the changes in September to CIL 
and Section 106, there may be an opportunity, in any event to update CIL.

Legal risk

87. Section 22 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides the 
mechanism for a local planning authority to withdraw a local plan at any point 
before adoption. The Council could choose to withdraw the emerging Local Plan 
from examination by following the process set out in Regulation 27 of the Town 
and Country Planning Act. They could then review the Plan, and, subject to the 
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level of change could go back a stage in plan making process and undertake a 
further Consultation (Regulation 19 - publication).

88. Any decision to withdraw the plan should be based on a sound planning reason(s) 
and a rationale, to minimise the risk of legal challenge to such a decision. 

89. There could be an additional risk of progressing a third consultation (Regulation 
19) version of the plan that the legal Duty to Cooperate might not be met if the 
Council’s actions directly jeopardise the Plans of neighbouring districts. If the 
Council’s legal duty is not met, an inspector would have no choice but to 
recommend non-adoption of the revised Plan.

Option B: Conclusion and Recommendation

90. There are some disadvantages to Option B, such as a delay in timescales and 
potential additional costs in comparison with option A. It would also add 
uncertainty for our communities and neighbourhood plan groups. Furthermore, it 
could place the Deal and HIF schemes/projects at greater risk with consequences 
for housing land supply and infrastructure in the Science Vale area and around 
Didcot.

91. Any loss of HIF is likely to lead to an objection from OCC as the Highways 
Authority insofar as the emerging Spatial Strategy would not have guaranteed 
funding. A departure from the spatial strategy which focusses on the Science Vale 
area would then constitute a significant change, at which point Option B would 
have a higher risk and Option C should be progressed instead. 

92. However, Option B would provide the Council with an opportunity to make limited 
changes to the plan to address some of the concerns of councillors, as understood 
by officers.

93. On balance officers do not recommend this approach, as we believe the 
disadvantages considerably outweigh the advantages to the Council and that 
some factors are sufficiently outside of the Council’s control which would 
necessitate a new Local Plan rather than progressing a third Regulation 19 version 
of the Local Plan.

Option C – Withdraw the Local Plan and embark upon a new Local Plan

94. This Option would see the withdrawal of the Local Plan from examination.  The 
Council would then develop an entirely new Local Plan. This would be subject to 
two periods of consultation at regulation 18 and regulation 19 stage (publication).  

95. Councillors could select this option to develop an aspirational new Local Plan 
focussed, for example, on environmental and Climate Change which can fully 
reflect their ambitions, subject to the development of an appropriate supporting 
evidence base. 

96. This option would lead to Council to withdraw from the current Statements of 
Common Ground with other Oxfordshire authorities as preparing a fundamentally 
different Plan would be inconsistent with what is committed to within the 
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Statements of Common Ground. Officers would then draw up new Statements of 
Common Ground with Oxfordshire authorities. 

Timescale and financial implications

97. The indicative timetable below indicates the anticipated programme for preparing a 
new Plan. 

98. The financial implications will need to be assessed in the context of a new Local 
Plan, estimated timescales and the existing policy budget. Once the Council has 
decided on which option and direction it wishes to take, if necessary, officers will 
report back to Cabinet/Council regarding any financial implications.

Option C: Advantages

Freedom to make changes

99. The main advantage of this option is for the Council to set a new direction for a 
new Local Plan, which does not exist under any other Option. Option C provides 
the widest scope to pursue councillors broad ambitions across the Local Pan, 
subject to an appropriate evidence base. This would positively contribute to the 
Climate Change emergency which was declared in April 2019.  The Council would 
not be limited to the current adopted Core Strategy policies. These changes would 
need to be based on new planning evidence, and compliant with national policies 
and guidance.

Amount of Oxford City’s unmet housing need

100. The Examination of the Oxford City Local Plan will have been completed to 
provide an accurate number of their unmet housing need, prior to the publication 
of a new South Oxfordshire Local Plan so that the final level of unmet housing 
need can be incorporated within the South Oxfordshire Local Plan.

Transport model

101. The Oxfordshire Strategic (SATURN) Transport model (OSM) will no longer be 
WebTAG compliant at the end of November 2019, meaning that any future testing 
of site scenarios and levels of growth in South Oxfordshire will need to be 
undertaken in the new Countywide model that is currently under development. The 

October 2019 Withdraw emerging Local Plan

October 2019 – August 2021 Draft Reg 18 Local Plan production

August 2022 Consultation on Reg 19 Local Plan 

February 2023 – November 
2023 

Submission and Examination in Public

December 2023 Inspector’s report

February 2024 Adoption
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new model moves away from the traditional type of transport model we have been 
using and, instead, is to be the first Oxfordshire Mobility Model (OMM) which has a 
greater focus on modal shifts and alternatives to car based transport. This model 
is still in development and is not expected to be available for use until at least 
August 2020, but is complementary to a new Local Plan timescale. For clarity, this 
is the same as Option B.

Evidence base

102. In commencing a new Local Plan we would develop a new suite of evidence base 
studies to be prepared, some of which could be prepared jointly with neighbouring 
authorities in Oxfordshire, Berkshire and Buckinghamshire. Having a sound up to 
date evidence base limits opportunity for legal challenge and assisting in 
defending planning appeals.

Options C: Risks

Housing and Infrastructure Fund

103. It is clear from the dialogue which has taken place with MHCLG, Homes England 
and Oxfordshire County Council, that the Housing and Infrastructure Fund may not 
continue in its current form if the Council chooses to progress with a new plan 
under this option. This is subject to the outcome of the OCC work on alternative 
sites and whether Homes England will accept alternative sites contractually and 
vary the clause within the draft agreement which relates to the South Oxfordshire 
Local Plan. If HIF is lost, it would result in a funding shortfall for major 
infrastructure projects necessary to mitigate existing and proposed developments 
in Didcot and Science Vale area.

Housing and Growth Deal

104. Option C potentially places the Oxfordshire Housing and Growth Deal at risk. 
Should the Deal be withdrawn, it could result in a funding shortfall for some major 
infrastructure projects necessary to mitigate existing and proposed developments 
in Didcot and Science Vale area. This could have an impact on the housing land 
supply. The infrastructure impacts on the highway network would be primarily in 
Didcot and the surrounding villages in Science Vale.

105. The withdrawal of the Deal may also result in a loss of the three year housing land 
supply test for the purposes of decision and the future bespoke Housing Delivery 
Test for Oxfordshire. 

106. Although the Council has identified a small number of housing schemes to benefit 
from some of the £60m Deal funding to accelerate the delivery of affordable 
housing, this is unlikely to be available if the Deal falls (with or without South 
Oxfordshire). 

107. There are also potential longer term implications for Oxfordshire’s ability to attract 
future funding from government if the Deal were withdrawn.

Oxfordshire Plan 2050

108. The withdrawal of the Growth Deal funding could also put the Oxfordshire Plan 
2050 at risk. Whilst there may remain an ambition from the districts to progress a 
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strategic County wide plan, the capacity funding of £2.5m could be lost. Each 
Council would then be required to make a contribution to the ongoing costs of this 
project, which are not currently budgeted for. 

Development Certainty

109. Option C would remove certainty from the current plan making process to all 
interested parties, including local communities, neighbourhood plan groups and 
businesses.

110. Notwithstanding a strong five year housing land supply, based on the minimum 
standard method, the council will not have an up to date plan in place. This could 
result in a number of speculative planning applications being submitted to the 
Council and the potential for an increasing number of appeals on non-allocated 
sites, which do not take account of cumulative implications and requirements for 
supporting infrastructure, with the potential for adverse environmental impacts, 
with related applications costs. 

111. Certain parts of the district are likely to be particularly vulnerable to speculative 
development and based on our recent experience, greenfield sites on the edge of 
settlements outside the AONB and Green Belt will be at most risk. This is because 
these areas do not benefit from the higher level of protection set out in national 
planning policy. 

Oxfordshire Councils and partner relationships

112. There are risks to the relationships that our Council has with its neighbouring 
councils and with Government (Appendix 13). A number of Councils have written 
to the Leader of the Council regarding their concerns. 

Local Plan intervention

113. Section 27(1) and (2) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 allows 
for the Secretary of State to intervene in the plan making process (at any time 
before a Plan is adopted). This poses a financial risk, a reputational risk and 
procedurally the Council would lose control of its plan making powers. Under this 
option, the risk is higher than Option A, but lower than Option B. Officers believe 
this is a low risk providing the Council is clear after withdrawing its emerging Local 
Plan, what it does next in plan making terms. 

Oxford to Cambridge Expressway

114. Other risks include the route options for the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway, 
which may open up new opportunities for growth. Under this option we would have 
to respond to any future announcements on the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway 
route, and any associated development opportunities. This may require a different 
spatial strategy in a new Local Plan. 

Duty to Cooperate

115. There is a risk, as with option B that the legal duty to cooperate might not be met if 
the council’s actions are directly jeopardising the Plans’ of neighbouring Districts.
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116. Any withdrawal of HIF funding could have an immediate impact on our 
neighbouring authority, the Vale of White Horse District Council. Any loss of 
funding could affect the delivery of housing sites within the Vale and without the 
delivery of those sites, it is likely that they would not be able to demonstrate a five 
or three year housing land supply. There is a possibility that this could lead to 
further planning implications for South Oxfordshire District Council should we 
undermine their ability to provide sufficient sites against their housing requirement 
including the potential for a request to meet their resultant unmet housing need. 
This is calculated to be in excess of 5,000 homes.

Didcot Garden Town

117. The Garden Town Status of Didcot is underpinned by a commitment to deliver 
15,000 homes by 2031, which requires delivery of sites in the Didcot area which 
are reliant on infrastructure being provided by HIF. This option risks the loss of 
Garden Town Status. This risk is higher under Option C than it would be for Option 
B given the timescales involved.

118. There are two sites which relate to the Didcot Garden Town that are allocated in 
the South Oxfordshire Emerging Local Plan 2034; Land Adjacent to Culham 
Science (STRAT 9) and Didcot A Power Station (H2- New Housing in Didcot). 

Legal Risk

119. Section 22 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides the 
mechanism for a local planning authority to withdraw a local plan at any point 
before adoption. The Council could choose to withdraw the emerging Local Plan 
from examination by following the process set out in Regulation 27 of the Town 
and Country Planning Act. 

120. Any decision to withdraw the plan should be based on a sound planning reason(s) 
and a rationale, to minimise the risk of legal challenge to such a decision. Officers 
believe the risk of challenge is lower under Option C than Option B.

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)

121. Officers have commissioned evidence on viability to support a review of the 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and increased charging rates supplemented 
by a revised Supplementary Planning Document. This evidence is based upon the 
emerging Local Plan and the cumulative need for infrastructure for the sites and 
level of growth proposed. As the evidence becomes out of date so will the SPD, 
which will require a generic update rather than any site specific content until the 
Local Plan has progressed enough. 

122. In the interim Town and Parish Councils will continue to receive a lower level of 
CIL funding. Funding gaps created from any from loss of funding would not be 
filled by CIL. Should the council wish to progress an update to the current CIL 
charging schedule this could be linked to the 2012 adopted Core Strategy as an 
interim measure, pending the adoption of a new Local Plan.
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Options C: Conclusion and Recommendations

123. There are more advantages and less disadvantages to Option C than under option 
B. Noticeably around the ability of councillors to set a new direction for the 
development plan. 

124. The disadvantages under Option C are similar to Option B, though the timescale is 
longer than Option A or B. Officers believe the impact of Option C on the HIF 
proposal and the Deal is the same as that as Option B. The loss of infrastructure 
funding is a key factor for Science Vale and around Didcot. It would also add 
uncertainty for our communities and neighbourhood plan groups.

125. Officers do not recommend option C, as we believe the disadvantages outweigh 
the advantages, however, notwithstanding this, officers would advise that Option C 
presents a better route for a robust plan than Option B which meets the aspirations 
of the council should Option A not be acceptable. This is recognising the risk in the 
age of the evidence base and the likely scope of legal challenge to the soundness 
of the plan.  

Work on a subsequent Local Plan

126. This review is already timetabled within the Councils Local Development Scheme. 
The Local Development Scheme will need to be updated to reflect the latest 
progress of the emerging Local Plan and the subsequent Local Plan. 

127. Additional resource and finance will be required to progress a new Local Plan 
alongside a review of the Plan in Option A or B. Evidence compiled to support a 
review of the Local Plan under Option A or B will not support a new Local Plan. 

128. Consideration will also need to be given to the updates to the Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) that would normally follow the adoption of a new Local 
plan or where there has been a substantial change in circumstances. Officers 
believe that a review could be undertaken following changes to the CIL legislation 
in September 2019. 

Examination Update

129. We have received three sets of initial questions from the Inspectors appointed to 
undertake the examination of the South Oxfordshire Local Plan. Officers have 
commenced work on responding to these questions in the absence of any 
mechanism to ‘pause’ the examination, and no Council decision to withdraw.

130. The hearing sessions and matters statements will need to be prepared for the 
Oxford City Council Local Plan hearings. Officers believe that these may be 
received over the next few weeks and will provide an update to the meeting. Any 
reasons for withdrawal of the Local Plan will have implications for how we can 
respond to these matters.
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Financial Implications

131. Any decision that has financial implications must be made with regard to the 
knowledge of the council’s overarching financial position. This is as reflected in the 
council’s medium term financial plan (MTFP) as reported to Full Council each 
February as part of the budget setting report.  The February 2019 MTFP and the 
budget report showed that the council was due to receive £3.3 million less in 
revenue funding than it planned to spend in 2019/20 (with the balance coming 
from reserves and accumulated New Homes Bonus).  This funding gap is 
predicted to increase to over £6 million per annum by 2023/24. Every decision 
should be made in cognisance of the need to substantially reduce this funding gap 
over the medium term and to eliminate it after five years.

132. The preparation of the South Oxfordshire Local Plan is primarily undertaken by the 
Planning Policy team and is supported by the production of an extensive evidence 
base with significant input from other areas of the council. The work of this team is 
met from the existing Planning Policy budget. The total costs of the production of a 
Local Plan for South Oxfordshire have been estimated at approximately £5 million. 

133. Each Option has costs associated with it. Option A will require existing staff 
resource already budgeted for, recognising there is a need to recruit permanent 
staff to facilitate the examination process and to participate in the Oxford City 
examination hearings. In addition it will require the full funding of the next Local 
Plan. 

134. The additional cost of pursuing Option B would be an estimated £500,000 to 
£600,000 over a 16 month period.  The Council would still incur the full costs of a 
new Local plan as this would commence immediately afterwards. This would 
require many of the evidence documents that support the current plan to be 
redrafted or recommissioned.  Currently, we do not have an indication of the 
Inspectors’ time spent on the emerging Local Plan to date. However, their daily 
rate is circa £1000 per day per Inspector. 

135. Over a five year MTFP, Option C would potentially have a lower cost implication 
than Option B or C as it removes the need for any further costs to be incurred with 
the emerging Local Plan. Officers estimate that Option C would require around an 
additional funding of £2 million over the MTFP period, although this would be 
brought forward expenditure than additional expenditure. We will also have to 
review the existing budget for a new Local Plan based around the above estimate 
of costs. This would be subject to another report.

136. Progressing with Option A, without main modifications, could be covered within the 
existing Planning Policy budget whereas Options B and C would require a re-
profiling of this budget. However, officers believe that for Option A updates can be 
covered from within the existing policy budgets as much of the evidence base can 
have addendum reports rather than necessitating a complete rewrite, the costs of 
a new local Plan would be incurred immediately after the Local Plan had been 
adopted

137. Progressing with Option A, B or C will require planning officer resource to support 
the necessary contractual requests for additional work and to review additional 
material. As the work programme for the team was focussed on the necessary 
preparatory work for the examination, it shifts the timescale back and will create 
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some management challenges which will require a flexible approach to officer 
resource. 

138. Potential resource funding will be required for Development Management for the 
determination of additional major planning applications and subsequent planning 
appeals. We have been advised by Oxfordshire County Council officers of their 
concerns for capacity to support an increase in the workload of Development 
Management. This would also likely be relevant to other statutory bodies, but it is 
for them to address. 

139. If the Secretary of State intervenes in the Council’s plan making we would be 
responsible for the costs associated with this process. At this time, there is no 
precise estimate as to any costs that might be incurred if this happened. Officers 
would recommend that any attempt to step into the plan making process was 
robustly defended.  

140. The potential loss to OCC should the HIF funding be withdrawn would total £218 
million. If HIF does not progress, Oxfordshire County Councils abortive costs to 
date are around £1 million. 

141. The potential loss of funding associated with Deal, including the accelerating 
affordable housing fund, would be approximately of £145 million over the 
remaining three years. 

142. As an indication of costs that might be incurred by Oxfordshire partner councils, 
and recognising the shared commitment to DGT, the financial implications to Vale 
of White Horse Council with the potential loss of infrastructure to deliver Valley 
Park in Didcot, amounting to £59,322,512. 

143. It is possible that there may be further financial implications that would have a 
direct impact depending on the range of sites allocated by a future Local Plan. 
There would be a significant amount of investment from developers and site 
promoters of the sites allocated within the Local Plan. Appendix 15 is a letter from 
Carter Jones acting for CEG for the Culham and Culham No.1 allocations. 
Appendix 18 is a letter from Homes England in relation to the Chalgrove Airfield 
allocation. These letters represent only two of our strategic allocations, but 
together they would be providing £330 million of infrastructure funding either 
directly through S106, which under Options B and C is at risk of being lost. 
Cumulatively, the funding from developers as well as the risks of loss of the £218 
HIF and the Growth Deal funding, this represents a cumulative financial risk of 
investment in infrastructure that is very significant. Currently identified funding from 
developers could not be guaranteed under Options B and C.  

Legal Implications

144. The Publication version of the South Oxfordshire Local Plan has been produced 
for publication under regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local 
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (“Local Planning Regulations”).

145. Local authorities are required by law to prepare a development plan for their 
administrative area and the process for doing that is governed by statute. The 
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regulations require local authorities to notify and invite comments from a range of 
specified persons and organisations on their development plan proposals.

146. In the absence of an up to date Local Plan, South Oxfordshire’s ability to decide 
the type and location of development that comes forward is significantly 
weakened. There is a requirement to review Local Plans every five years and the 
Core Strategy, which was adopted in 2012, prior to the current national planning 
guidance and policy. 

147. In the writing of this report, regard has been given to legal advice provided by 
counsel engaged to advise the council on the Local Plan.  A copy of the advice 
has been circulated to all Councillors on a confidential basis.  This is not for 
publication or discussion in public because it contains information in respect of 
which a claim to legal professional privilege could be maintained in legal 
proceedings and in all the circumstances of the case the public interest in 
maintaining the exemption outweighs the public interest in disclosing the 
information.

Power to withdraw the Local Plan

148. Section 22 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides the 
mechanism for a local planning authority to withdraw a local plan at any point 
before adoption. 

149. Officers believe that any decision to withdraw the plan should be based on sound 
planning reason(s) with a rationale, to minimise the risk of legal challenge to such 
a decision. A person aggrieved by a decision to withdraw the Plan might seek to 
undertake a judicial review of that decision. 

Duty to Co-operate

150. Section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as inserted by 
the s110 of the Localism Act 2011) (“s33A”) provides that local planning authorities 
must co-operate with other local planning authorities in maximising the 
effectiveness with which activities such as the preparation of local 
plan/development plan documents are undertaken so far as they relate to strategic 
matters. This ‘duty to cooperate’ requires the local authority to engage 
constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis in any process by means of which 
activities such as the preparation of Local Plan are undertaken. 

151. If the person appointed to carry out the independent examination considers that 
the council has not complied with its duty under s33A in relation to the preparation 
of its Local Plan the person can neither recommend adoption nor modifications 
and in such cases, and the council cannot then adopt the Local Plan.

152. Under Option A the legal Duty to Cooperate will be examined by the appointed 
inspectors in the current examination. 

153. Under Options B and C there is a risk to the ability to demonstrate that the Duty to 
Co-operate has been discharged. This will be felt particularly by Vale of White 
Horse District Council, where Options B and C and a resultant loss of HIF, will 
immediately impact on their ability to demonstrate a five-year supply of housing 
land, bringing with it reputational, environmental and potentially financial risks to 
that Council. 
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154. Should the Council choose Option B or C, this would impact on Oxford City whose 
Plan is being examined. Options B and C will signal withdrawal of a significant 
element of housing delivery that the City Local Plan is reliant upon.  

Conclusion

155. Cabinet is asked to note the updated position in relation to the emerging Local 
Plan. Cabinet is also asked to consider the options set out in this report, the 
recommendation(s) from Scrutiny Committee and to make any recommendations 
to Council. 

156. This report sets the options available to members with the advantages and 
disadvantage, estimated costs and timescales. 

157. Option A is likely to be the quickest way to ensure that we have an up to date 
development plan since we adopted the Core Strategy in 2012, and this Option 
provides long term confidence to our communities and partners about 
development in the district and is less likely to result in speculative applications 
and resultant appeals. The costs of progressing Option A have been met by the 
existing Planning Policy budget and avoids abortive costs. 

158. This option is also the best opportunity to secure the provision of ongoing external 
infrastructure funding from HIF and the Deal, which is of particular benefit to the 
communities of Didcot and Science Vale. This is the only Option which meets the 
current pre-condition of the draft agreement between Homes England/Homes 
England and OCC. 

159. Option B is considered to be the worst of the three options as the impacts upon 
the council and its communities are highest. Option B adds an additional stage into 
a plan making process which has already taken a number of years. The updates to 
the evidence base which are required are unlikely to be a positive addition to the 
soundness of the emerging Local Plan. 

160. Furthermore, it could place the Deal and HIF schemes/projects at greater risk and 
any loss of HIF is likely to lead to an objection from OCC as the Highways 
Authority insofar as the emerging Spatial Strategy would not have guaranteed 
funding. A departure from the spatial strategy which focusses on the Science Vale 
area would then constitute a significant change, at which point Option B would 
have a higher risk and Option C should be progressed instead. 

161. Option C would enable the plan making process to move forward with a lower risk 
approach to addressing any of the council’s outstanding concerns. The 
disadvantages under Option C are similar to Option B, though the timescale is 
longer than Option A or B. Officers do not recommend option C, as we believe the 
disadvantages outweigh the advantages, however, notwithstanding this, officers 
would advise that Option C presents a better route for a robust plan than Option B 
which meets the aspirations of the council should Option A not be acceptable. 

162. There are clear advantages over the disadvantages and officers therefore 
recommend Option A.  
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Housing trajectories for the Options

1. Introduction

1.1. This appendix provides information on the housing land supply scenarios for 
the options outlined in the report. These options are:

 Option A - Allow the emerging Local Plan to continue through its 
examination.

 Option B - Withdraw the Local Plan from examination.  The Council 
will make changes to the plan, then conduct a further Regulation 19 
consultation and resubmit. 

 Option C - Withdraw the Local Plan from examination.  The Council 
will then prepare a new Local Plan.

1.2. These options will have variable impacts on South Oxfordshire’s housing land 
supply position. It is only possible to provide more detailed projections on 
Option A as the housing requirement and supply in this option is more 
predictable. In Options B and C there are a number of variables to be 
considered in relation to both what the housing requirement would be for the 
district, and what sites would make up the housing supply. 

2. Option A

2.1. This scenario provides the projected housing trajectory and housing land 
supply scenario under Option A to progress the examination of the South 
Oxfordshire Local Plan 2034. 

2.2. This scenario uses the housing requirement proposed in the Local Plan 2034 
for South Oxfordshire of 775 homes per annum. It also takes account of unmet 
housing need from Oxford City of 4,950 homes. A stepped trajectory has been 
implemented, as supported by national guidance, to allow time to transition to 
a higher housing requirement and give sufficient lead in time for the strategic 
sites to commence. 

2.3. Table 1 provides the expected housing trajectory, with housing completions 
provided up to and including 2018/19 and projected completions beyond this. 
The table also provides the stepped housing requirement and projected 
housing land supply position annually. 

2.4. This Option includes all HIF and Growth Deal sites included within the 
expected supply. 
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Table 1: Stepped housing requirement, Option A

Year Actual / Projected 
Housing delivery

Housing 
requirement

Projected 5YHLS 
position

2011/12 508 775 N/A
2012/13 475 775 N/A
2013/14 484 775 N/A
2014/15 600 775 N/A
2015/16 608 775 N/A
2016/17 722 775 N/A
2017/18 936 775 N/A
2018/19 1361 900 N/A
2019/20 1469 900 5.91
2020/21 1391 900 6.61
2021/22 1535 900 6.55
2022/23 1197 900 5.73
2023/24 1077 900 5.43
2024/25 1438 900 5.69
2025/26 1237 900 5.63
2026/27 1177 1260 5.62
2027/28 1314 1270 5.95
2028/29 1839 1270 6.01
2029/30 1824 1270 5.66
2030/31 1691 1270 N/A
2031/32 1641 1270 N/A
2032/33 1398 1270 N/A
2033/34 1356 1270 N/A

2.5. Figure 1 provides the housing trajectory measured against the stepped 
housing requirement, whilst figure 2 provides a graph of the projected housing 
land supply position. 

Figure 1: Housing trajectory, Option A
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Figure 2: Housing land supply projection, Option A
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3. Options B and C

3.1. If the Council were to choose option B or C, so to withdraw the emerging Plan 
from examination, then the housing land supply would continue to be 
calculated using the same method that it currently is. That is by using the 
standard method to calculate the minimum local housing need for South 
Oxfordshire, in accordance with national guidance. Currently this produces a 
local housing need of 632 homes per annum. No unmet need from the housing 
market area has been added to the district’s housing need in this scenario.

3.2. In this scenario all proposed housing allocations in the emerging Local Plan 
have been removed from the housing supply. These scenarios also lead to a 
significant risk to the Housing Infrastructure Fund and Oxfordshire Growth 
Deal schemes. Therefore, sites where deliverability is likely to be affected by 
the loss of an infrastructure project that is supported by either the HIF or GD 
schemes have been removed from the housing supply. 

3.3. In this scenario housing land supply would drop below the 5-year threshold in 
2023/24. However, by this time it would be anticipated that a new plan will 
have been adopted and newly allocated housing sites may contribute to the 
supply. 
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Dear Holly & Emma,         
  
The Inspectors thank the Council for the update. They note Scrutiny were due to meet on the 2nd of 
July, are you able to provide an update as to whether they reached any conclusions? 
  
In terms of the specific queries outlined in your letter, the Inspectors are keen to get on with the 
hearings for the Oxford City LP. At the moment it is anticipated they might take place in the autumn, 
but this is dependent on a number of factors including Oxford’s responses to the Inspectors’ 
questions and indeed the availability of the Council’s team and accommodation. 
  
The hearings into the Oxford City LP are likely to take place before those of South Oxfordshire and 
we will invite representatives from South Oxfordshire and other authorities in the housing market 
area to make representations at the hearings. 
  
The Inspectors’ preference is normally to hold all the hearings together rather than to separate out 
housing and issue an interim letter on the subject. However, the approach taken in this instance will 
depend on a number of factors including the response from Oxford City Council to their initial 
questions and comments, the complexity of the housing issues involved, and the manageability of 
the overall process. Even if there is no interim letter, attendees will be able to gain a clear 
understanding of the Inspectors’ preliminary verbal conclusions at the hearings. 
  
As regards the future of the South Oxfordshire Local Plan, way forward is clearly a matter for the 
Council, but the Inspectors would like to make two very important points in respect of Option 2. 
Firstly, the changes referred to will presumably not have been subject to Regulation 
19  consultation. Secondly, the Inspectors can only recommend main modifications where they are 
necessary to ensure the soundness or legal compliance of the submitted plan. Changes that are 
considered desirable for whatever reason by the Council and would amount to main modifications 
but are not necessary to remedy the soundness or compliance of the submitted plan will not be 
recommended by the Inspectors as main modifications and cannot be taken forward. 

  
Regards 

 
Ian Kemp 

Programme Officer 
 
DD:             01527 861 711 
Mob:            07723 009 166 
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Councillor Sue Cooper 
Leader 
South Oxfordshire District Council 
 
By email 

 

 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Dear Sue 
 
South Oxfordshire Local Plan Progress 
 
I understand your Cabinet and Council are looking to make a decision on South 
Oxfordshire District Council’s Local Plan.  I appreciate your wish to consider all the options 
available to you and your council.  I have instructed my officers to work collaboratively 
with you in this process to ensure both Councils’ interests are protected and to ensure we 
get the best result for Oxfordshire residents.  I will also make myself readily available to 
support you in resolving this situation to ensure we retain the opportunity for infrastructure 
funding.   
 
The County Council has worked closely with all the District and City Councils in securing 
significant infrastructure investment into the county including establishing the Housing & 
Growth Deal.  We encourage and would support you in your Council’s continued 
cooperation in delivering against these funding streams.  
 
You will recall how winning the HIF bid for the Didcot Garden Town was a major success.  
We have only been successful in progressing one other HIF bid submission for the 
County, the A40 Smart Corridor, and are awaiting a decision on that from government.  
The Didcot Garden Town HIF is for £218m towards a total of £234m to deliver: A4130 
widening from the Milton Interchange; linking with a new Science Bridge over the A4130 
and railway line linking to the Didcot Northern Perimeter Road A4130; a new Didcot to 
Culham river crossing between the A4130 and A415; and a Clifton Hampden Bypass from 
the A415.   
 
These local improvements for Didcot will enable better travel options for those travelling 
across the local network including by public transport, cycling and walking.  South 
Oxfordshire is suffering from a lack of investment into infrastructure and these 
improvements have been identified as being necessary for some years – for example 
they were identified as necessary for the Vale of White Horse Local Plan Part 1 which is 
now adopted and also feature in our Local Transport Plan. However, the awarding of the 
bid by government was based not only on the development already committed, but also 
on some proposed allocations as set out in your officer’s report.   
 
The geographical area that will be affected by negative transport impacts from the failure 
to deliver essential highway infrastructure is wide, and spans District borders. The 

County Hall 
New Road 
Oxford 
OX1 1NE 
 
Councillor Ian Hudspeth 
Leader 
 
10th July 2019 
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2 
 

potential number of housing land supply sites that may be lost, should HIF infrastructure 
not be delivered, could be significant. 
 
As we’re both aware good planning with the appropriate infrastructure will enable us 
collectively to deliver thriving communities.  To do this a sound Local Plan needs to be in 
place.  Myself and my officers will continue to work with your Council to find a suitable 
way forward, to get the best possible outcome for our residents.  

 
Yours sincerely 

 

 
Ian Hudspeth 
Leader 
 
     
Email:  Ian.Hudspeth@oxfordshire.gov.uk 
www.oxfordshire.gov.uk   
 
cc: Cllr Leigh Rawlins, South Oxfordshire District Council 

Mark Stone, South Oxfordshire District Council  
 Andrew Down, South Oxfordshire District Council  
 Yvonne Rees, Oxfordshire County Council  
 Simon Furlong, Oxfordshire County Council 
 Susan Halliwell, Oxfordshire County Council 
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South Oxfordshire District Council, 135 Eastern Avenue, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxfordshire 
OX14 4SB www.southoxon.gov.uk  
 
 

  

 

Planning  
HEAD OF SERVICE: ADRIAN DUFFIELD 

 
   

Contact officer:   
 

Tel: 01235 422600 
  

Textphone users add 18001 before you dial 
 

Your reference:  
Our reference: 

 
BY E-MAIL 

 24 July 2019  
 

Dear Sir/Madam  
 
I write to update you on the progress of the South Oxfordshire Local Plan and 
provide a summary of the current position. The progress of the South Oxfordshire 
Local Plan was considered at a meeting of Council on 18 July, where Council 
resolved to: 

(1) express its determination to maintain its housing land supply and avoid 
speculative development; 

(2) express its continued support for the Housing and Infrastructure Fund (HIF) 
funding and infrastructure projects that could be delivered by it; 

(3) ask officers to explore with Oxfordshire County Council, Homes England and the 
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government options for protecting the 
HIF funding whilst enabling the council to address concerns about the current 
emerging Local Plan 2034 including (but not limited to) climate change issues, 
Oxford City’s unmet housing need, and to report back to Cabinet and Council; 

(4) recognising that the Climate Change Emergency is all too real and is recognised 
to be of key and statutory importance under the Climate Change Act 2008 and the 
associated objective of “zero carbon by 2050”, express its wish to do all that it can to 
respond through the Local Plan process; 

(5) agree that as soon as practicable, alongside satisfactory progress being made on 
resolving issues in the emerging Local Plan, work on a subsequent Local Plan shall 
commence, strengthening climate change considerations. 

The motion makes specific reference to “protecting” the Housing and Infrastructure 
Fund (HIF) so I wanted to get in touch to let you know what this means from our 
perspective. 

To confirm the current situation, our Local Plan remains at examination and we have 
been keeping our Planning Inspectors informed of the democratic process taking 
place in South Oxfordshire. The Inspectors could provide us with their initial matters 
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and questions at any time – although it is considered that this is mostly likely to be 
once the examination into Oxford City examination is complete, in part or whole as 
we share the same Inspectors with Oxford City.   

In the meantime, we have been asked to discuss with Oxfordshire County Council, 
Homes England and MHCLG on what options there are to protect HIF that could 
arise in the event that the Council decide at a later date to withdraw or make changes 
to the emerging Local Plan.  

Councillors recognise the importance of the HIF to supporting growth in the district 
and Oxfordshire and are keen to avoid putting that funding and the related 
infrastructure projects at risk.  

We will be liaising closely with the county council, MHCLG and Homes England to 
understand better to how much the HIF award depends on the level of housing in the 
emerging Local Plan and the timescales and financial risks associated with any 
potential decisions Council may choose to make. We will also discuss whether there 
is flexibility for councillors to make changes to the plan in line with the will of the new 
administration, and if so, what level of changes could be made without putting the 
HIF at risk. 
 
I will continue to work with you and other stakeholders to keep you informed on our 
progress.  As soon as we have more information following our exploratory meetings, I 
will be in a position to outline the process we consider appropriate to progress the 
Local Plan and be in a position to give a stronger indication on the most likely 
timescales for this.  We have previously committed to seeking your views on this 
matter and will continue to do so. 
 
I look forward to hearing your authority views and would be happy to meet to discuss. 
 

 
Yours sincerely 
 

Planning Policy Manager  
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South Oxfordshire District Council, 135 Eastern Avenue, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxfordshire 
OX14 4SB www.southoxon.gov.uk  
 
  

  

 

 

 
 

The Rt Hon Robert Jenrick MP,  
Secretary of State Housing, Communities 
and Local Government 
Ministry of Housing, Communities and 
Local Government 
2 Marsham Street  
London 
SW1P 4DF 
 

 

Councillor Sue Cooper 
Leader of the Council 

  
Sue.Cooper@southoxon.gov.uk 

 

Tel: 01235 422693 
135 Eastern Avenue 

Milton Park 
Oxon 

OX14 4SB  
 

 

 

 
 
 
30 July 2019 
 
BY E-MAIL 
 
 
Dear Rt Hon. Robert Jenrick, 
 
May I first take the opportunity to congratulate you on your new appointment as 
Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government.  
 
I received a letter from Kit Malthouse MP, enclosed, relating to a decision taken by a 
meeting of our Full Council in respect of the South Oxfordshire Local Plan. 
 
To confirm the current situation, our Local Plan remains at examination and we have 
been keeping our Planning Inspectors informed of the democratic process taking 
place in South Oxfordshire. We are liaising closely with the county council and other 
partners to understand how much the Oxfordshire Housing and Infrastructure Fund 
(HIF) award depends on the level of housing in the emerging Local Plan and the 
timescales and financial risks associated with any potential decisions Council may 
choose to make. The infrastructure projects that will be delivered by HIF are:  
 

• a Didcot Science Bridge on the A4130 – going over the railway line and Didcot 
A Power Station site and join the A4130 Northern Perimeter Road; 

• improvements to the A4130 from the Milton Interchange by making it a dual 
carriageway; 

• a new river crossing at Culham; and, 

• a bypass at Clifton Hampden. 
 
I was perplexed by the contents of the letter and feel that there has been some 
confusion and I would be grateful if you and your new minister, the Rt. Hon. Esther 
McVey, would grant us a brief meeting to clarify any misunderstanding.  
 
I look forward to hearing from you and would be happy to meet at your earliest 
convenience. 
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Yours sincerely 
 

 
 

Councillor Sue Cooper 
Leader of the Council 
 
 
cc. Rt.Hon Esther McVey  
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 Date 08 August 2019 
Our ref:  
o Darren Reilly, p&c 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sue 
 
Thank you for the recent letter from your officers updating us on the position with your Local 
Plan following your Cabinet meeting on 18 July. 
 
One of the things I have valued since becoming Leader of the City Council is the much 
improved partnership working in local government in Oxfordshire.  This has not only meant 
better personal relationships and resulted in productive collective projects, but has also led 
directly to us securing £500m of government investment in Oxfordshire. I am greatly 
concerned that were SODC to withdraw its Local Plan, this would not only put an end to these 
good working relationships but also, as a result, we would see the loss of this and future 
government investment in Oxfordshire. 
 
In recent years we have seen in Cambridgeshire, Greater Manchester, the West Midlands 
and here in Oxfordshire that it is only when authorities collaborate with their neighbours that 
their voices get heard in government. The government’s interest in developing the Oxford-
Cambridge Arc is that strategy writ large.  
 
Until recently that was not the case in Oxfordshire. Our ability in recent times to attract 
investment to Oxfordshire to support our priorities for infrastructure, public and sustainable 
forms of transport and affordable housing has come about only as a direct result of us 
working together to build a shared agenda, prioritising our investment needs and agreeing to 
work together on long term strategic planning. This means each authority recognising that we 
cannot individually get everything we need or want, but that investment in Oxfordshire 
benefits us all.  
 
We know that the new Government is interested in further investment in the Arc – the new 
Secretary of State for Local Government, Robert Jenrick, led on this project in his role at the 
Treasury. As clear evidence of this, officers from the Oxfordshire authorities have already 
been invited to put forward a collective list of funding asks as part of an Arc-wide proposition 
for the spending review.  Our asks will focus on our priorities of public transport, cycling 
infrastructure and environmental projects. Our ability to benefit from this opportunity depends 
on their confidence in our partnership in Oxfordshire. At a minimum, that means delivering on 
the commitments we have already collectively made, one of which is to deliver our local plans 
to a specified timescale which is not negotiable. If the actions of an individual authority 
undermine that, it will severely damage the trust that underpins our partnership and our 
prospects for attracting future investment. 
 

 
Councillor Sue Cooper 
Leader 
South Oxfordshire District Council 
 
SENT VIA EMAIL 

       
  8th August 2019 
    

Councillor Susan Brown 
Leader, Oxford City Council 
Direct Line: 01865 252354 
Email: cllrsbrown@oxford.gov.uk 

Website: www.oxford.gov.uk 

 

         

                                                                                          
www.oxford.gov.uk 

Town Hall 
Oxford 
OX1 1BX 
Switchboard: 01865 249811 
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I therefore really welcome the fact that your Cabinet opted not to withdraw your plan at this 
stage but instead is taking the time to understand and consider the options for addressing 
your members’ concerns.  
 
I understand SODC will want to secure the infrastructure funding through the HIF. We in 
Oxford City have always taken the view (which I think is shared across local government) that 
upfront investment in infrastructure is critical to creating good quality environments and 
improvements for local communities.   
 
The collaborative approach that the Oxfordshire authorities took to planning and prioritising 
investment in infrastructure was a critical factor in securing the HIF bid for Didcot and was 
very much aligned to the negotiations on the Housing and Growth Deal.  
 
When we came to collectively prioritise the bids for HIF, all the Oxfordshire local councils 
backed the HIF bid for Didcot as the first priority for the county area, over the other competing 
priorities. Like HIF, the Housing and Growth Deal secured upfront investment of £215 million 
in the infrastructure priorities across the County. The priority given to different bids at different 
times is a practical decision in terms of what needs to be done first, what delivers the most 
housing, what is ready to go and is also a political decision. These funding streams mean 
significant investment in improvements to public transport which will benefit residents of the 
City and Districts, with investment to take forward rail projects, improvements to bus routes, 
cycling and pedestrian access, all of which are critical to reducing car use, tackling 
congestion and improving air quality.  
 
I know we also share an interest in building more affordable housing. This is a serious issue 
for all the councils in Oxfordshire and particularly the City, where house prices are among the 
least affordable in the country and we have over 3,000 households on our housing waiting 
list. This issue is fundamental to the entrenched deprivation and inequality that blights our 
local communities. It leads to recruitment and retention problems that not only affect local 
businesses but threaten our public services as schools and healthcare providers struggle to 
attract staff. It is therefore central to the work we have discussed on driving forward an 
inclusive economy.  The £60 million for affordable housing in Oxfordshire that we secured 
through the Housing and Growth Deal is a significant opportunity for us to build more 
affordable housing.  
 
We have always recognised that successful delivery of our commitments under the Deal 
would put us in a strong position for further investment. You will understand therefore that in 
our view, it is vital to protect both the investment we have secured already through the Deal 
as well as future funding such as HIF. The decision you take on your Local Plan could impact 
on this investment which is helping to address long-standing needs in Oxfordshire and losing 
this investment would be a serious setback for the whole county. 
 
I am really pleased that your administration at SODC shares Oxford City Council’s priorities 
about tackling climate change. We have made sure that our Local Plan includes 
environmental policies, including those to address climate change, though these are not 
without challenge and we will need to defend them through the examination process. 
However, since we submitted our draft local Plan in April, we have passed a motion 
recognising the climate emergency and have now put in train a programme of work designed 
to set out how we will tackle it.  This includes significant research into where our action and 
policies could have biggest effect and a Citizen’s Assembly planned for the Autumn to get 
clear public engagement in that process. We anticipate that this will potentially make 
recommendations that relate to planning, in which case we would look to how these might be 
reflected in the joint Oxfordshire Plan 2050 which we are collectively working on and indeed 
in future updates to our Local Plan if needs be. A similar approach in SODC could offer a 
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means of addressing your concerns on this front without the withdrawal of your plan. The use 
of supplementary guidance notes post the local plan process is another way of emphasising 
a new approach in this area. 
 
I do understand that some of your members have concerns about housing numbers and the 
level of Oxford’s unmet need. These are matters that have been interrogated in detail by 
neighbouring planning authorities and through numerous local plan examinations. It has 
taken several years to achieve alignment between the Oxfordshire partners on this and the 
hearings on the Oxford Local Plan expected in the autumn will provide clarity on the Planning 
Inspector’s view of Oxford’s unmet need. If that process does not confirm the assessment of 
unmet need it is likely you would be given the opportunity to suspend your plan in order to 
make changes. This would provide a means of protecting the HIF and Deal investment. as if 
it were to happen, it would  be a government appointed inspector changing the previously 
determined level of need rather than one council. This would also prompt an Oxfordshire 
wide approach to any change in numbers, since all the other Districts would be affected.  A 
collaborative approach would be more cost and time efficient for all our authorities and avoid 
reputational damage with local stakeholder and Government which Oxfordshire has suffered 
in the past.  
 
I know there will be concerns about the timescales of such an approach, but perhaps we 
could investigate whether our Inspector will be making interim conclusions on Oxford’s Local 
Plan housing needs ahead of the final report and rough timescales for this. I understand that 
interim conclusions are not unusual – the Vale Inspector did this and our Inspector (Jonathan 
Bore) has done this elsewhere in the country.  
 
I appreciate that you are working really hard to find a way through these very difficult matters 
which have significant implications for all of Oxfordshire’s residents. I am very happy to 
discuss them further with you. 
 
Regards 
 

 
 
Councillor Susan Brown  
Leader  
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Vale of White Horse District Council, 135 Eastern Avenue, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxfordshire, 
OX14 4SB www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk                                                                       

 
 

 

 

 

Cllr Sue Cooper (Sent by email) 
Leader of South Oxfordshire District Council 
135 Eastern Avenue 
Milton Park 
Abingdon, OX14 4SB 
 

Cllr Debby Hallett, Deputy Leader of the Council 
 

Debby.Hallett@whitehorsedc.gov.uk 
 

Tel: 01235 422644 
135 Eastern Avenue, Milton Park, Oxon, OX14 4SB 

 
Dear Sue,                                      9 August 2019 
 
I’m replying to Holly Jones’s letter dated 23 July regarding the progress of the South 
Oxfordshire Local Plan. I note that SODC considered options relating to your emerging 
Local Plan and determined to take time to explore the options available for your 
Councillors. 

I welcome the decision not to withdraw the Plan at this stage, and instead to commit  to 
working with Oxfordshire County Council, Homes England and the Ministry of Housing, 
Communities and Local Government to protect the HIF funding and to understand what 
options there are to protect HIF that could arise in the event that the Council decide at a 
later date to withdraw or make changes to your  emerging Local Plan.  

The Vale of White Horse Local Plan has been prepared in two parts. Local Plan Part 1 
was adopted in December 2016, whilst Local Plan Part 2 has been found sound by our 
Planning Inspector and a report on its adoption will be considered by Council in the next 
few weeks.  

I am sure you are aware of the significant need for infrastructure to support the existing 
and planned development for our District. LPP1 and LPP2 both rely upon the 
Oxfordshire Growth Deal and Housing and Infrastructure Funding to relieve traffic 
congestion and provide much needed infrastructure. The award of £218m grant funding 
to Oxfordshire benefits both our Councils, and our partner authorities agreed the 
prioritisation of Didcot for this investment.  

I am conscious that your endeavours are seeking to minimise putting HIF at risk, and I 
wish to draw your and your Councillors’ attention to the related impact that the loss of 
HIF funding would have on our District. If we were to lose HIF, our Council would 
immediately be placed into a position of not being able to demonstrate a five year 
housing land supply. This would place our council and our residents in a difficult position 
and I’m grateful for your efforts in minimising this risk, recognising the Duty to Co-
operate between Councils.  

I do, of course, understand and respect that ultimately you and other elected Members 
will need to weigh up these factors and ensure that your final decision will be in the best 
interests of South Oxfordshire residents. 

Yours sincerely 
 
 
Councillor Debby Hallett 
Deputy Leader, Vale of White Horse District Council 
 
Cc – Holly Jones 
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South Oxfordshire District Council, 135 Eastern Avenue, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxfordshire 
OX14 4SB www.southoxon.gov.uk  
 
 

  

 

Planning  
HEAD OF SERVICE: ADRIAN DUFFIELD 
 
 
 
 

  
 Sent via Email  

Programme Officer  

 
Contact officer:   

 
Tel: 01235 422600 

  
Textphone users add 18001 before you dial 

 

 

           
14 August 2019 

 
 
Dear  
 

Re: South Oxfordshire Local Plan 
 
On behalf of the Council, I am writing to update yourself and the two appointed 
Planning Inspectors on the Councils forthcoming consideration of the South 
Oxfordshire Local Plan. 
 
Councillors will be considering options regarding the progression of the South 
Oxfordshire Local Plan at the following meetings.  
 

• Scrutiny Committee 1 October 2019 

• Cabinet Meeting on 3 October 2019  

• Full Council on 10 October 2019  
 
The details of these meetings can be found on our website below, with papers being 
released in due course: 
http://democratic.southoxon.gov.uk/mgListCommittees.aspx?bcr=1 
 
We will update you on the outcome of the Council meeting.  
 
If you or the two appointed Planning Inspectors require any further information, 
please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 

Planning Policy Team Leader 
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South Oxfordshire District Council, 135 Eastern Avenue, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxfordshire 
OX14 4SB www.southoxon.gov.uk  
 
 

  

 

Planning  
HEAD OF SERVICE: ADRIAN DUFFIELD 

 
 SENT VIA EMAIL  

 
 

Planning Inspector  
 

 
Planning Inspector  
 

    1 July 2019 
Mr Ia mp  
Progr me Officer  
PO BOX 241  
Droitwich Spa  
Worcestershire WR9 1DW  
 
Sent by E-Mail 

 
Contact officer:   

 
Tel: 01235 422600 

  
Textphone users add 18001 before you dial 

 
Your reference:  
Our reference: 

 20 August 2019  
 

Dear  
 
Re: Examination in Public of the Emerging South Oxfordshire Local Plan (2034) 
 
I am writing to update yourself and the appointed Planning Inspectors on matters 
relating to the emerging South Oxfordshire Local Plan (2034). I would be grateful if 
you would share this letter with our two appointed Inspectors. 
 
The details of the Council meetings in June/July and the outcome were shared to 
assist the Inspectors with our current position. The Council resolution of 18 July was 
to: 
 
 (1) express its determination to maintain its housing land supply and avoid 
speculative development; 
(2) express its continued support for the Housing and Infrastructure Fund (HIF) 
funding and infrastructure projects that could be delivered by it; 
(3) ask officers to explore with Oxfordshire County Council, Homes England and the 
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government options for protecting the 
HIF funding whilst enabling the council to address concerns about the current 
emerging Local Plan 2034 including (but not limited to) climate change issues, 
Oxford City’s unmet housing need, and to report back to Cabinet and Council; 
(4) recognising that the Climate Change Emergency is all too real and is recognised 
to be of key and statutory importance under the Climate Change Act 2008 and the 
associated objective of “zero carbon by 2050”, express its wish to do all that it can to 
respond through the Local Plan process; 
(5) agree that as soon as practicable, alongside satisfactory progress being made on 
resolving issues in the emerging Local Plan, work on a subsequent Local Plan shall 
commence, strengthening climate change considerations. 
 
Since that decision, officers have been focussed on the third part of the decision and 
have been working with partners to seek to protect HIF whilst considering concerns 
raised by the new administration. As part of this exploratory work and dialogue, it was 
identified in discussions with officials from MHCLG that it would be more timely to 
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move the committee meetings we had scheduled for September in order that further 
discussion could  be had in relation to the Housing and Infrastructure Fund and feed 
into those papers. We have thus responded by moving our schedule of meetings to 
October, but I’m conscious that this means that there is further delay to our ability to 
confirm the future of the South Oxfordshire Local Plan. 
 
I had understood from our earlier correspondence that the Inspectors were focussed 
on progressing the hearings for the Oxford City Local Plan, which were likely to take 
place in the Autumn and that those hearings were likely to take place before those of 
South Oxfordshire. We had therefore anticipated that our minor delay to 
accommodate our new administration’s requirements and to ensure that we were 
able to include input from MHCLG would not create any difficulty for the progression 
of the South Oxfordshire Local Plan. 
 
Councillors will be considering options regarding the progression of the South 
Oxfordshire Local Plan at the following meetings.  
 

- Scrutiny Committee 1 October 2019  
- Cabinet Meeting on 3 October 2019  
- Council on 10 October 2019  

 
I will update you on the outcome of the Council meeting. If you or the two appointed 
Planning Inspectors require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact 
me. 
 
 
Yours sincerely  

Planning Policy Manager  
South Oxfordshire District Council  
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South	Oxfordshire	Local	Plan	2011-2034	

Inspectors’	initial	questions	

This	set	of	questions	deals	with	the	spatial	strategy	and	with	strategic	housing	and	employment	
issues	only.	Questions	and	comments	concerning	specific	site	allocation	policies	and	development	
management	policies	will	be	issued	separately.		

These	questions	are	about	fundamental	aspects	of	the	plan,	so	we	would	be	grateful	if	the	Council	
could	provide	detailed	and	carefully	explained	answers	to	assist	us,	pointing	to,	and	using	extracts	
from,	key	background	documents	where	appropriate.	

STRAT1:	The	Overall	Strategy	

1. Paragraph	68	of	the	NPPF	indicates	that	local	planning	authorities	should	identify,	through	
the	development	plan	and	brownfield	registers,	land	to	accommodate	at	least	10%	of	their	
housing	requirement	on	sites	no	larger	than	1	ha.	Please	can	the	Council	provide	evidence	to	
indicate	that	such	land	has	been	identified.	
	

2. In	terms	of	the	overall	number	of	homes	on	allocated	sites,	what	proportion	of	the	total	are	
proposed	to	be	delivered	on	Green	Belt	sites?		
	

3. Paragraph	137	of	the	NPPF	states	that	the	authority	should	be	able	to	demonstrate	that	it	
has	examined	fully	all	other	reasonable	options	for	meeting	its	identified	need	for	
development	before	concluding	that	exceptional	circumstances	exist	to	justify	changes	to	
Green	Belt	boundaries.	We	have	read	the	Spatial	Strategy	and	Site	Selection	Topic	Papers,	
but	please	can	the	Council	set	out	for	the	Examination	a	clear	explanation	of	why	it	has	
preferred	to	allocate	housing	sites	within	the	Green	Belt	when	it	is	being	argued	that	there	
are	available	sites	outside	the	Green	Belt.		
	

4. In	addition,	please	can	the	Council	set	out	why	in	spatial	strategy	terms	it	has	selected	some	
strategic	sites	which	are	some	distance	from	the	main	urban	areas	and	which	require	
significant	infrastructure	investment,	when	it	is	being	argued	that	there	are	well-located	
sites	which	are	adjacent	to	the	main	urban	areas.	
	

5. Would	greater	sustainability	and	social	integration	be	achieved,	with	less	infrastructure	cost,	
and	faster	delivery,	by	focusing	growth	within	and	adjacent	to	the	established	towns	of	
Didcot,	Thame,	Wallingford	and	Henley?		
	

6. Is	there	an	over-emphasis	on	locating	sites	in	relation	to	Oxford	compared	with	other	major	
urban	areas	including	Reading?		

STRAT2:	South	Oxfordshire	Housing	and	Employment	Requirements	

This	will	be	a	topic	at	the	hearings	and	the	issue	of	Oxford’s	own	capacity	will	be	dealt	with	in	
the	hearings	for	the	Oxford	Local	Plan.	However,	we	would	like	a	number	of	points	clarified	at	
this	stage.	

7. Please	can	the	Council	confirm	whether	the	following	is	a	correct	summary	of	its	position,	
which	we	have	taken	from	the	Housing	Topic	Paper	and	the	explanatory	text	in	the	Plan	
itself:	
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(a)	The	standard	method	based	on	2014	household	projections	points	to	a	starting	
point	for	housing	need	in	South	Oxfordshire	of	627	dwellings	per	annum.	(Housing	
Topic	Paper	2.27	and	2.28)	

(b)	To	plan	for	the	Growth	Deal	commitment	of	100,000	homes,	21,761	dwellings	
would	be	required	between	2011	and	2031,	which	is	arrived	at	by	subtracting	
78,239	committed	homes	from	other	authorities,	including	9,690	from	Oxford	itself,	
from	the	100,000	total.	(Housing	Topic	Paper	2.28(a))	

(c)	This,	plus	previous	delivery	trends	suggest	that	the	figure	should	be	raised	to	775	
dpa,	or	17,825	homes	between	2011	and	2034.	(Housing	Topic	Paper	2.29)	

(d)	Oxford’s	housing	need	from	the	standard	method	is	806	homes	a	year,	or	16,120	
homes	between	2011	and	2031.	The	Oxfordshire	authorities	have	agreed	a	capacity	
of	the	city	of	10,000	homes	for	this	period,	which	would	result	in	an	unmet	need	of	
6,120	homes.	Collectively,	these	authorities	provided	/	are	proposing	an	additional	
9,350	homes	to	address	the	City’s	needs.	Consequently,	addressing	unmet	need	
from	the	City	would	not	on	its	own	justify	an	uplift	in	the	housing	need	for	South	
Oxfordshire.	(Housing	Topic	Paper	2.28(c))	

(e)	But	an	additional	uplift	should	be	made	for	Oxford’s	unmet	need;	taking	the	
housing	provision	in	the	other	three	districts’	plans,	an	additional	4,950	dwellings	
are	needed	in	the	South	Oxfordshire	Local	Plan	to	meet	Oxford’s	need	in	addition	to	
a	residual	2,099	dwellings;	so	7,049	additional	new	homes	need	to	be	planned	for.	
(Plan	4.32	and	Housing	Topic	Paper	2.34)		

(f)	The	2014	SHMA	is	modelled	in	2011-based	interim	household	projections	and	is	
not	a	recent	assessment	of	housing	need	so	it	does	not	justify	an	increase	in	housing	
need	on	its	own.	(Housing	Topic	Paper	2.28(e))	

(g)	However,	the	Council’s	commitment	to	the	Growth	Deal,	which	was	based	on	the	
housing	numbers	in	the	2014	SHMA	(ie	2011-based	interim	projections),	justifies	an	
increase	to	775	dpa	(Topic	Paper	2.29(e)).		

Please	can	the	Council	help	us	to	understand	various	points	arising	from	the	above.	In	particular:	

8. We	would	like	to	understand	how	the	figure	of	21,761	dwellings	in	(b)	and	previous	delivery	
trends	in	(c)	leads	from	627	dpa	to	the	figure	of	775	dpa	or	17,825	homes	in	(c).		
	

9. Please	can	the	Council	confirm	that	the	housing	requirement	under	STRAT2(2)	is	a	stepped	
trajectory	that	amounts	to	775	dwellings	per	annum	from	1	April	2011	to	31	March	2021,	as	
indicated	in	(c),	and	1,270	dpa	from	1	April	2021	to	31	March	2031,	arising	from	(e).	
	

10. Please	can	you	explain	why	this	additional	uplift	is	necessary,	as	indicated	by	(e),	if	Oxford’s	
unmet	need	has	been	addressed	as	described	in	(d)?		
	

11. The	Council	has	discounted	the	2014	SHMA	as	being	out	of	date	in	item	(f)	so	we	would	like	
further	explanation	to	understand	how	the	conclusion	in	(g)	is	supported,	in	the	light	of	the	
Council’s	statement	that	the	figures	for	the	Growth	Deal	are	derived	from	the	same	source.	
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12. 	If	the	SHMA	is	out	of	date,	has	the	Council	taken	any	decision	whether	or	not	to	re-visit	it	
(as	Oxford	City	has)	and	what	was	the	reason	for	that	decision?	

The	housing	trajectory	and	5	year	housing	land	supply	

13. The	housing	trajectory	is	set	out	in	graph	form	in	Appendix	8	of	the	submitted	Plan,	but	
please	can	the	Council	provide	the	latest	evidence	in	tabular	form	showing	the	anticipated	
numerical	input	from	all	sources	including	individual	allocated	sites	over	the	plan	period.	
This	should	be	provided	in	a	form	that	will	enable	us	to	see	the	expected	lead-in	times	and	
delivery	rates	of	the	strategic	allocations	and	other	large	sites,	taking	into	account	the	timing	
of	the	key	infrastructure	projects.	
	

14. What	level	of	housing	do	the	Council	expect	to	deliver	over	the	plan	period	(as	opposed	to	
the	housing	requirement?	What	is	the	size	of	the	headroom	that	would	be	available	to	
ensure	the	flexibility	and	robustness	of	the	plan?	
	

15. In	due	course	we	will	want	to	see	a	chart	that	demonstrates	that	a	rolling	5	year	housing	
land	supply	will	be	maintained	from	the	anticipated	date	of	the	Plan’s	adoption.	This	should	
take	into	account	the	Plan’s	requirement	for	1,270	dpa	from	1	April	2021.		

Housing	density	

16. Apart	from	the	illustrations	in	Appendix	2	to	the	Housing	Topic	Paper,	please	will	the	Council	
provide	appropriate	analysis,	across	the	full	range	of	types	of	settlement	and	localities,	to	
demonstrate	that	the	prescriptive	density	requirements	in	STRAT5	(“Proposals	for	major	
development	must	achieve	the	following	minimum	net	densities”)	will	protect	and/or	
enhance	local	character?		
	

17. How	can	the	densities	sought	in	STRAT5	be	reconciled	with	Policy	DES2,	which	seeks	to	
enhance	local	character?	
	

18. How	can	the	densities	sought	in	STRAT5	be	reconciled	with	Policy	H11,	Housing	Mix,	in	
which	a	proportion	of	future	households	will	need	larger	homes	with	family-sized	gardens?	
	

19. Is	the	plan	dependent	on	attaining	these	minimum	densities	on	all	major	development	sites	
in	order	to	achieve	its	housing	requirement?	

Employment	land	provision	

20. Does	the	plan	make	sufficient	provision	for	employment	growth	given	the	arguments	raised	
in	a	number	of	representations	that	the	stock	of	land	is	not	meeting	the	needs	of	local	
employers	as	well	as	failing	to	provide	for	growth	arising	from	businesses	wishing	to	move	
into	the	area?	
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South	Oxfordshire	Local	Plan	

Inspectors’	initial	questions	and	comments:	Part	2	

Our	previous	questions	addressed	the	Plan’s	spatial	strategy,	together	with	the	provision	of	land	for	
housing	and	employment.	This	second	set	of	questions	deals	with	a	range	of	other	policies	for	the	
management	of	development.	In	due	course	we	will	produce	a	third	set	which	will	address	site	
allocations	and	infrastructure	provision.	

Housing	Policies	

H1:	Delivering	new	Homes	

H16:	Infill	development	and	redevelopment	

These	policies	are	inconsistent	with	each	other	and	create	confusion	through	the	use	of	the	term	
“infill	development”	and	“infilling”.	The	table	in	Policy	H16	is	also	very	prescriptive.	Both	policies	are	
ineffective.	

We	believe	the	plan	ought	to	allow	development	(not	“infilling”)	within	the	built	up	areas	of	towns	
and	larger	villages,	and	should	say	so	clearly	and	without	compromise.	It	is	not	necessary	to	refer	to	
infill	development,	which	is	described	as	the	filling	of	a	small	gap;	this	is	not	relevant	to	development	
in	the	built	up	areas	of	towns	and	larger	villages.	It	is	not	necessary	to	refer	to	any	other	plan	
policies;	the	plan	must	be	read	as	a	whole	and	any	proposal	would	obviously	be	subject	to	other	plan	
policies,	which	would	protect,	for	example,	important	open	spaces	and	heritage	assets	and	require	
high	quality	development.	

When	it	comes	to	the	smaller	villages	and	other	villages,	the	policies	could	state	that,	where	it	is	
important	to	maintain	local	character,	development	will	be	limited	to	infilling	and	brownfield	sites,	
but	we	do	not	think	a	table	of	infill	site	sizes	is	helpful	or	effective	because	villages	and	suitable	
development	sites	vary	widely	in	character	and	in	any	case	Policy	DES1	protects	local	character.			

Please	will	the	Council	produce	revised	versions	of	Policies	H1	and	H16	for	our	consideration.	

H8:	Housing	in	the	Smaller	Villages	

Part	2	refers	to	a	5%	to	10%	level	of	growth	in	dwelling	numbers	to	be	achieved	through	
neighbourhood	plans.	Please	can	the	Council	explain	the	background	to	this	figure.	

H9:	Affordable	Housing	

Do	the	terms	of	Policy	H9	allow	for	at	least	10%	of	the	homes	on	major	development	to	be	available	
for	affordable	home	ownership	as	indicated	by	paragraph	64	of	the	NPPF?		

It	is	unclear	whether	retirement	villages	or	Class	C2	housing	is	expected	to	deliver	affordable	housing	
under	this	Policy.	Please	can	the	Council	clarify	the	approach	towards	these	forms	of	development.	

H10:	Exception	Sites	

The	wording	of	Part	1	should	not	say	“in	exceptional	circumstances”,	since	the	policy	itself	sets	out	
the	circumstances	under	which	such	development	will	be	permitted.	Nor	should	it	say	“may”	be	
permitted,	for	the	same	reason;	may	implies	that	other	hidden	criteria	or	factors	that	could	be	
employed	to	judge	a	scheme,	whereas	the	plan’s	criteria	must	be	explicitly	stated.		
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The	policy	should	not	refer	to	sites	within	villages,	for	two	reasons;	firstly,	the	development	could	
equally	be	related	to	a	town;	and	secondly,	development	is	acceptable	within	towns	and	villages	in	
any	case.	Exception	sites	are	normally	outside	settlements	–	they	are	exceptions	to	policies	of	
countryside	restraint	for	which	planning	permission	would	not	normally	be	granted.	Consequently,	
we	suggest	the	following	wording:	“1.	Small-scale	affordable	housing	schemes	will	be	permitted	in	
rural	areas	outside	settlements,	provided	that:………”	

Does	the	plan	provide	adequately	for	entry	level	exception	sites	suitable	for	first	time	buyers	or	
those	looking	to	rent	their	first	home,	as	sought	by	paragraph	71	of	the	NPPF?	How	would	they	be	
facilitated	under	Policy	H10,	or	is	additional	wording	required?	

H11:	Housing	Mix	

Parts	3	&	4:	Proposed	modification	45	concerning	Policy	CSD13	correctly	removes	the	need	for	
market	housing	to	deliver	a	proportion	of	wheelchair	accessible	dwellings,	in	order	to	be	consistent	
with	the	NPPF.	However,	it	leaves	an	inconsistency,	because	Part	3	still	says	that	at	least	5%	of	
affordable	homes	should	be	designed	as	wheelchair	accessible	whereas	in	Part	4	only	3%	of	
affordable	homes	on	sites	of	100+	dwellings	need	be.	

Part	5:	Is	there	a	justified	explanation	for	applying	the	Nationally	Described	Space	Standards	to	all	
AH	and	1	&	2	bed	market	dwellings?	

Part	6:	The	requirement	for	the	housing	mix	in	all	developments	to	“be	in	general	conformity	with	
the	Council’s	latest	evidence”	is	unacceptable	because	that	evidence	will	change	over	time	and	is	not	
before	the	Examination,	nor	is	any	contrary	evidence	from	developers.	We	suggest	changing	the	
wording	to	Part	6	to	“have	regard	to	the	Council’s	latest	evidence	etc”	and	that	this	wording	be	
transferred	into	the	explanatory	text	rather	than	remaining	in	the	Policy.	

H12:	Self-Build	and	Custom	Housing	

NPPF	paragraph	61	states	that	the	size,	type	and	tenure	of	housing	for	different	groups	in	the	
community,	including	people	wishing	to	commission	or	build	their	own	homes,	should	be	assessed	
and	reflected	in	planning	policies.	Does	the	Council	have	evidence	of	demand	for	self-	build/custom	
housing	on	strategic	allocations	or	would	such	housing	be	better	met	elsewhere,	for	instance	on	
individual,	small	and	medium	sized	sites?	

H13:	Specialist	Housing	for	Older	People	

This	policy	is	ineffective.		

Firstly,	and	very	importantly,	it	does	not	allow	for	private	sector	developers	or	operators	in	this	field	
to	bring	forward	suitable	sites	for	this	type	of	housing.		

Secondly,	the	first	part	of	the	policy	is	only	a	statement	of	intent	that	the	Council	will	identify	
locations,	which	is	insufficient.	It	is	not	clear	when	such	a	site	identification	process	would	take	place	
or	how	it	would	be	brought	to	bear	on	the	planning	process.	

Thirdly,	it	does	not	adequately	identify	or	promote	the	variety	of	different	forms	of	development	
that	come	under	this	heading,	including	retirement	villages,	sheltered	accommodation,	extra	care	
housing,	nursing/care	homes	and	others.	

Finally,	given	the	evidence	of	current	and	future	need	for	this	form	of	development	and	the	issues	
involved	in	identifying	and	allocating	housing	land,	have	the	Council	considered	whether	there	is	a	
case	for	some	form	of	exception	policy?	
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H14:	Provision	for	Gypsies,	Travellers	and	Travelling	Showpeople	

Please	can	the	Council	confirm	that	Part	2	of	the	policy	refers	to	sites	other	than	those	to	be	
provided	under	Part	1.	If	that	is	the	case,	the	policy	should	make	this	clear.	

H16:	Infill	Development	and	Redevelopment	

This	policy	is	ineffective	for	a	number	of	reasons	which	are	discussed	above	in	relation	to	Policy	H1.	
Please	will	the	Council	provide	a	new	form	of	wording	for	both	policies.	

H17:	Sub-division	and	Conversion	to	Multiple	Occupation	

This	policy	is	inconsistent	with	national	policy	because	it	refers	to	sub-division	and	conversion	to	
multiple	occupation	only	within	built-up	areas,	whereas	NPPF	paragraph	79	(d)	allows	subdivision	of	
existing	residential	dwellings	in	the	countryside.	This	inconsistency	should	be	rectified	by	deleting	
“within	the	built-up	areas	of	the	towns	and	villages	(as	set	out	in	Appendix	7)”	from	the	Policy.	

H18:	Replacement	Dwellings	

Part	1	iii)	is	inappropriate	since	it	adds	an	additional	policy	requirement	in	respect	of	the	demolition	
of	unlisted	buildings	that	does	not	exist	in	national	policy,	and	is	arbitrary	and	not	properly	defined	
compared	to	the	rigorous	approach	to	listed	buildings	and	undesignated	heritage	assets.	The	
protection	of	heritage	assets	is	covered	by	Policies	ENV6	and	ENV7	and	there	are	other	policies	in	
the	plan	to	encourage	good	design	and	protect	local	character	and	distinctiveness.	This	part	of	the	
policy	should	be	deleted.	

H19:	Re-use	of	rural	buildings	

NPPF	paragraph	79	c)	states	that	the	re-use	of	redundant	or	disused	buildings	is	an	exception	to	the	
restriction	of	developing	isolated	homes	in	the	countryside.	But	this	exception	does	not	refer	to	a	
sequential	process	whereby	residential	re-use	would	only	be	acceptable	once	an	employment	use	
has	been	found	to	be	unacceptable.	It	appears	that	the	Policy	is	therefore	contrary	to	national	policy	
and	it	needs	to	be	re-written	to	reflect	the	NPPF.	

H21:	Extensions	to	Dwellings	

Part	1	i)	doesn’t	make	sense	and	should	be	re-written	to	incorporate	the	exact	wording	in	NPPF	
paragraph	145	c).	

Parts	ii)	and	iii)	refer	to	the	Oxfordshire	County	Council	parking	standards	and	the	South	Oxfordshire	
Design	Guide	respectively,	requiring	that	development	accord	with	these	documents.	But	they	have	
not	been	examined	and	are	not	being	examined	here	and	the	policy	should	therefore	be	re-phrased	
to	indicate	that	development	should	“have	regard”	to	these	documents	rather	than	accord	with	
them.	

Employment	Policies		

EMP3:	Retention	of	Employment	Land	

This	policy	needs	to	be	re-written	for	the	following	reasons.		

• If	an	employment	site	is	not	viable	and	has	been	appropriately	marketed	with	no	success,	
then	it	should	not	also	be	subject	to	a	further	test	that	the	change	of	use	will	not	lower	the	
employment	capacity	below	“that	estimated	to	be	necessary”	since	this	will	lead	to	
prolonged	vacancy	and	a	failure	to	make	the	best	use	of	land	(Part	1,	third	bullet	point).		
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• In	addition,	“the	Council	agrees”,	“where	the	Council	is	satisfied”	and	“to	the	satisfaction	of	
the	Council”	need	to	be	removed	since	these	provide	no	objective	assessment	criteria	and	in	
any	case	the	proposal	could	be	determined	at	appeal.		

• A	further	point	is	that	Part	1	defines	the	criteria	for	the	circumstances	under	which	
employment	land	could	be	lost,	but	Point	3	then	seems	to	set	out	another	criterion	which	
does	not	fall	within	the	circumstances	set	out	in	Part	1.	Part	3	should	be	an	integral	part	of	
Part	1.	

EMP8:	New	Employment	Land	at	Crowmarsh	Gifford	

If	the	Crowmarch	Gifford	Neighbourhood	Plan	has	been	made	there	is	no	need	for	this	Policy.	If	it	
hasn’t	and	is	unlikely	to	be	before	the	Local	Plan	is	adopted,	the	first	sentence	of	Part	2	should	be	
deleted,	because	the	Local	Plan	is	incapable	of	ensuring	that	it	is	submitted	within	12	months	of	the	
adoption	of	the	local	Plan.	The	Policy	would	be	ineffective	if	it	contained	this	sentence.	

EMP10:	Community	Employment	Plans	

It	is	not	the	purpose	of	the	planning	system	to	interfere	with	business	procurement	or	the	sourcing	
of	local	produce,	suppliers	and	services.	This	is	contrary	to	the	NPPF	which	seeks	to	encourage	
economic	growth	and	is	in	effect	anti-competitive	and	has	the	potential	to	increase	business	costs.	

EMP11:	Development	in	the	Countryside	and	Rural	Areas	

The	reference	to	within	the	built-up	areas	of	towns	in	Part	1	i)	is	inappropriate	in	a	Policy	that	
focuses	on	the	countryside	and	rural	areas	and	should	be	deleted	accordingly,	in	order	to	comply	
with	NPPF	paragraph	83	a).	

EMP14:	Retention	of	Visitor	Accommodation	

Bullet	Point	2	is	not	appropriate	and	is	ineffective	because	if	the	business	is	no	longer	viable	and	
alternative	visitor	accommodation	has	been	fully	explored	then	the	additional	test	(adverse	impact	
on	the	tourism	industry,	local	community	and	economy)	is	unnecessary	and	if	invoked	could	result	in	
prolonged	vacancy	since	by	definition	no	other	visitor	accommodation	would	be	suitable.	

Natural	and	Historic	Environment	Policies	

ENV1:	Landscape	and	Countryside	

The	second	sentence	of	Part	2	refers	to	“valued”	landscapes.	In	order	to	avoid	confusion	with	the	
meaning	of	that	term	in	NPPF	paragraph	170	a),	this	word	should	be	removed.	

The	reference	to	the	definition	of	hedgerows	within	the	Hedgerow	Regulations	is	too	prescriptive	
and	inappropriate	since	the	aim	is	to	retain	hedgerows	in	general.	Consequently,	the	reference	to	
the	Regulations’	definition	should	be	removed.	

ENV4:	Watercourses	

In	Part	2	it	is	unclear	why	a	minimum	10m	buffer	zone	along	both	sides	of	all	watercourses	no	
matter	what	their	size	is	required	when	the	Environment	Agency	requires	no	more	than	an	8m	
buffer	zone	along	main	rivers.	What	is	the	justification	for	this?		

Should	the	policy	contain	an	exception	clause	to	enable	development	to	take	place	with	a	smaller	
buffer	zone	where	it	would	fulfil	other	important	planning	objectives?	
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It	appears	disproportionate	to	require	a	construction	management	plan	for	any	development	that	is	
located	within	20m	of	any	watercourse.	This	part	of	the	policy	needs	to	be	reconsidered	to	ensure	
that	it	is	proportionate.		

ENV5:	Green	Infrastructure	in	New	Developments	

Some	of	the	documents	referred	to	in	parts	2	and	3	of	the	policy	(Green	Infrastructure	Strategy,	
Didcot	Garden	Town	Delivery	Plan)	are	not	development	plan	documents,	and	they	have	not	been	
examined.	It	is	therefore	inappropriate	for	the	policy	to	require	conformity	with	their	quality	
standards	or	with	their	requirements	for	additional	provision.	Rather,	the	policy	should	say	that	
development	should	“have	regard	to”	these	documents	in	the	supporting	text	to	this	Policy.	Made	
Neighbourhood	Development	Plans	are	part	of	the	development	plan	and	do	not	need	to	be	
referred	to.		

ENV6:	Historic	Environment	

ENV7:	Listed	Buildings	

ENV8:	Conservation	Areas	

Parts	1	and	3	of	Policy	ENV6	are	simply	statements	of	intent	by	the	Council	and	do	not	belong	in	a	
development	plan	policy.	They	should	be	taken	out	and	inserted	into	the	supporting	text,	as	they	are	
simply	background.	

Part	2	of	Policy	ENV6	mixes	up	heritage	assets	and	local	distinctiveness.	It	also	addresses	subjects	
that	are	also	included	in	Policy	ENV7	and	ENV8.	

Part	2	of	Policy	ENV7	does	not	follow	the	NPPF	–	it	appears	to	allow	for	demolition	in	“exceptional	
circumstances”	and	the	mitigation	of	harm.	Neither	of	these	expressions	are	in	paragraph	195	of	the	
NPPF.	In	addition,	the	policy	does	not	include	the	criteria	at	NPPF	195	(a)	to	(d).	There	is	no	section	
on	less	than	substantial	harm,	as	indicated	in	paragraph	196	of	the	NPPF.		

In	addition,	Policy	ENV7	deals	with	listed	buildings	but	the	plan	does	not	appear	to	deal	adequately	
with	non-designated	heritage	assets	except	briefly	in	Policy	ENV6.	

In	Policy	ENV8,	the	reference	to	the	South	Oxfordshire	Design	Guide	in	Part	1	iii)	should	say	“have	
regard	to”	rather	than	“in	accordance	with”	for	the	reasons	already	stated	above.	

Policy	ENV6	should	be	deleted,	and	policies	ENV7	and	ENV8	should	be	re-written	to	follow	the	
wording	of	the	NPPF	and	to	reflect	the	legal	Duty.		

EP1:	Air	Quality	

Bullet	point	1	should	say	that	development	should	“have	regard	to”	the	Council’s	Developer	
Guidance	Documents	and	the	associated	Air	Quality	Action	Plan	rather	than	“be	compliant	with”	
them	because	these	documents	have	not	been	and	are	not	now	the	subject	of	examination.	

EP5:	Minerals	Safeguarding	Areas	

This	Policy	appears	to	attach	more	weight	to	the	importance	of	extracting	minerals	than,	for	
example,	residential	development.	It	is	unclear	to	what	extent	this	Policy	will	delay	development	and	
why,	for	instance,	residential	development	is	not	more	important	than	mineral	extraction.	Can	the	
Council	please	explain	the	reasoning	behind	this	Policy	and	its	likely	impact	on	other	needed	
development?	
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Design	Policies	

DES1:	Delivering	High	Quality	Development	

In	part	2,	a	“constraints	and	opportunities	plan	and	design	rationale”	is	unnecessary	because	Policy	
DES3	requires	a	proportionate	Design	and	Access	Statement,	as	required	by	law.	The	requirement	
for	this	should	be	deleted.		

In	part	3,	it	is	inappropriate	to	require	development	to	accord	with	the	South	Oxfordshire	Design	
Guide	since	that	document	is	not	a	development	plan	document	and	has	not	been	examined.	Either	
the	design	objectives	should	be	set	out	in	the	Policy	or	the	point	should	be	deleted	and	the	
supporting	text	should	say	that	development	should	“have	regard	to”	the	design	objectives	in	the	
Design	Guide.	

DES7:	Public	Art	

The	NPPF	does	not	seek	public	art	per	se;	rather	it	seeks	the	creation	of	high	quality	buildings	and	
spaces.	Whilst	public	art	might	form	an	element	of	this,	it	is	not	an	essential	component	of	good	
design;	the	cost	of	commissioning	art	might	be	better	spent	on	other	design	aspects.	Consequently,	
the	requirements	in	the	Policy	for	public	art	on	all	major	development	or	development	on	sites	
larger	than	0.5	hectares	is	unnecessarily	prescriptive	and	ineffective	as	written	and	should	be	
deleted.	It	would	instead	be	appropriate	for	the	supporting	text	of	this	chapter	to	express	
encouragement	towards	the	provision	of	public	art	on	larger	development	schemes,	having	due	
regard	to	the	guidance	on	this	matter	in	the	South	Oxfordshire	Design	Guide.	

DES8:	Efficient	Use	of	Resources	

In	part	1	i),	it	is	not	clear	whether	“taking	account	of	local	circumstances”	would	allow	a	reduction	
below	30dph,	or	whether	there	is	no	scope	to	do	so.	Please	can	the	Council	explain	the	intention	of	
this	part	of	the	policy.	We	are	of	the	view	that	local	circumstances	are	very	likely	to	require	lower	
densities	in	some	localities	to	avoid	harming	their	character.	

In	addition,	it	is	not	clear	why	the	density	requirement	is	duplicated	here	–	it	is	set	out	in	Policy	
STRAT5,	whose	density	requirements	appear	to	be	different	(35dph	minimum).	

DES9:	Promoting	Sustainable	Design	

The	latest	NPPF	contains	different	wording	from	that	set	out	in	part	3	of	this	policy.	NPPF	paragraph	
131	says	that	great	weight	should	be	given	to	innovative	designs	which	promote	high	levels	of	
sustainability	so	long	as	they	fit	in	with	the	overall	form	and	layout	of	their	surroundings.	The	
wording	of	Part	3	should	be	replaced	by	the	wording	from	paragraph	131.	

Community	Facilities	Policies	

CF5:	Open	Space,	Sport	and	Recreation	in	New	residential	Development	

Part	1:	Reference	to	“In	line	with”	the	most	up	to	date	standards	set	out	in	the	open	Space	Study	
should	be	replaced	by	“having	regard	to”	for	the	reasons	given	above.	
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Inspectors’	comments	on	the	Council’s	“Schedule	of	Modifications”	
(Document	CSD13).	

These	are	our	comments	on	Document	CSD13,	which	contains	the	Council’s	suggested	list	of	
modifications	arising	from	Regulation	19	consultation.	It	is	important	to	note	that	these	do	not	
constitute	our	list	of	recommended	modifications.	Our	comments	are	without	prejudice	to	any	
further	comments	and	recommendations	that	we	may	make	about	the	soundness	of	the	policies	
themselves.		

When	it	comes	to	producing	a	schedule	of	modifications	for	consultation,	it	will	be	important	for	the	
Council	to	distinguish	minor	modifications,	which	do	not	alter	the	effect	of	the	policies	and	can	be	
inserted	at	the	Council’s	discretion	without	Inspector	recommendation,	and	main	modifications,	
which	require	Inspector	recommendation	and	public	consultation.	

MINOR	MODIFICATIONS	

The	following	modifications	suggested	by	the	Council	amount	to	minor	modifications.	They	do	not	
have	any	bearing	on	the	effect	of	the	policies	and	can	be	inserted	at	the	Council’s	discretion	without	
the	need	for	an	Inspector	recommendation:	

1-7,		9,		12,		14,		19,		26-28,		33,		34,		36,		37,		39-44,		47,		52-54,		60-75.	

MAIN	MODIFICATIONS	THAT	APPEAR	ACCEPTABLE	AND	NECESSARY	FOR	SOUNDESS	OR	
EFFECTIVENESS	

The	following	modifications	put	forward	by	the	Council	would	amount	to	main	modifications.	It	
appears	to	us	at	this	stage	that	they	may	be	justified	for	soundness	and	effectiveness,	but	they	will	
need	to	be	included	in	the	schedule	of	main	modifications	in	due	course	and	will	be	subject	to	public	
consultation	along	with	all	other	main	modifications	that	emerge	during	the	examination	process.	
This	is	subject	of	course	to	any	other	recommendations	we	may	make	about	the	policies	themselves	
during	the	course	of	the	examination.	

13	(STRAT9),	17	(STRAT10),	20	(STRAT11),	21	(STRAT11),	22	(STRAT11),	23	(STRAT12),	24	(STRAT12),	
30	(STRAT13),	31	(STRAT14),	32	(STRAT14),	35	(H2),	38	(H3),	48	(H19),	49	(TRANS1a),	55	(ENV10),	56	
(ENV10),	57	(ENV10),	58	(ENV10).	

In	the	case	of	35	and	38	the	wording	should	reflect	the	terms	of	any	extant	planning	permission.	

MAIN	MODIFICATIONS	THAT	CANNOT	BE	RECOMMENDED	IN	THE	FORM	PUT	FORWARD	BY	THE	
COUNCIL	AND	REQUIRE	RECONSIDERATION	

The	following	modifications	suggested	by	the	Council	would	amount	to	main	modifications	but	are	
not	acceptable	as	they	stand	and	require	reconsideration.	

10.	(STRAT7)	This	is	a	proposed	modification	to	STRAT7	rather	than	STRAT6	as	indicated	in	the	
schedule.	Given	that	Policy	STRAT7	allocates	Chalgrove	Airfield	for	a	new	settlement,	it	cannot	then	
require	an	assessment	of	“the	potential	impacts	of	a	new	settlement”	on	the	heritage	assets.	Such	
an	assessment	is	fundamental	to	site	selection	and	needs	to	be	carried	out	prior	to	the	inclusion	of	
the	allocation	in	the	plan.	Has	that	assessment	taken	place?	If	it	has	already	been	carried	out,	the	
requirement	should	be	re-worded	to	“(vi)	addresses	heritage	assets	and	their	settings	in	accordance	
with	Policies	ENV6	to	ENV10	of	this	Plan	and	the	NPPF.”	
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11.	(STRAT8)	This	is	a	similar	point	to	10	and	is	in	any	case	not	necessary	because	it	is	covered	by	
Policies	ENV6	to	ENV10.	The	policy	could	simply	reference	those	policies	as	a	minor	modification.	

15.	(STRAT9)	This	additional	criterion	is	not	specific	enough	to	enable	a	developer	or	development	
manager	to	know	what	is	required.	

29.	(STRAT13).	The	additional	wording	is	unnecessary	and	does	not	in	any	case	reflect	either	the	
statutory	duty	or	the	full	terms	of	Policy	ENV7.	It	would	be	more	appropriate	to	re-word	it	to	say	“(ii)	
preserves	or	enhances	listed	buildings	and	their	settings,	both	within	and	surrounding	the	site,	in	
accordance	with	Policy	ENV7”.	

45	(H11)	See	our	comments	and	questions	on	the	policies:	whilst	the	intent	of	the	modification	is	
appropriate,	it	leaves	an	inconsistency	between	parts	3	and	4	of	the	policy	in	terms	of	the	
percentage	of	M4(3)	homes	required.	

46	(H11).	The	revised	explanatory	text	with	its	reference	to	marketing	no	longer	appears	relevant	in	
view	of	the	proposed	change	to	Policy	H11	in	modification	45.	

MAIN	MODIFICATIONS	THAT	CANNOT	BE	RECOMMENDED	

The	following	modifications	suggested	by	the	Council	would	amount	to	main	modifications	but	are	
either	not	necessary	for	soundness	or	are	not	themselves	sound	and	should	not	be	taken	forward.	

8:	(STRAT4)	Not	required	for	soundness	because	the	items	referred	to	are	covered	elsewhere	in	the	
plan.	

16.	(STRAT10)	This	may	be	unsound.	The	requirement	to	undertake	a	minerals	assessment	and	
potentially	seek	extraction	prior	to	development	could	well	obstruct	one	of	the	primary	purposes	of	
the	plan,	which	is	to	deliver	homes	at	the	earliest	opportunity.			

18	(STRAT10)	Not	necessary	for	soundness	because	this	is	covered	by	modification	17	and	the	
archaeological	policy	itself.	

25	(STRAT12)	Not	required	for	soundness	since	the	point	is	covered	in	2(vi).	

50	(TRANS4)	The	last	part	of	TRANS4(1))	is	not	appropriate	and	the	proposed	modification	is	not	
necessary	for	soundness.	For	many	schemes	it	should	not	be	necessary	for	a	developer	to	agree	the	
scope	of	a	transport	assessment	or	statement	with	either	Highways	England	or	Oxfordshire	County	
Council;	it	depends	on	the	scale	and	location	of	the	development.	The	local	planning	authority,	who	
is	the	authority	determining	the	planning	application,	should	be	the	first	source	of	any	advice	on	
scoping.	The	last	part	of	TRANS4(1)	(“These	documents	will	need	to	take	into	account…”)	should	be	
taken	out.	Advice	could	be	inserted	into	the	supporting	text	instead	to	indicate	which	guidance	
should	be	taken	into	account	and	to	state	that	on	very	large	schemes	the	Council	may	advise	
developers	to	seek	the	advice	of	the	County	Council	and	Highways	England	where	relevant.	

51	(TRANS5)	The	additional	text	makes	this	policy	too	prescriptive	and	is	not	necessary	for	
soundness;	there	will	be	a	variety	of	ways	in	which	good	access	to	public	transport	can	be	achieved	
but	they	will	not	always	include	cycle	routes	to	bus	stops.	Cycling	is	in	any	case	covered	in	1(ii)	and	
(iii).	

59	(DES8)	The	change	is	not	required	for	soundness.	In	addition,	it	lacks	clarity	since	“natural	
resources”	is	a	more	commonly	understood	expression.	
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South	Oxfordshire	Local	Plan	

Inspectors’	initial	questions	and	comments:	Part	3	

Our	first	set	of	initial	questions	addressed	the	Plan’s	spatial	strategy,	together	with	the	provision	of	
land	for	housing	and	employment;	Set	2	dealt	with	a	range	of	other	policies	for	the	management	of	
development.	This	third	set	addresses	site	allocations	and	infrastructure	provision.	

General	

What	is	the	status	of	the	concept	plans	for	the	strategic	allocations?	What	level	of	analysis	and	
consultation	has	taken	place	to	arrive	at	them?	Do	they	pre-empt	decisions	that	ought	to	be	taken	
during	the	masterplanning	process?	

STRAT3:	Didcot	Garden	Town	

STRAT3	is	a	very	general	policy	and	the	design	principles	set	out	in	Appendix	6	do	not	appear	to	be	
particularly	specific	to	the	development	of	the	Garden	Town	(apart	from	the	mention	of	local	
monuments).	Indeed,	it	is	arguable	that	these	principles	should	apply	everywhere.	They	do	not	help	
to	understand	how	the	town	is	to	be	developed	and	what	the	role	of	the	current	plan	is	in	delivering	
the	town.	Please	can	the	Council	explain	why	Policy	STRAT3	does	not	contain	any	more	specific	
development	objectives	or	targets	that	will	assist	people	to	understand	how	the	Garden	Town	is	to	
be	developed	and	how	the	site	allocations	in	this	plan	relate	to	it.	Do	the	scale	of	development	and	
the	importance	of	the	overall	project	point	towards	the	need	for	a	more	directional	policy	with	a	
positive	forward	vision?	

Paragraph	4.51	refers	to	the	possibility	of	a	future	supplementary	planning	document	(SPD)	which	
would	set	out	additional	planning	policy	for	the	Garden	Town.	That	cannot	be	the	case,	since	there	is	
not	enough	in	STRAT3	to	guide	an	SPD,	and	in	any	case,	an	SPD	is	not	a	development	plan	document	
and	would	not	be	able	to	make	allocations.	If	the	development	framework	for	the	Garden	Town	
cannot	be	set	out	more	fully	in	the	submitted	plan,	it	will	be	necessary	to	produce	another	
development	plan	document	such	as	a	plan	revision	or	an	area	action	plan	to	govern	the	town’s	
development.	The	Council	are	invited	to	comment.	

Finally,	the	Didcot	Garden	Town	Delivery	Area	will	need	to	be	shown	on	the	Policies	Map	if	it	is	to	be	
referred	to	in	this	policy.	

STRAT7:	Land	at	Chalgrove	Airfield	

STRAT7	requires	a	number	of	significant	projects	to	be	delivered	in	order	to	develop	this	site,	
including	transport	infrastructure,	education	and	health	facilities.	We	note	the	contents	of	the	
Infrastructure	Delivery	Schedule,	including	the	estimated	infrastructure	costs,	which	for	transport	
are	set	out	as	£80m	to	£100m.	We	could	not	find	any	dates	associated	with	the	delivery	of	any	of	
this	infrastructure	and	we	hope	the	Council	can	help	us	with	this.		

We	also	note	the	representation	from	a	current	leaseholder	on	the	site	indicating	that	the	company	
does	not	intend	to	move.		

Please	can	the	Council	either	point	to	direct	evidence,	or	provide	us	with	a	piece	of	work,	to	help	us	
to	understand	how	it	has	reached	the	conclusion	that	the	indicated	2,025	homes	will	be	delivered	on	
this	site	within	the	plan	period,	taking	into	account	viability,	realistic	and	known	dates	and	
thresholds	for	the	provision	of	the	necessary	infrastructure,	the	existence	of	an	active	use	on	the	
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site,	realistic	commencement	dates	and	realistic	delivery	rates.	What	are	the	key	requirements	that	
must	be	fulfilled	before	development	can	commence?	

Please	can	the	Council	also	help	us	to	understand	whether	the	reorganisation	or	removal	of	the	
existing	site	occupier,	including	the	stated	potential	use	of	a	compulsory	purchase	order	in	
paragraph	4.64	of	the	submitted	plan,	is	compatible	with	its	policy	to	retain	employment	land	in	
Policy	EMP3	and	its	objective	to	support	the	growth	of	all	employment	sectors	as	indicated	in	
paragraph	6.15	of	the	submitted	plan.	

We	have	raised	the	question	of	the	choice	of	this	site’s	location	in	our	first	set	of	initial	questions,	
but	please	can	the	Council	explain	how	the	allocation	of	this	site,	given	its	location,	will	contribute	to	
the	submitted	plan’s	sustainability	and	climate	change	objectives.		

STRAT8:	Culham	Science	Centre	

To	what	extent	does	the	site	contribute	to	the	openness	of	the	Green	Belt?		

What	are	the	exceptional	circumstances?	

Should	the	front	part	of	the	site	be	inset	from	the	Green	Belt	along	with	the	rest	of	the	site?	

Why	does	the	Council	want	the	increase	in	employment	land	distributed	across	STRAT8	and	STRAT9?	
Should	considerations	such	as	this	be	for	the	masterplan	or	planning	application?	

STRAT9:	Land	Adjacent	to	Culham	Science	Centre	

STRAT9	requires	a	number	of	significant	projects	to	be	delivered	in	order	to	develop	this	site,	
including	a	Thames	crossing	and	new	and	upgraded	junctions,	and	improvements	to	Culham	Station.	
transport	infrastructure,	education	and	health	facilities.	We	note	the	contents	of	the	Infrastructure	
Delivery	Schedule.	We	could	not	find	any	dates	associated	with	the	delivery	of	any	of	this	
infrastructure	and	we	hope	the	Council	can	help	us	with	this.	What	are	the	key	requirements	that	
must	be	fulfilled	before	development	can	commence?	

As	with	STRAT7,	please	can	the	Council	either	point	to	direct	evidence,	or	provide	us	with	a	piece	of	
work,	to	help	us	to	understand	how	it	has	reached	the	conclusion	that	the	indicated	1,850	homes	
will	be	delivered	on	this	site	within	the	plan	period,	taking	into	account	realistic	and	known	dates	
and	thresholds	for	the	provision	of	the	necessary	infrastructure,	realistic	commencement	dates	and	
realistic	delivery	rates.	

The	strategic-level	justification	for	releasing	land	from	the	Green	Belt	was	referred	to	in	our	first	set	
of	initial	questions.	Against	that	background,	what	in	the	Council’s	view	are	the	local	level	
exceptional	circumstances	for	releasing	this	particular	land	from	the	Green	Belt?	

STRAT10:	Land	at	Berinsfield	

Berinsfield	has	decent	houses,	gardens	and	open	space	and	a	small	range	of	village	facilities.	What	is	
it	about	Berinsfield	that	needs	regenerating?	What	are	the	“barriers”	to	housing	and	education	
referred	to	in	paragraph	4.79	of	the	submitted	plan?	Are	these	not	able	to	be	fulfilled	by	the	local	
authorities’	statutory	duties	and	functions?	

The	development	in	this	allocation	expects	to	deliver	1,600	homes	in	the	plan	period.	Please	can	the	
Council	explain	how	a	development	of	this	size	can	viably	support	“the	entire	cost	of	the	necessary	
regeneration	package”	for	the	existing	village	(part	2(i)	of	the	policy)	as	well	as	all	the	other	
requirements	in	parts	2(ii)	to	(vi)	of	the	policy?	
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Why	is	the	full	regeneration	package	necessary	to	mitigate	the	impact	of	the	new	housing	
allocation?	Is	it	fairly	and	reasonably	related	to	the	allocation?	

What	is	the	position	regarding	the	delivery	of	the	transport	infrastructure	including	the	new	junction	
and	access?	Is	there	control	over	the	land?		

Given	the	lead	in	times	for	the	provision	of	the	regeneration	package	and	the	transport	
infrastructure,	please	can	the	Council	either	point	to	direct	evidence,	or	provide	us	with	a	piece	of	
work,	to	help	us	to	understand	how	it	has	reached	the	conclusion	that	the	indicated	1,600	homes	
will	be	delivered	on	this	site	within	the	plan	period,	taking	into	account	realistic	and	known	dates	
and	thresholds	for	the	provision	of	the	necessary	infrastructure,	realistic	commencement	dates	and	
realistic	delivery	rates.	What	are	the	key	requirements	that	must	be	fulfilled	before	development	
can	commence	and	what	are	the	factors	that	affect	delivery	rates?	

The	strategic-level	justification	for	releasing	land	from	the	Green	Belt	was	referred	to	in	our	first	set	
of	initial	questions.	Against	that	background,	what	in	the	Council’s	view	are	the	local	level	
exceptional	circumstances	for	releasing	this	particular	land	from	the	Green	Belt?	

We	have	raised	the	question	of	the	choice	of	this	site’s	location	in	our	first	set	of	initial	questions,	
but	please	can	the	Council	explain	how	the	allocation	of	this	site,	given	its	location,	will	contribute	to	
the	submitted	plan’s	sustainability	and	climate	change	objectives.	

STRAT	11:	Land	South	of	Grenoble	Road	

Please	will	the	Council	explain	the	relationship	of	this	site	to	the	provision	of	the	new	park	and	ride	
facility	and	other	infrastructure	requirements,	in	terms	of	both	timing	and	funding.	

We	would	like	the	Council	to	explain	how	it	arrived	at	the	figure	of	1,700	homes	to	be	delivered	in	
the	plan	period,	out	of	a	total	of	3,000.	What	are	the	key	requirements	that	must	be	fulfilled	before	
development	can	commence,	and	what	factors	influence	delivery	rates?	

The	strategic-level	justification	for	releasing	land	from	the	Green	Belt	was	referred	to	in	our	first	set	
of	initial	questions.	Against	that	background,	what	in	the	Council’s	view	are	the	local	level	
exceptional	circumstances	for	releasing	this	particular	land	from	the	Green	Belt?	

STRAT12:	Land	at	Northfield	

Are	there	any	risks	to	the	delivery	of	1,800	homes	during	the	plan	period,	in	terms	of	infrastructure	
provision,	viability,	commencement	dates	and	infrastructure	delivery?	

Given	the	position	of	major	industrial	plant	between	the	site	and	the	rest	of	the	built	up	area,	how	
could	attractive	walking,	cycling	and	other	transport	connections	be	achieved	between	the	site	and	
the	town	centre	and	remainder	of	the	city?	

The	strategic-level	justification	for	releasing	land	from	the	Green	Belt	was	referred	to	in	our	first	set	
of	initial	questions.	Against	that	background,	what	in	the	Council’s	view	are	the	local	level	
exceptional	circumstances	for	releasing	this	particular	land	from	the	Green	Belt?	What	regard	should	
be	had	to	the	separation	between	Oxford	and	Garsington?	

STRAT	13:	Land	North	of	Bayswater	Brook	

Are	there	any	risks	to	the	delivery	of	1,100	homes	during	the	plan	period,	in	terms	of	infrastructure	
provision,	commencement	dates	and	infrastructure	delivery?	How	would	the	road	accesses	be	
provided	and	funded	and	what	is	their	timing?	
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If	more	detailed	evidence	indicates	that	a	new	link	road	is	required,	what	effect	would	that	have	on	
delivery?	

The	strategic-level	justification	for	releasing	land	from	the	Green	Belt	was	referred	to	in	our	first	set	
of	initial	questions.	Against	that	background,	what	in	the	Council’s	view	are	the	local	level	
exceptional	circumstances	for	releasing	this	particular	land	from	the	Green	Belt?	

How	could	the	integrity	of	the	SSSIs	of	Sidlings	Copse	and	College	Pond	be	protected?	

STRAT14:	Land	at	Wheatley	Campus	

The	relationship	between	this	proposal	and	the	emerging	Wheatley	Neighbourhood	Development	
Plan	is	not	entirely	clear	from	the	plan.	What	is	the	timescale	for	the	neighbourhood	plan	process?	
Do	the	proposals	in	the	submitted	local	plan	align	with	emerging	proposals	in	the	neighbourhood	
plan?	

The	strategic-level	justification	for	releasing	land	from	the	Green	Belt	was	referred	to	in	our	first	set	
of	initial	questions.	Against	that	background,	what	in	the	Council’s	view	are	the	local	level	
exceptional	circumstances	for	insetting	this	particular	land	from	the	Green	Belt?	Could	the	existing	
developed	area	be	redeveloped	as	previously	developed	land	within	the	Green	Belt?		

Could	development	be	extended	to	the	south	western	part	of	the	site	without	harm	to	the	heritage	
assets	and	their	settings?	

Could	a	bus	service	be	sustained	through	a	development	of	300	homes?	

HEN1:	The	Strategy	for	Henley-on-Thames	

Part	1(i)	of	the	policy	is	unnecessary	and	should	be	deleted	since	the	joint	Henley-on-Thames	and	
Harpsden	Neighbourhood	Plan	stands	as	a	development	plan	in	its	own	right,	as	would	be	any	
subsequent	made	neighbourhood	plan,	and	it	does	not	require	a	local	plan	policy	to	endorse	
development	that	accords	with	it.	

How	many	new	homes	would	be	delivered	in	Henley	during	the	plan	period	and	would	this	be	
sufficient	to	cater	for	the	local	need	for	market	and	affordable	housing?		

TH1:	The	Strategy	for	Thame	

Part	1(i)	of	the	policy	is	unnecessary	and	should	be	deleted	since	the	Thame	Neighbourhood	Plan	
stands	as	a	development	plan	in	its	own	right,	as	would	be	any	subsequent	made	neighbourhood	
plan,	and	does	not	require	a	local	plan	policy	to	endorse	development	that	accords	with	it.		

What	is	the	reason	for	not	allocating	a	greater	number	of	homes	at	Thame?	How	many	new	homes	
would	be	delivered	in	Thame	during	the	plan	period	and	would	this	be	sufficient	to	cater	for	the	
local	need	for	market	and	affordable	housing?	

WAL1:	The	Strategy	for	Wallingford	

Under	part	1(i)	of	the	policy,	the	Council	cannot	support	proposals	that	have	regard	to	a	
neighbourhood	plan	“appropriate	to	its	stage	in	the	plan	making	process”.	This	is	ineffective	because	
its	effect	is	unclear;	either	proposals	are	supported	by	the	policy	or	they	are	not.	The	local	plan	
cannot	give	greater	weight	to	an	emerging	neighbourhood	plan	than	the	latter	itself	would	attract	as	
a	material	consideration.	It	is	also	unnecessary	to	have	a	policy	supporting	another	development	
plan.		
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How	many	new	homes	would	be	delivered	in	Wallingford	during	the	plan	period	and	would	this	be	
sufficient	to	cater	for	the	local	need	for	market	and	affordable	housing?	Is	there	a	regeneration	
argument	for	allocating	more	land	for	housing?	

GENERAL	INFRASTRUCTURE	PROVISION	

We	have	noted	the	contents	of	the	Oxford	infrastructure	Strategy	and	the	South	Oxfordshire	Local	
Plan	2034	Infrastructure	Delivery	Plan.	Issues	concerning	viability	and	the	funding	and	timing	of	
infrastructure	relating	to	the	various	housing	allocations	are	raised	in	the	questions	above.	However,	
we	would	also	like	the	Council	to	provide	an	overarching	comment	on	funding,	timing	and	viability,	
with	regard	to	the	following	comments.	

There	is	no	indication	within	the	IDP’s	Appendices	(the	individual	Infrastructure	Schedules	for	the	
strategic	and	other	allocations)	of	the	proportion	of	central	government	grant	(Growth	Deal	or	HIF	
funding)	that	is	expected	to	fund	key	elements	of	infrastructure.	For	example,	Appendix	2.9	(the	
District-wide	Infrastructure	Schedule)	lists	many	of	the	strategic	elements	of	transport	infrastructure	
such	as	the	Culham-Didcot	Thames	River	Crossing	and	the	Clifton	Hampden	bypass	and	so	on;	whilst	
estimated	costs	are	given,	it	is	unclear	how	much	of	these	funds	will	be	delivered	by	grant	funding	
and	when	such	funds	will	be	available.	All	the	necessary	infrastructure	appears	to	require	at	least	
some	funding	from	CIL/S106,	which	implies	that	its	delivery	is	dependent	on	at	least	some	dwellings	
being	delivered	in	advance	of	the	infrastructure	being	provided.	Please	can	the	Council	explain	how	
this	will	work?	It	is	also	unclear	whether	and	to	what	extent	forward	funding	of	key	infrastructure	is	
necessary	and	if	so	which	elements	of	it,	and	whether	the	Council	or	the	Growth	Board	has	such	
forward	funding	in	place.	
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SCHEDULE OF PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS FOLLOWING REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION 

* of the Reg 19 published Local Plan

CHAPTER - CONTENTS PAGE

Mod No. Category Policy No. Paragraph 
No.

Page number Modification Reason

1 Officer Identified Contents 
Page

n/a 3 Amend Policy title TRANS1a: Supporting Strategic Transport Investment across the Oxford to Cambridge Arc  expressway Incorrect references to Expressway when it should 
have referred more generally to the 'Arc' 

CHAPTER - VISION/ OBJECTIVES/ STRATEGIC POLICIES

Mod No. Category Policy No. Paragraph 
No.

Page 
number*

Modification Reason

2 Officer Identified n/a n/a 14 Add to Diagram of Local Plan documents: Landscape capacity assessment & Historic Landscape Characterisation Project Missing component of evidence that is not 
referenced in diagram

3 Officer Identified Spatial 
Strategy

4.3 25 The plan seeks to meet needs identified for South Oxfordshire as well as all the needs apportioned to the District  arising 
from our neighbour Oxford city. A joint work programme with the other Oxfordshire authorities has been progressing on 
the scale of Oxford city’s unmet needs and how they can best be met.

Additional wording to reflect apportionment

4 Sustainability Appraisal - 
Reasonable Alternatives

Spatial 
Strategy

4.8 26 Each of these options has been consulted upon and tested through the Sustainability appraisal. the preferred option for the 
council is to principally focus development at Science Vale and sustainable settlements (which include towns and Larger 
villages), where over 70% of housing will be located and to deliver elements of some of these options rather than favouring 
any one scenario in isolation. The strategy draws together the Core Strategy approach with development at Science Vale 
and next to the neighbouring major urban area of Oxford. It is also complemented by the identification of new settlements 
and the location of development to fund regeneration and by the Local Plan raising densities. Drawing on a combined 
approach to the distribution of new housing development enables a series of benefits to be delivered through the Local 
Plan and this ensures that the housing needs of the District can be accommodated.

Error to reference to new settlements - there are 
no allocated new settlements in the Plan. 

5 Spatial Strategy - Object STRAT1 1 28 Amend bullet 1 to: Focusing major new development in Science Vale including sustainable growth at Didcot Garden town 
and Culham so that this area can play an enhanced role in providing homes, jobs and services with improved transport 
connectivity;

Wording suggested by responder to Regulation 19 
consultation, wording proposed is reflective of the 
aim of the strategy

6 Officer Identified STRAT2 4.16 30 The NPPF4 and Planning Practice Guidance5 direct expects  Local Planning Authorities to use the “standard method” to 
establish the minimum local housing need figure. For South Oxfordshire this results in an annual housing need of 556 homes 
a year. This figure represents the minimum annual housing need for South Oxfordshire. It does not automatically translate 
into the housing requirement for the Local Plan that will need to take into account other factors when determining the 
homes to plan for.

To reflect NPPF revision released Feb 2019.

7 Officer identified STRAT2 4.30 33 Along with the other authorities in Oxfordshire, the Council will continue to monitor the housing needs of Oxford City. The 
Joint Strategic Spatial Oxfordshire Plan 2050  will be the appropriate plan for addressing any needs that arise after 2031.

To refer to the latest name of the Oxfordshire Plan 
2050 - renamed after publication of the South 
Oxfordshire Local Plan in December 2018.

8 Strategic Sites - Policy 
requirements supported

STRAT4 6(i) 40 a scheme of an appropriate scale, layout and form which respects the surrounding character and setting and be supported 
by a heritage impact assessment and archaeological desk based assessment;

To reflect Historic England representation to the 
Regulation 19 consultation, and to reflect other 
policy provision in the Plan

9 Officer Identified STRAT6 4.66 45
The airfield is flat and largely free from constraints.The site is predominately “previously developed land”. There are no 
known archaeological or ecological constraints. “Chalgrove Field 1643”, a registered historic battlefield, is located adjacent 
to the site partly within and to the east of the site and represents a significant constraint. 

To clarify what constraints the council has 
identified 

10 Officer Identified STRAT6 3(vi) 48 vi) respects the setting of the Listed Buildings and the Registered Battlefield (Battle of Chalgrove 1643). a layout and form 
which  redrafted criteria vi: respects the setting of the Listed Buildings (particularly Rofford Hall and Rofford Manor) the 
Registered Battlefield and the significance of the former World War 2 airfield and the potential archaeological interest of 
the site, based on a detailed assessment of the significance of the Registered Battlefield and of the airfield itself, and of 
the potential impacts of a new settlement on that significance and of a detailed assessment and evaluation of the 
archaeological interest of the site

Partly influenced by Regulation 19 responses from 
Historic England, and to reflect other policy 
provision in the Plan

11 Officer Identified STRAT8 2 52 Add to paragraph 2 of policy: The exact siting and phasing of the employment development must be agreed through the 
master planning and subsequent planning application process including detailed evidence being collected prior to 
development to evaluate the historic significance of existing buildings. 

Partly influenced by Regulation 19 responses from 
Historic England, and to reflect other policy 
provision in the Plan

12 Officer Identified STRAT9 2 52 Delete 2: The proposed development at Culham will deliver a scheme in accordance with an agreed comprehensive 
masterplan, taking into consideration this policy’s concept plan. The masterplan must be prepared in collaboration with and 
agreed with the Local Planning Authority. Renumber subseqent policy paragraphs 

Deletion of repeated paragraph in Policy. Renumber 
the remaining policy paragraphs owing to deletion 
of paragraph 2

13 Officer Identified STRAT9 4(iii) 54 Add to criteria iii:  This shall be based on a landscape character, including historic landscape characterization considering 
the contribution of the site to the setting of Oxford , that preserve and enhance the surrounding Green Belt Way and River 
Thames long distance footpaths;

Partly influenced by Regulation 19 responses from 
Historic England, and to reflect other policy 
provision in the Plan

14 Officer Identified STRAT10 4.84 57 In order to deliver the regeneration package the plan needs to allow for a sufficient number of homes to be built at the 
village.T he development will also need to make sure it can mitigate its impact on the infrastructure network and will need 
to make contributions to some expensive projects, including the new River Thames bridge at Culham, the Clifton Hampden 
bypass,improvements to Golden balls roundabout and a new secondary school on the strategic allocation at Culham

Repetition of paragraph 4.89

15 Officer Identified STRAT10 2(vi) 59 Add new criterion d: provision for excellent public transport facilities To reflect IDP 

16 Officer Identified STRAT10 2(viii) 59 Amend viii: be accompanied by a minerals assessment that considers if minerals can be extracted and used on site  in 
accordance with Policy EP5; and

Minerals exists adjacent to the site

17 Officer Identified STRAT10 2(ix) 59 Amend ix: be accompanied by an archaeological assessment that considers the areas of known and potential archaeological 
constraint interest of the site  in accordance with Policy ENV9 and informs the development layout and form.

Partly influenced by Regulation 19 responses from 
Historic England, and to reflect other policy 
provision in the Plan

18 Officer Identified STRAT10 3(ii) 59 ii)  no greater land-take of greenfield land than is necessary to deliver the required regeneration and other relevant policy 
requirements.  Any part of the developabe greenfield area that is not required for housing or related infrastructure should 
provide green
infrastructure including planting to contain the settlement edge;  ii)iii) That it has taken account of the archaeological 
desk based assessment.

Partly influenced by Regulation 19 responses from 
Historic England, and to reflect other policy 
provision in the Plan

19 Officer Identified STRAT11 1 63 Land within the strategic allocation at Grenoble Road will be developed to deliver approximately 3000 new homes, 1700 
expected within this Plan period,

For consistency with other STRAT policies

20 Officer Identified STRAT11 2(vii) 64 Amend vii: sufficient education capacity, likely to be on-site primary school provision of two 2-form entry primary schools, 
10.55 hectares for  a one new 8 form entry  secondary school with an initial capacity of 600 students and this should have 
the capability to expand to meet future needs sixth form and appropriate contributions towards Special Education Needs 
(SEN);

To reflect IDP 

21 Officer Identified STRAT11 2(ix) 64 Add new criteria c: improvements to highway infrastructure in the vicinity of the site To reflect IDP and consistency with other STRAT 
22 Officer Identified STRAT11 3(ii) 64  a landscaped urban edge can be created to the south of the site to provide a transition into the wider landscape through 

woodland planting. The landscape planting s h o u l d create a strong and defensible edge to Oxford, and create a 
permanent sense of openness between the site and Nuneham Courtenay, Marsh Baldon, Toot Baldon and Garsington and 
green infrastructure only should be provided on land to the south of Minchery Farmhouse to respect the setting of the 
Grade II* listed farmhouse;

Partly influenced by Regulation 19 responses from 
Historic England, and to explain the indicative 
concept plans provisions more clearly

23 Officer Identified STRAT12 4.105 65 Delete last sentence of 4.105 In line with the concept Plan below Unecessary reference

24 Officer Identified STRAT12 2(iii) 66 Amend 2(iii) sufficient educational capacity likely to be a new 3-form entry primary school and appropriate contributions 
towards an  other oroff-site  secondary school and Special Education Needs (SEN);

Clarity 

25 Officer Identified STRAT12 2(vi) 67 Add criteria e: improvements to highways infrastructure in the vicinity of the site. To reflect IDP and consistency with other STRAT 

26 Officer Identified STRAT13 4.110 69 Amend 4.110: A designated Oxford view cone lie sdirectly to the west of the site. This area is safeguarded identified  for 
access only and is not proposed to be inset from the Green Belt.

To clarify that terminology shoud not be confused 
with formal safeguarding

27 Officer Identified STRAT13 2(v)(b) 71 provision of sustainable transport connectivity improvements to overcome severance caused by the A40 Oxford Northern 
Bypass;

To use correct name of highway referenced

28 Officer Identified STRAT13 3 72 Amend 3: Proposals will be required expected to deliver a masterplan For consistency with other STRAT policies

29 Officer Identified STRAT13 3(ii) 72 Amend 3(ii): respects listed buildings and structures, both within and surrounding the site, and their settings conserves or 
enhances  the significance of listed buildings and structures within and  surrounding the site, and the appreciation of that 
significance, and preserves or enhances their settings; 

Partly influenced by Regulation 19 responses from 
Historic England, and to explain the indicative 
concept plans provisions more clearly
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30 Officer Identified STRAT13 4 73 Amend 4: An archaeological assessment will need to be undertaken before the preparation of the masterplan 
determination of any planning  application for this site. Following this assessment, a scheme of appropriate mitigation 
should be established, to include the physical preservation of significant archaeological features and their setting where 
appropriate

To reflect evidence required for this site

31 Wheatley Campus - 
Comments from 
Oxfordshire County 
Council

STRAT14 2(a) 77 Amend a: cycling and walking links to the centres of Holton and Wheatley and to the primary school; In response to OCC Regulation 19 response and to 
reflect the IDP

32 Wheatley Campus - 
Comments from 
Oxfordshire County 
Council

STRAT14 2(v) 77 Amend 2(v) a programme of archaeological evaluation and mitigation to be undertaken ahead of the preparation of the 
masterplan  any development; and

In response to OCC Regulation 19 response

CHAPTER DELIVERING NEW HOMES

Mod No. Category Policy No. Paragraph 
No.

Page number Modification

33 Miscellaneous 
comments - NDPs

n/a n/a n/a Update all housing supply references to NDPs made since the publication of the Local Plan:  Para 5.6: In South Oxfordshire 
we currently have 12 14  made Neighbourhood Development Plans. The majority of the sites allocated in these plans are on 
smaller sites, with only a handful of sites extending over 100 homes in total. 

To reflect the most up to date NDP preparation 
status 

34 Miscellaneous 
comments - NDPs

n/a n/a n/a Update all housing supply references to NDPs made since the publication of the Local Plan: Para 5:10:  At the time of 
publication Neighbourhood Development Plans have been made at Benson, Brightwell-cum-Sotwell, Chalgrove , Chinnor, 
Dorchester-on-Thames, Henley- on-Thames and Harpsden, Little Milton , Long Wittenham, Thame, The Baldons, Sonning 
Common,Warborough and Shillingford, Watlington and Woodcote.The council continue to support the creation of 
Neighbourhood Development Plans

To reflect the most up to date NDP preparation 
status 

35 Saved Policies H2 n/a 88 Add new paragraph 2: 
Land within the allocation at Ladygrove East will be developed to deliver approximately 642 new homes. Proposals will be 
expected to deliver a network of public urban spaces and public greenspaces (not less than 8 hectares) with the largest 
greenspace comprising a local park (not less than 6 hectares) containing an equipped children's play area, open 
grassland, woodland, wetland, ponds and watercourses located in the southwestern part of the allocated area. Other 
greenspaces will comprise green corridors in the movement network and buffer zones, containing open grassland, earth 
mounding and woodland. The buffer zones will be of sufficient width to protect homes from noise generated on major 
distributor roads and to protect road users from the Hadden Hill golf course. 

Site specific elements of these policies will need to 
remain in place.  This modification incorporates one 
of the sites in Didcot (Ladygrove East.  Comments 
were received during the Publication Consultation 
of the Local Plan that questioned why these 
housing sites (which do not yet benefit fully from 
detailed planning permission) no longer featured 
explicitly in the Local Plan. 

36 Officer Identified H2 5.15 89 Amend 5.15: If a Neighbourhood Development Plan does not progress within a specified time frame, the council, as the 
local planning authority, will allocate sites for housing in those towns. To support this, the published Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment will be used as the basis to identify suitable, available and achievable sites. this would be done by 
working with the local community and parish council.

Clarity 

37 Officer Identified H2 5.16 89 Add to final sentence of para 5.16: Neighbourhood planning groups will need to cooperate with infrastructure providers 
and statutory consultees to provide this evidence, and develop viable solutions for any infrastructure provision that is 
needed.  

Clarity

38 Saved Policies H3 n/a 90 Add new paragraph 3: Land within the allocation at West of Wallingford will be developed to deliver approximately 555 
new homes. Proposals will be expected to deliver:

i. Access from the western bypass, with no vehicular access provided through Queen’s Avenue and the discouragement of 
traffic from entering the Wallingford AQMA; 
ii. The western and southern boundaries are reinforced with significant landscape buffers, with no built development 
along the western boundary adjacent to the bypass; 

A site previously allocated in the old Local Plan will 
need to be carried over to the new Local Plan as 
site specific elements of that policy will need to 
remain in place.  This modification incorporates the 
site to the West of Wallingford (known locally as 
"Site B").  Comments were received during the 
Publication Consultation of the Local Plan that 
questioned why this housing site (which do not yet 
benefit fully from detailed planning permission) no 
longer featured explicitly in the Local Plan. 

39 Officer Identified H3 5.21 91 Amend 5.21: If a Neighbourhood Development Plan does not progress within a specified time frame, the local planning 
authority will allocate sites for housing in those villages. to support this, the published Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment will be used to identify suitable, available and achievable sites. This would be done by working with the local 
community and parish council.

Clarity 

40 Officer Identified H3 5.25 92 Amend 5.25: Ten Eleven of these twelve villages are either in the process of preparing a Neighbourhood Development Plan, 
or already have a “made” plan. The Local Plan’s proposed strategy for housing distribution in the larger villages is for each 
settlement to grow proportionally by around 15% from the 2011 base date, plus any housing allocated to that village 
through the Core Strategy.

To reflect the most up to date NDP preparation 
status 

41 Officer Identified H3 5.30 93 Add to final sentence of para 5.30: Neighbourhood planning groups will need to cooperate with infrastructure providers 
and statutory consultees to provide this evidence, and develop viable solutions for any infrastructure provision that is 
needed.  

Clarity

42 Officer Identified H9 5.43 98 Add to 5.43: The starting position for the provision of affordable housing is outlined in Policy H9. Policy H9 is supplemented 
by a robust evidence base demonstrating the viability of its requirements.

Missing reference to evidence which is available 
and supports the policy

43 Officer Identified H9 2(iii) 99 iii) The Council will expect a tenure mix of 40% affordable rented, 35% social rented and 25% other affordable routes to 
home ownership with the exception of Berinsfield (see specific tenure considerations in Policy STRAT10);

To refer to deviation of policy that should have 
been referenced

44 Officer Identified H9 5.46 100 Amend 5.46: The exact amount of affordable housing and tenure mix on each site will be agreed through negotiation 
between developers and South Oxfordshire District council, and Policy H9 will be the starting position. A request for a 
departure from this by a planning applicant is expected to be supported by robust evidence, including viability assessments 
where required and will only be supported exceptionally. The council’s current housing strategy, and where relevant and 
appropriate, local housing needs surveys including Oxfordshire County Council Children and Education Service needs 
surveys , will inform these negotiations. The council will monitor the delivery of affordable housing through Policy H9 and 
review the Housing Delivery Strategy periodically to ensure that the aim to provide a healthy mix of houses is fulfilled.

In response to OCC Regulation 19 response

45 Officer Identified H11 4 103 Amend para 4: On sites of 100 dwellings or more plots should be set aside to allow for at least 3% of market affordable 
housing dwellings to be designed to the standards of Part M (4) Category 3: wheelchair accessible dwellings (or any 
replacement standards). The exact requirement should be based on evidence regarding current demand. The plots should 5. 
be marketed to an acceptable level for a period of 12 months to identify an appropriate buyer.

To reflect new NPPF/NPPG

46 Officer Identified H11 5.60 105 Amend para 5.60: Very few wheelchair accessible properties are available in the district. In the last 5 years only 3 properties 
have been developed. There is evidence of some need for wheelchair accessible properties, in line with Part M (4) category 
3: wheelchair accessible dwellings of building regulations, within the affordable housing sector. The need for wheelchair 
accessible properties is relatively small (2.3%) in the market housing sector. Therefore Policy H1 of the Local Plan requires 
the provision of 3% of affordable homes to be  open market plots to be marketed as wheelchair accessible homes on sites 
of 100 homes or more. These plots should be meaningfully marketed for a period of 12 months, and where a buyer cannot 
be secured, they can be remarketed as standard housingan alternative affordable  product in accordance with other 
policies in this Plan. It also ensures that the features of the property match the individual needs of the buyer.

To reflect new NPPF/NPPG
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47 Officer Identified H14 1 109 Amend final bullet: 3 pitches for Gypsies and Travellers at Land adjacent to Culham Science Centre (STRAT7STRAT9 ) as 
shown on the policies map

To correct wrong policy reference

48 Officer Identified H19 2 116 Amend para 2: In the case of proposals for the re-use of an  isolated  rural building(s) for residential use where planning 
permission is required it will only be granted where other uses have been explored and found to be unacceptable in 
planning terms and where the location constitutes sustainable development.

To reflect new NPPF

CHAPTER - INFRASTRUCTURE

Mod No. Category Policy No. Paragraph 
No.

Page number Modification Reason

49 Officer Identified TRANS1a n/a 3, 151, 235 Oxford to Cambridge Arc expressway Incorrect refrences to Expressway when it should 
have referred more generally to the 'Arc' 

50 Officer Identified TRANS4 1 158 Amend Para 1: Proposals for new developments which have significant transport implications that either arise from the 
development proposed or cumulatively with other proposals will need to submit a transport assessment or a transport 
statement, and where relevant a Travel Plan. These documents will need to take into account Oxfordshire County Council 
guidance and Planning Practice Guidance28 and where appropriate, the scope should be agreed with Oxfordshire County 
Council and where appropriate  Highways England29.

To correct the references to whom transport 
assessments should be agreed with

51 Consideration of 
development proposals - 
Parking

TRANS5 1(iv) 160 iv) be designed to facilitate access to high quality public transport routes, including safe walking and cycling  routes to 
nearby bus stops or new bus stops;

In response to OCC Regulation 19 response

CHAPTER - NATURAL AND HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT

Mod No. Category Policy No. Paragraph 
No.

Page number Modification Reason

52 Officer Identified n/a 8.3 167 The whole District is rich in biodiversity, including international, national and locally protected sites and habitats and forms 
a part of a wider ecological network across the County . Maintaining sustainable agricultural land and practices is important 
in preserving the district’s rural character and landscape.

In response to OCC Regulation 19 response

53 Officer Identified n/a 8.6 167 Amend 8.6: The district has a rich cultural history that has provided South Oxfordshire with over 3,500 listed buildings, 52 
scheduled monuments, 13 registered Parks and Gardens, a registered battlefield, and 72 conservation areas. Sadly in 2017 
there are 15 sites on the Heritage at risk register. Parts of the district’s natural environment and some many  historic assets 
are of national significance. These heritage assets32 help establish the distinctive character of South Oxfordshire. We seek 
to ensure the conservation, enhancement, enjoyment and understanding of all our heritage assets as they make a positive 
contribution to sustainable communities, including their economic vitality.

To reflect the assets of the District

54 Officer Identified ENV7 Listed 
Buildings

Under 8.33 181 Add new paragraph to supporting text: "Many listed buildings, due to their age and construction, have features which 
could support roosting bats. To ensure compliance with relevant legislation, species survey information will be required, 
and ecological conditions applied to consents granted, in instances where proposed works to listed buildings would be 
reasonably likely to impact roosting bats."

To reflect the LPA responsibility as a "competent 
authority" under The Conservation of Habitats and 
Species Regulations 2017 (as amended). Regulation 
9(3) puts a responsibility on the LPA to consider 
how, in exercising any of our functions, our decision 
making impacts the goals of the Habitats Directive 
(main piece of European law protecting certain 
species and sites). The Councils legal opinion (and a 
relevant appeal decision) has confirmed that we 
should be considering how works to a listed 
building, that do not require planning permission 
(re-roofing, roof insulation, internal conversion), 
may impact protected species - mainly bats.

55 Officer Identified ENV10 1 185 Amend paragraph 1: Proposals should conserve or enhance the special historic interest, character or setting of a designated 
battlefield, historic landscape ORor  park or garden on  contained in the Historic England Registers of Historic Battlefields or 
Register of Historic Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest in England.

In response to Historic England Regulation 19 
response

56 Officer Identified ENV10 2 185 Add new para 2:  Any harm to or loss of significance of any heritage asset requires clear and convincing justification. 
Substantial harm to or loss of these assets should be wholly exceptional in the case of Registered Historic Battlefields and 
Grade I and Grade II* Registered Historic Parks and Gardens and exceptional in the case of Grade II Registered Historic 
Parks and Gardens.

In response to Historic England Regulation 19 
response

57 Officer Identified ENV10 3 186 Amend new para 3: Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or total loss of significance of such a 
designated heritage assets, consent will only be granted where it can be demonstrated that the substantial

In response to Historic England Regulation 19 
response

58 Officer Identified ENV10 4 186 Delete from apra 4: Substantial harm to or loss of these assets should be wholly exceptional in the case of grade I and grade 
II* sites and require clear and convincing justification in other cases.

In response to Historic England Regulation 19 
response

CHAPTER - BUILT ENVIRONMENT

Mod No. Category Policy No. Paragraph 
No.

Page number Modification Reason

59 Officer Identified DES8 1 206 Amend para 1: New development is required to make provision for the effective use and protection and enhancement  of 
the natural resources capitial  where applicable, including:

In response to OCC Regulation 19 response

CHAPTER - POLICIES MAP

Mod No. Category Policy No. Paragraph 
No.

Page number Modification Reason

60 Mineral safeguarding 
areas

Policies Map Key n/a The key to the policies map says Minerals Safeguarding Areas (EMP5). This should be Minerals Safeguarding Areas (EP5). Error in policy reference

CHAPTER - MONITORING AND REVIEW

Mod No. Category Policy No. Paragraph Page number Modification
61 Officer Identified Monitoring 

and Review
TRANS1a 235 Policy TRANS1a: Supporting Strategic Transport Investment across the Oxford to Cambridge expresswayArc Incorrect references to Expressway when it should 

have referred more generally to the 'Arc' 

62 Officer Identified Monitoring 
and Review

TRANS1a 235 Progress of infrastructure within the Oxford to Cambridge expresswayArc Incorrect references to Expressway when it should 
have referred more generally to the 'Arc' 

63 Officer Identified Monitoring 
and Review

TRANS1a 235 Positive progress towards the Oxford to Cambridge expressway’s Arc  identified priorities Incorrect references to Expressway when it should 
have referred more generally to the 'Arc' 

APPENDICES

Mod No. Category Policy No. Paragraph 
No.

Page number Modification Reason
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64 Officer Identified Appendix 1 n/a 247 Amend Major Development (large-scale) definition:
Largescale Major Developments. For dwellings, a largescale major development is one where the number of residential 
dwellings to be constructed is 200 or more or 1,000sqm of industrial, commercial or retail floor space. Where the number of 
residential dwellings or floor space to be to be constructed is not given in the application a site area of 4 hectares or more 
should be used as the definition of a major development. For all other uses a largescale major development is one where 
the floorspace to be built is more than 10,000sqm, or where the site area is more than 2 hectares. The definition for major 
development in the AONB differs. Please refer to NPPF paragraph 116 172.

Amended paragraph number to reflect change 
within NPPF paragraph referencing

65 Statutory- Oxfordshire 
County Council

Appendix 5 n/a 269 Change map title "a new Thames road River  crossing between Culham and Didcot  Garden Town" Suggested by Oxfordshire County Council to better 
reflect function of the crossing

66 Officer Identified Appendix 7 
Settlement 
Hierarchy

n/a 280 Delete 'Berrick Salome' and 'Cuddesdon' from the Other Villages list. Insert 'Berrick Salome' and 'Cuddesdon' under the 
Smaller Villages list

Drafting error – This was changed in settlement 
assessment background paper but not carried 
forward to Appendix 7.

TYPOGRAPHICAL CORRECTIONS

Mod No. Category Policy No. Paragraph 
No.

Page number Modification

67 Officer Identified n/a n/a n/a To replace all Culham 'Road' crossing references with 'River' crossing refrences throughout the Plan

68 Officer Identified STRAT1 1 29 Amend final bullet point:  Supporting and enhanceing  our historic environment.

69 Officer Identified STRAT2 5 35 The locations and trajectory for housing development is identified in policies policy H1.

70 Officer Identified STRAT4 6(ii-ix) 40 Renumbering required as there is a duplicate criteria (ii) 

71 Officer Identified STRAT6 4.59 43 The plan proposes alterations to the Green Belt to accommodate our strategic allocations at Culham, Berinsfield, Grenoble 
road, Northfield and Land North of Bayswater Brook and , Wheatley. These proposals are included at Appendix 4. The 
individual sections within the plan which are relevant to each of these strategic allocations, provide specific detail on the 
approach for its release.

72 Officer Identified STRAT6 2 - 5 43 Renumber paragraph numbers, as written paragraph 2 is missing. Renubmer paragraph 3 to paragraph 2; paragraph 4 to 
paragraph 3; paragraph 5 to paragraph 4

73 Officer Identified INF1 7.10 89 Amend para 7.10: To maintain and provide infrastructure and other community services effectively, it is essential that there 
is a partnership working approach between the public, private and voluntary sector agencies involved. We will continue to 
work closely with a wide range of infrastructure providers and stakeholders. Key organisations include Oxfordshire county 
council, the Highways England, the NHS and Clinical Commissioning Groups , Town and Parish councils, Thames Water and 
the Environment Agency. An example of this partnership work is the Oxfordshire Infrastructure Strategy work being 
undertaken for the Oxfordshire Growth board, which has helped to evidence and map strategic infrastructure requirements 
for Oxfordshire over the next 15-20 years. This work has assisted in informing our Infrastructure Delivery Plan, which gives 
more detail on the infrastructure required to support the development proposed in the plan.

74 Gypsy, Traveller and 
Travelling Showpeople 
Sites within the Green 
Belt

H15 5.78 112 ...and plots for Gypsies, Travellers and travelling Showpeople that meet the planning definition set out in PPTS (2015). The

75 Officer Identified ENV2 3 172 Amend bullet: Ecological Networks (conservation Conservation target Target  Areas)
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www.southoxon.gov.uk/newlocalplan 

Alternative formats of this publication are 
available on request. These include large 
print, Braille, audio, email, easy read and 
alternative languages.

Please contact Planning Policy on 
01235 540546
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Dear  

SOUTH OXFORDSHIRE LOCAL PLAN 2034 
LAND ADJACENT TO CULHAM SCIENCE CENTRE 

As you know, we act for CEG who are promoting the Policy STRAT9: Land Adjacent to Culham Science 
Centre (also referred to as Culham Science Village) allocation as proposed in the 2nd Final Publication 
Version of the emerging South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2011 – 2034 (January 2019).  

In light of the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities & Local Government’s letter to the Leader of the 
Council dated 26th August, and the Council meetings planned for the beginning of October, I thought it might 
be helpful to summarise the benefits of the STRAT9 allocation as we see them, which I do hereunder.  

I am also enclosing copies of a poster that CEG has produced, which focuses on the site’s environmental 
and green credentials and its existing and planned connectivity.  

The Land Adjacent to Culham Science Centre is the only strategic site in Oxfordshire with an existing railway 
station. CEG is in active discussions with Network Rail and Great Western Railways who are working 
currently on an Oxfordshire Rail Corridor Strategy for 2050. That strategy identifies Culham, including 
Culham Science Centre and the proposed STRAT9 allocation, as an “important calling point” for enhanced 
rail services; and a key economic growth area.  

4-tracking in the corridor between Oxford and Didcot is one option in the longer term. In the interim, there are
considerations of 4-tracking as far as Radley within the next 10 years, which will open up the opportunity for
an increase in the frequency of services stopping at Culham. This 4-tracking, and electrification, is currently
going through optioneering and business case development.

CEG has control of the land on either side of the railway where it passes through Culham Station. CEG’s 
draft masterplan shows how land can be safeguarded adjacent to the railway, in agreement with Network 
Rail, to support future rail development plans such as 4-tracking and electrification.  

The location of the site immediately adjacent to Culham Science Centre, which is a major (and growing) 
employment location (of national and international standing), and its proximity to the River Thames and sites 
of natural and cultural importance, creates opportunities to use the adjacent railway for both work and leisure 
purposes and in so doing, will reduce reliance upon private car use; it will also enable a significant modal 
shift to more sustainable modes of travel.  

 

 

  

 

 

 

Your ref: 

Our ref: 

 
Planning Policy Manager 
South Oxfordshire District Council 
135 Eastern Avenue 
Milton Park 
Didcot 
Oxfordshire 
OX14 4SB 

20 September 2019 
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I am attaching a letter from Network Rail from which you will see that it “supports in principle the 
development of Culham Science Village”; and in particular that it supports the idea of enhancing the existing 
Culham Station facilities; and the multifunctional use of the station.  

The Council’s Local Plan and CIL Viability Assessment (February 2018) identifies a range of infrastructure 
works that will be delivered alongside/as part of the Land Adjacent to Culham Science Centre allocation. 
This includes 2/3 primary schools, a secondary school, utilities, community facilities and on and off site 
transport infrastructure, the total cost of which has been put around £150 million. The Council and its team 
and CEG and its consultants worked together on this infrastructure package and CEG confirmed at the time 
(and confirms again) that the proposed allocation is viable and deliverable.  

The Council’s Assessment pre-dated the Didcot Garden Town Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) bid and 
assumed that the Land Adjacent to Culham Science Centre allocation would contribute financially towards 
the provision of the new Thames Crossing and the Clifton Hampden Bypass. These two projects are 
however now part of the HIF bid. It follows therefore that, provided the HIF deal is signed, those contributions 
could be redirected or recycled to other infrastructure improvements such as but not limited to: 

 a new railway station at Culham; 
 

 a new cycle/pedestrian Thames Crossing, which would help deliver a strategic cycle route between 
Harwell, Didcot Garden Town, Abingdon and Oxford;  
 

 publically accessible open space close to the river; and  
 

 a new multi-model transport hub with a reinstated Abingdon – Culham – Berinsfield bus service (or 
an alternative that demonstrates improved connectivity in the region and the use of Culham station).  

Subject to viability, there is also an opportunity to provide any necessary HIF ‘gap’ funding towards the 
Didcot Garden Town HIF projects, which are required to deliver the housing and Science Vale related 
employment growth identified in the emerging SODC Plan and in the Vale of White Horse Local Plan Part 1.    

Recognising the importance of the delivery these pieces of strategic highway infrastructure, CEG and its 
appointed consultant team have been engaged with both the County Council and the District Council over 
the past two years in seeking to advance the baseline and initial high level design work associated with both 
the river crossing and the Clifton Hampden Bypass. This has resulted in a preferred alignment and geometry 
for the bypass having been agreed. Agreement has also been reached in principle on the form of the 
junctions that will serve the bypass, the on-going expansion of Culham Science Centre and the development 
of the Land Adjacent to Culham Science Centre.  In addition, the work undertaken by CEG’s consultant team 
has assisted in narrowing the options for the delivery of the river crossing, providing a springboard for the 
Council’s consultants to progress more detailed work in respect of its delivery.  

CEG  continues actively to engage with both the County Council and the District Council in order to establish 
how best it can assist in facilitating early delivery of the river crossing and Clifton Hampden Bypass, 
including looking at delivery programme and phasing, in an effort to ensure that existing acknowledged 
highway constraints are addressed in a timely manner, thereby allowing traffic growth associated with the 
implementation of sites identified in the Local Plan, including that at Culham, to be managed effectively.  

Further, in being located adjacent to Culham Science Centre, which is a major (and growing) employment 
location of national and international standing, there are genuine opportunities for current and future 
employees to live close to their place of work, thereby allowing journeys to work to be made by foot, cycle 
and bus.  Again, Culham Railway Station, located centrally between Culham Science Centre and the 
proposed allocation, offers a unique opportunity to encourage commuting by rail across Science Vale/the 
Science Corridor and beyond and in so doing, reduce reliance upon the car.   

To stimulate economic growth; to contribute properly to the provision of housing necessary to meet Oxford’s 
unmet need; and consistent with the Council’s overall vision and strategic objectives, CEG’s view is that the 
majority of development should be steered towards strategic sustainable locations close to Oxford in the 
Green Belt and Science Vale, which have good transport links to Oxford and Science Vale. 
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The Planning Policy Framework (“the Framework”) states at paragraph 136 that once established, Green 
Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances through the preparation or review of a 
Local Plan and that at that time, local authorities should consider Green Belt boundaries having regard to 
their intended permanence in the long term. It then goes on to state at paragraph 138 that when drawing up 
or reviewing Green Belt boundaries, local authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable 
patterns of development.  

As confirmed by the Inspectors appointed to conduct the Examinations in to the Cherwell Local Plan and 
Vale of White Horse Local Plan, the level of Oxford’s unmet housing need and the lack of suitable sites 
within the City is such as to constitute an exceptional circumstance sufficient to justify a review of Oxford’s 
Green Belt. In the context of such a review, the Land Adjacent to Culham Science Centre, which has 
unrivalled transport links, and which can be developed without affecting the Oxford’s landscape setting, 
would be a suitable and sustainable site in terms of both a contribution towards the City’s unmet housing 
need and the provision of housing in Science Vale, which is at the heart of the Council’s preferred strategy. 
Development at Culham would also reduce pressure on other settlements in South Oxfordshire thereby 
allowing them to better retain their existing character.    

Furthermore, CEG is aware that the UKAEA has plans for further growth at Culham Science Centre, which 
are consistent with these objectives and with the strategic vision in the Strategic Economic Plan (March 
2014) (“SEP”), a cornerstone of which is to prioritise interventions in key locations along the ‘Oxfordshire 
Knowledge Spine’. Culham Science Centre is one of those ‘key locations’. This is evidenced by the recent 
SMART Oxford – Culham City Local Growth Fund bid by the UKAEA’s Remote Applications in Challenging 
Environments (“RACE”) business at Culham Science Centre.  The bid is for the phased deployment of 
autonomous vehicles along the Oxfordshire Knowledge Spine to create an operational autonomous transport 
service as part of the Science Transit Network. CEG supports this initiative and will work with RACE to 
embed autonomous vehicle technology in the Culham Science Village project, developing a ‘living lab’ 
approach to the evolution and introduction of new technologies.   

The RACE bid was predicated on there being sufficient housing adjacent to Culham Science Centre to 
provide the economies of scale necessary to support investment in a long-term ‘test bed’ where integrated 
intelligent mobility can be tested in a range of real environments. It also assumed that the ‘Culham Smart 
Community’ initiative will be part of an integrated package of sustainable transport measures that also 
includes improvements to Culham Railway Station.  

Further justification for the Land Adjacent to Culham Science Centre allocation is provided by recent 
research commissioned by the University of Oxford and Science Oxford with support from the Oxfordshire 
Local Enterprise Partnership (OxLEP), which has identified the need for significant further growth around 
Oxford to support its role as an internationally significant knowledge and science hub.  

CEG is aware that some of the workforce at Culham Science Centre, particularly young graduates, are 
finding it increasingly difficult to secure appropriate accommodation at an affordable level in the vicinity of the 
site. Locating new homes adjacent to Culham Science Centre could help to ease this situation but only if the 
quantum of development is such that it can support a range of house types and tenures. If Culham Science 
Centre is to continue to grow in line with the commitment in the Core Strategy and the emerging Plan, it is 
essential that any new homes at Culham include for example an element of private rented sector housing 
and campus-style accommodation suitable for scientists and others who may be visiting/working at Culham 
Science Centre on a short-term basis.      

An associated key benefit of the proposed allocation is its best practice approach to innovation. A 
‘Framework for Innovation’ is being developed to guide how the scheme can test and assess emerging 
technologies (particularly green technologies) promoting sustainability and community and addressing 
climate change issues as part of each phase of the development. A Community Trust led model ensures that 
the living and working community can shape and adapt their environment to respond positively to these new 
technologies (such as community and automated vehicles, energy generation and sustainable construction 
techniques). 
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In summary, the Land Adjacent to Culham Science Centre proposal: 

 is the only strategic site in Oxfordshire with an existing railway station; 
 

 creates opportunities to use the adjacent railway for both work and leisure purposes and in so doing, 
will reduce reliance upon private car use and can effect a significant modal shift to sustainable 
modes of travel; 
 

 is one of two strategic sites (the other being Berinsfield) that are linked directly to the HIF deal, which 
means that S106 funds that would ordinarily be required to mitigate the impact of this development 
can be redirected or recycled to other infrastructure improvements supporting the development; 
 

 in being located in the heart of ‘Science Vale’, can provide ‘gap’ funding as necessary towards the 
much needed highway improvement schemes required to deliver housing and employment growth in 
and around Didcot in SODC and the Vale; 
 

 is located adjacent to Culham Science Centre, which is a major (and growing) employment location 
of national and international standing, and provides a real opportunity the co-location of homes and 
jobs as well as the provision of ‘bespoke’ housing for ‘key workers’; and 
 

 can be developed without affecting the Oxford’s green and landscape setting;  
 

 would be a suitable and sustainable site in terms of making a contribution towards Oxford’s unmet 
housing need; and 
 

 will include a ‘Framework for Innovation’ to guide how the scheme can test and assess emerging 
technologies (particularly green technologies) promoting sustainability and community and 
addressing climate change issues as part of each phase of the development. 

I trust that this letter provides you with a helpful summary of the unique benefits of the proposed STRAT9: 
Land Adjacent to Culham Science Centre proposed allocation. Further copies of the summary leaflet can be 
made available for Members if that would be of assistance.  

Yours sincerely 

  

Partner 

E: 
T: 
M: 
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is an exemplary model of sustainable development, with a  focus on 
innovation and health and wellbeing. It has a number of strategic 

benefits, including:

> A Community Trust will manage the 
community’s green, social, movement and 
virtual infrastructure with all residents 
becoming members.  This empowers residents 
and retains flexibility for their future adaptation 
of the community’s facilities.

> Culham Science Centre is a major and 
growing local employer, and a key part of the 
new community.

> A mixed use high street located along the 
central footpath/cycleway, adjacent to the 
station and providing retail, employment, 
convenience, health and transportation.

> Schools are located at the heart of the 
community with safe cycle/walk to school 
routes, with a central community facility 
adjacent to the schools to strengthen social 
interaction.

> Further local community facilities (such as 
home-work hubs, community cafes or leisure) 
are placed within each neighbourhood block - 
these are adaptable to reflect the needs of each 
neighbourhood.

> A new train station building with improved 
frequency and Public Transport interchange.

> Direct cycle links to Oxford, Abingdon, Didcot 
and Berinsfield.

> A new foot / cycle bridge crossing the 
Thames.

> Extensive formal and informal footpath/cycle 
paths within the site. 

> A well-connected street network prioritising 
direct pedestrian and cycle movement within a 
compact village structure.

1. Its 
 - a world class science, research and technology centre with long term central government support, 

new public and private sector investment and a growing workforce - placing homes alongside jobs;

2. Providing the gap funding for , including the 
Thames Crossing and Clifton Hampden bypass, directly supporting the Housing Infrastructure Fund;

3. The , with a commitment to improve the frequency of 
service to Culham Railway Station and deliver extended platforms and a new station building, (in continued 
consultation with Network Rail, DfT and Great Western Railways), alongside additional bus routes linking via 
this facility.

4. A design focus on , with all residents being part of a with 
. Social cohesion is advanced by the Trust with significant community, 

leisure, recreation and education facilities delivered at the heart of the site, with infrastructure designed to 
promote walking and cycling.

5. A , with  of the site promoted as publicly accessible 
green space that is multi-functional in design. This places the natural environment at the heart of the new 
community, encouraging residents to have a positive relationship with nature (with its well documented 
benefits to health and wellbeing), alongside biodiversity enhancement, significant new native woodland 
planting, a naturalistic approach to drainage, exceptional sporting and recreational facilities and the retention 
and enhancement of the existing floodplain south of the Thames (which could be retained as Green Belt); 

6. The delivery of genuine innovation to advance , for 
example through community car clubs, autonomous vehicles, community energy schemes, energy efficient 
dwellings and a community cycle club - all of which would be analysed on an integrated and phased basis 
to allow refinements as the scheme grows to completion.

7. This long term and innovative project will deliver homes (including policy compliant affordable housing), 
infrastructure, services and facilities in an integrated and properly phased manner and is 

.

N

> A green network of around 110 hectares, 
accommodating a naturalistic drainage system, 
community food growing areas, habitat creation 
areas, substantial new public parks, a central 
sports and leisure facility and footpath/cycle 
routes.

> Interconnected neighbourhood spaces 
containing play, small parks and community 
food growing areas to encourage social 
interaction.

> Around 10 hectares of new native woodland 
planting, planted in advance of development to 
create a strong landscape structure within which 
development can be comfortably placed.

> Retained green space within the floodplain, 
with habitat improvements, all of which could 
optionally be held within a Green Belt designation.

> Innovative approaches to generate energy 
and reduce consumption, potentially including 
community heating schemes and a Community 
Trust bike scheme (including electric bikes).
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A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S

Total Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Total (check)

A Land Budget and Housing Trajectory

Total Gross Land Area (ha) 189.0 12.6 12.6 12.6 12.6 12.6 12.6 12.6 12.6 12.6 12.6 12.6 12.6 12.6 12.6 12.6 189.0

-

Green Infrastructure (Structural Landscaping) (ha) 32.4 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 32.4

Highways (ha) 3.0 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 3.0

Employment Land (ha) 5.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 5.0

Primary School (ha) 4.4 2.0 2.0 4.0

Secondary School (ha) 8.5 8.0 8.0

Local Centre (ha) 1.5 1.0 1.0 2.0

-

-

-

Sub-total (ha) 54.8 0.5 2.8 4.7 2.4 2.4 5.8 5.4 3.4 2.4 10.4 2.4 4.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 54.4

-

Net Residential Land (ha) 134.2 12.1 9.8 7.9 10.2 10.2 6.8 7.2 9.2 10.2 2.2 10.2 8.2 10.2 10.2 10.2 134.6

-

Density (dph)  26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 391

-

No. of Residential Dwellings 3,500 316 255 206 266 266 177 187 240 266 57 266 214 266 265 265 3,511

-

B Infrastructure Costs* -

-

On-site roads 10,000,000 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 10,000,000

Clitton Hampden By-pass 10,000,000 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 10,000,000

Didcot - Culham bridge 50,000,000 3,333,333 3,333,333 3,333,333 3,333,333 3,333,333 3,333,333 3,333,333 3,333,333 3,333,333 3,333,333 3,333,333 3,333,333 3,333,333 3,333,333 3,333,333 50,000,000

Utilities [e.g. diversions] 4,500,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 4,500,000

Landscaping [top soiling, soft and hard landscape, open 
spaces] 5,500,000 366,667 366,667 366,667 366,667 366,667 366,667 366,667 366,667 366,667 366,667 366,667 366,667 366,667 366,667 366,667 5,500,000

Culham Railway Station 10,000,000 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667 666,667

Public/sustainable  Transport 4,200,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 280,000 4,200,000

-

Total Infrastructure Costs 94,200,000 6,280,000 6,280,000 6,280,000 6,280,000 6,280,000 6,280,000 6,280,000 6,280,000 6,280,000 6,280,000 6,280,000 6,280,000 6,280,000 6,280,000 6,280,000 94,200,000

-

C S106 Contributions ** -

Health 1,500,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 1,500,000

Community facilities 1,400,000 93,333 93,333 93,333 93,333 93,333 93,333 93,333 93,333 93,333 93,333 93,333 93,333 93,333 93,333 93,333 1,400,000

Public art/realm 1,000,000 66,667 66,667 66,667 66,667 66,667 66,667 66,667 66,667 66,667 66,667 66,667 66,667 66,667 66,667 66,667 1,000,000

Waste bins 595,000 39,667 39,667 39,667 39,667 39,667 39,667 39,667 39,667 39,667 39,667 39,667 39,667 39,667 39,667 39,667 595,000

Street naming 70,000 4,667 4,667 4,667 4,667 4,667 4,667 4,667 4,667 4,667 4,667 4,667 4,667 4,667 4,667 4,667 70,000

Police 500,000 33,333 33,333 33,333 33,333 33,333 33,333 33,333 33,333 33,333 33,333 33,333 33,333 33,333 33,333 33,333 500,000

Travel plan 250,000 16,667 16,667 16,667 16,667 16,667 16,667 16,667 16,667 16,667 16,667 16,667 16,667 16,667 16,667 16,667 250,000

Education: Early years 3,000,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 3,000,000

Education: Primary 21,905,830 1,460,389 1,460,389 1,460,389 1,460,389 1,460,389 1,460,389 1,460,389 1,460,389 1,460,389 1,460,389 1,460,389 1,460,389 1,460,389 1,460,389 1,460,389 21,905,830

Education: Secondary School 25,000,000 1,666,667 1,666,667 1,666,667 1,666,667 1,666,667 1,666,667 1,666,667 1,666,667 1,666,667 1,666,667 1,666,667 1,666,667 1,666,667 1,666,667 1,666,667 25,000,000

GI, play, allotments 918,000 61,200 61,200 61,200 61,200 61,200 61,200 61,200 61,200 61,200 61,200 61,200 61,200 61,200 61,200 61,200 918,000

Outdoor leisure 800,000 53,333 53,333 53,333 53,333 53,333 53,333 53,333 53,333 53,333 53,333 53,333 53,333 53,333 53,333 53,333 800,000

Indoor leisure 5,095,342 339,689 339,689 339,689 339,689 339,689 339,689 339,689 339,689 339,689 339,689 339,689 339,689 339,689 339,689 339,689 5,095,342

-

Total S106 Contributions 62,034,172 4,135,611 4,135,611 4,135,611 4,135,611 4,135,611 4,135,611 4,135,611 4,135,611 4,135,611 4,135,611 4,135,611 4,135,611 4,135,611 4,135,611 4,135,611 62,034,172

Notes -

* These are infrastructure costs which are over and above 'normal' BCIS build costs and 'normal' 15% externals allowance e.g. Spine Roads, Electricity Substation reinforcements etc. -

** These are social infrastructure costs and other S106 contributions required e.g. Health centres, Schools etc. -

Printed: 06/04/2018 15:00
S:\_Client Projects\1703 Local Plan Viability Assessment_South Oxfordshire DC\1705 SDA Assumptions\Culham\180309 SDA Assumptions_Culham_v3
© Copyright Aspinall Verdi Limited
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Dear Tom and Kris, 
 
Can I start by thanking you both, and the wider MHCLG team, for the open and 
honest discussions you have held with Cllrs Cooper and Bennet, my officers and 
myself.  It is genuinely appreciated and I realise a lot of work and effort has been put 
in by the MHCLG team at a busy time, as well as considerable efforts by Homes 
England in working with Oxfordshire County Council officers. 
 
I understand from Suzanne, that in terms of the Didcot Garden Town HIF and the 
Oxfordshire Housing and Growth deal, we are approaching (or have reached) a point 
where the MHCLG team would be in a position to offer a definitive response to the 
question “Were South Oxfordshire District Council to withdraw the currently 
submitted emerging Local Plan from inspection, what would be the consequences of 
that action in relation to the Didcot Garden Town HIF bid made by Oxfordshire 
County Council and the Oxfordshire Growth Deal”. 
 
In essence, the question is asking whether the department would be in a position to 
continue with the DGT HIF and the funding and flexibilities within the Oxfordshire 
Housing and Growth Deal if the South Oxfordshire emerging Local Plan were to be 
withdrawn from inspection. 
 
Previously, officers were asked by Council to “…explore with Oxfordshire County 
Council, the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government and Homes 
England options for protecting the HIF funding whilst enabling the council to address 
concerns about the current emerging Local Plan 2034 including (but not limited to) 
climate change issues and Oxford City’s unmet housing need, and to report back to 
Cabinet and Council”. 
 
As you are aware, we have sought to do so, and I recognise the commitment of time 
and resources of Oxfordshire County Council in supporting this work. 
 
We are now in the process of finalising our reports for publication (early next week), 
which is in line with the timeline I previously shared with Tom and other 
colleagues.  I also believe that the County Council will have finalised their review with 
Homes England exploring whether there are alternative housing commitments that 
would support the DGT HIF by the end of this week. 
 
I am mindful that there are some potential major national developments around 
several areas at present, which are no doubt creating some additional pressures on 
you and the team, but I and my officer colleagues wish to be able to provide the 
most accurate and timely information to our members as part of their consideration 
(and to ensure appropriate transparency for our partners and residents) and 
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therefore a full response to this email at your earliest convenience would be much 
appreciated. 
 
Kind regards, 
 

Mark Stone 
Chief Executive  
South Oxfordshire District Council and 
Vale of White Horse District Council 
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Making homes happen  

23 September 2019
Dear Adrian 

South Oxfordshire Draft Local Plan: Chalgrove Airfield 

In advance of the Council’s Scrutiny Committee on 1 October, I would like to update you on 
Homes England’s plans for Chalgrove Airfield and the progress made since the site was 
confirmed as a Strategic Allocation (STRAT 7) in the draft Local Plan.  

You’ll be aware that at recent meetings, concerns were raised about Chalgrove Airfield’s 
inclusion as a strategic allocation – specifically in relation to the site’s availability, 
deliverability and sustainability. 

I therefore felt it important ahead of this next round of Council meetings, to update you on 
the progress Homes England has made on bringing forward its proposals. It would also be 
helpful to provide clarity around some of the points raised in previous meetings.  

I also wanted to reiterate Homes England’s commitment as part of the development to invest 
in infrastructure that meets the requirements of policy STRAT 7 and other policies in the draft 
South Oxfordshire Local Plan. This commitment will result in over £100m investment in 
offsite highways improvements and a further £80m in other s106 contributions. 

This investment will not only ensure that the impacts of the development are adequately 
addressed, but will also benefit local communities by improving access to local services, 
securing long term viable education provision through the relocation of Icknield Community 
College and address long standing highways issues in the villages of Watlington, 
Stadhampton, Chiselhampton and Cuxham.      

Supporting Housing Delivery in South Oxfordshire 

You will be aware that the core objective of Homes England as the Government’s housing 
accelerator is to work in collaboration with partners to bring forward sustainable 

Mr Adrian Duffield  
South Oxfordshire District Council 
135 Eastern Avenue 
Milton Park 
Milton 
OX14 4SB 
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development that accelerates the delivery of much needed homes in areas where housing 
supply and affordability is a real problem. These issues are a major challenge for South 
Oxfordshire. 
 
Identified as previously developed land, surplus to requirements and in public sector control, 
Chalgrove provides a unique opportunity for Homes England and South Oxfordshire to work 
in partnership to address these challenges. Homes England has committed to delivering a 
policy compliant scheme – including the delivery of 1,200 affordable homes – and can start 
delivering within the first 5 years of the Local Plan.     
 
Further technical work has now been completed that demonstrates:  

Chalgrove is Sustainable – Homes England’s proposals have been prepared with sustainable 
development at their heart. While the existing local context is undoubtedly an important 
consideration; the proposed development is uniquely placed to create a sustainable location 
for development.  

The masterplan prepared in support of the scheme demonstrates how development on the 
site can reduce the need to travel, provide a considered response to climate change, increase 
local economic prosperity and improve overall wellbeing for South Oxfordshire’s residents. 
As set out above, the ability to realise these benefits is underpinned by a commitment from 
Homes England to invest and bring forward the timely delivery of supporting infrastructure.  

The benefits of bringing forward sites that improve the sustainability of a location to increase 
housing delivery and to help meet wider needs of the existing communities are supported by 
Para 72 of the NPPF. There are a number of examples where this approach has been 
endorsed by the Planning Inspectorate, including Dunsfold Park which was supported both by 
your Local Plan Inspector in his report on the Waverley Local Plan and subsequent approval of 
the outline planning application (App Ref W/2015/2395).  
 
Chalgrove is Suitable for development – in South Oxfordshire District Council’s Site 
Selection Paper, Chalgrove Airfield is ranked below some of the other strategic sites. This is 
despite it being the only strategic allocation that is wholly on previously developed land and 
outside the Green Belt. Para 137 of NPPF is clear that before exceptional circumstances can 
be demonstrated authorities must ensure that it “makes as much use as possible of suitable 
brownfield sites and underutilised land”. Chalgrove Airfield falls within both criteria and should 
therefore be prioritised ahead of other identified strategic sites.  
 
It is accepted that at the time the assessment was undertaken, there were a number of gaps 
and uncertainties in the availability of technical evidence that have likely contributed to local 
concerns. These issues have now been fully assessed and confirm that there are no reasons as 
to why Chalgrove Airfield cannot score positively against all the Council’s own site selection 
criteria, most notably:   

 

- It will provide a wide range of housing types and tenures with at least 1,200 
affordable homes; 
  

- It will benefit existing communities through the provision of new essential services 
and local community facilities;   
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- There are no significant environmental impacts that can’t be adequately mitigated 
and the site will deliver extensive improvements in open space and a net gain in 
biodiversity; 

 

- It will promote sustainable patterns of travel through greater internalisation, 
walkable neighbourhoods, new cycle routes and bus connections both within the 
development and connecting to the wider area; 

 

- It will create a range of employment opportunities, within higher quality and more 
accessible employment locations and scope for more highly skilled jobs. 

 
Chalgrove is Available – As freeholder, Homes England confirms that Chalgrove Airfield can 
be made available for development. It can be demonstrated that the use of the airfield can be 
safeguarded and that Homes England’s tenant – Martin Baker Ltd – can be retained as part of 
the proposals. Homes England is confident that there is no impediment to successfully 
delivering the site.  
 
Homes England has made clear its intention to negotiate with Martin Baker to achieve this, 
but if necessary and as a last resort will utilise its CPO Powers under s.9 of the Housing and 
Regeneration Act 2008.    
 
Homes England recognises the importance of Martin Baker and they have been fully 
considered as part of the proposals. While a number of concerns have been raised in terms of 
the compatibility of the scheme alongside the ongoing operations of Martin Baker; Homes 
England have commissioned a comprehensive technical review in association with leading 
experts from AECOM, Cyrrus and Cranfield University which demonstrates how the 
necessary regulatory, legislative and safety requirements can be met. A summary of this 
assessment is enclosed. Homes England is therefore confident that its plans provide 
sufficiently for the requirements of Martin Baker, ensuring they can remain in operation at 
Chalgrove Airfield into the future.    
 
To further strengthen Homes England’s commitment to ensure Martin Baker can remain at 
Chalgrove Airfield; a further 189ha of land has been acquired directly adjacent to the airfield’s 
northern boundary. Whilst at this time this additional land is not necessary to deliver the 
proposed scheme, it is capable of providing further flexibility to accommodate Martin Baker’s 
existing and future needs in the event that it can be demonstrated as being required.   
 
Chalgrove is Deliverable – Chalgrove Airfield is planning ready, with a clear strategy to deliver the 
necessary transport and infrastructure requirements.  There is now in place an approved Business 
Case and funding is shortly to be agreed by HM Treasury which will allow Homes England to bring 
forward investment in the site.   
 
This confirms that the proposals at Chalgrove Airfield are viable and can demonstrate good 
use of public funding to address housing issues in South Oxfordshire. Within this context, 
there is a fully mobilised team ready to move at pace to bring forward detailed design and 
implementation strategies to realise the benefits of the scheme within the first five years of 
the Plan period.     
 
The ability for Homes England to deliver at scale and at pace is demonstrated by its track 
record of delivery. Within the next few years, Homes England will have invested over £27 
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billion across its programmes, which includes the successful delivery of large scale, strategic 
developments –3,500 homes at Burgess Hill in West Sussex and 10,000 homes at Northstowe 
in Cambridgeshire– which are comparable to the proposals at Chalgrove.  
 
In conclusion, the site has twice been subject to independent and objective sustainability 
assessment and has been retained as a strategic allocation in the draft Local Plan. The 
Council has continued to confirm that its inclusion is sound and the additional work 
undertaken only strengthens that position – confirming its suitability, availability and 
deliverability.  
 
With a shared ambition to address housing issues in South Oxfordshire in a way that 
promotes sustainable development and addresses the challenges of climate change, Homes 
England looks forward to working with you, your Officers and Members in successfully 
delivering much needed housing for South Oxfordshire. 
 
I would appreciate if you would make this letter available in advance of the forthcoming 
Committee meetings.       

 

 

Yours sincerely 

Head of Strategic Land 

Homes England 
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Chalgrove Airfield  

Technical Review and Assessment in relation to 
Redevelopment of Chalgrove Airfield: Summary Report  
 
 

 
 
  

  

 

 

September 2019 
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© 2019 AECOM Limited. All Rights Reserved.   

This document has been prepared by AECOM Limited (“AECOM”) for sole use of our client (the “Client”) in 

accordance with generally accepted consultancy principles, the budget for fees and the terms of reference 

agreed between AECOM and the Client. Any information provided by third parties and referred to herein has not 
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Page 99

Agenda Item 5



Chalgrove Airfield   
  

  
  
  

 

 

 
Prepared for:  Homes England   
 

AECOMCyrrus 
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1. Introduction 

1.1.1 Homes England is promoting land at Chalgrove Airfield to deliver a new 21st 
Century market town. The proposed development is for 3,000 houses, employment 
space, local services and community infrastructure alongside the retention of 
existing airfield operations.    

1.1.2 AECOM, in conjunction with Cyrrus and leading experts from Cranfield University 
has been appointed by Homes England (HE) to prepare a technical review and 
objective assessment in relation to the ability to bring forward the redevelopment of 
Chalgrove Airfield, alongside the safeguarding of land and re-provision of a new 
runway to support the ongoing operations of Martin Baker Aircraft Company Ltd 
(MBACL) within the wider site.   

1.1.3 AECOM has been provided with MBACL Representations to South Oxfordshire 
District Council dating from August 2018 and February 2019. These have been 
used as a basis for critically assessing the legislative and regulation requirements, 
alongside the specific technical requirements specified by MBACL.   

1.2 Existing Situation at Chalgrove Airfield  

1.2.1 The lease under which MBACL operate restricts activities to those solely related to 
the manufacturing and testing of aircraft ejection seats. The airfield currently has a 
single operational runway (12/30) which is promulgated for use under Ordinary 
Licence No. P683 that is issued by the CAA. All air movements to and from the 
airfield operate within Class G (uncontrolled) Airspace.  

1.2.2 There are two other runways (currently in poor condition), that are not licenced by 
the CAA for aircraft use, although one of these (06/24) is used under a separate 
licence specifically related to low level altitude testing of ejector seats. This licence 
is reviewed on an annual basis.  

1.2.3 In addition to the runways, there are a number of manufacturing and testing 
facilities within the eastern part of the airfield, currently used by Martin Baker. 

1.2.4 Whilst there is an informal agreement in place between MBACL and RAF Benson in 
relation to the use of the airfield by military helicopters, the use of the airfield is not 
critical to the future RAF operations. This was confirmed in 2016 by the transfer of 
the site from the MoD to Homes England as a result of the airfield being identified 
as surplus as part of a wider strategic review of the Defence Estate.    

1.3 Martin Baker Aircraft Company Ltd Position  

1.3.1 MBACL consider that Proposed Development should not be permitted on the 
existing airfield site on the basis that the redevelopment would be incompatible with 
their activities and could prejudice the long term feasibility of operating from the site. 
Their representations raise numerous potential issues regarding their current 
operation with particular reference to aviation activity, Control of Major Accident 
Hazards (COMAH) Regulations, testing and Health and Safety.  

1.3.2 It is noted, that MBACL’s assessment is based on earlier versions of the proposed 
Homes England scheme which has since been subject to a number of iterative 
design revisions and other changes locally – which addresses many of the 
concerns raised.  
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1.3.3 It is also important to note that while the parameters of the scheme are to be fixed 
through an Outline Planning Application, much of the detail is subject to future 
reserved matters applications – providing flexibility in the way in which the scheme 
can respond to potential conflicts or changes to how MBACL testing is undertaken 
in the future. This is particularly the case for those areas to the north of the 
development area, closest to the airfield operations, which would not be built out 
until the latter parts of the scheme’s delivery.     

1.4 Technical Review and Assessment Overview  

1.4.1 The assessment and technical review is structured around a number of key 
considerations relevant to determining the opportunity to co-locate activities. It 
considers the relationship between the current activities and the long term delivery 
programme for the airfield’s redevelopment, recognising that the scheme design 
and delivery programme for the development is over a 12 year period and that there 
are a number of years remaining on MBACL lease.  

1.4.2 The main considerations taken forward as part of the assessment include:      
 

─ Part 1: The Long Term Requirement for MBACL Existing Operations and 
Ability to Continue with Specialised Activities  

─ Part 2: The Ability to Accommodate a CAA Compliant Runway within the 
Safeguarded Airfield Land  

─ Part 3: The Ability to Accommodate the Existing and Future MBACL 
Operations onsite  

─ Part 4: The Opportunity for MBACL Activities to be Undertaken Elsewhere  
 

1.4.3 The assessment addresses each of the points raised by MBACL, within the context 
of the final scheme design. It is considered that that in the majority of cases the 
position taken by MBACL is remote, unrealistic, or to varying degrees exaggerated. 

 

1.4.4 For each of the key considerations, the assessment has concluded:   
 

Part 1: The Long-Term Requirement for MBACL Existing 
Operations and ability to continue Specialised Activities  

 
1.4.5 The requirement for ejector seats is expected to change significantly in the years 

ahead. Whilst there is ongoing global investment in 6th generation multi-role fighter 
aircraft, the longer term, demand for ejector seats can reasonably be expected to 
be less given the emergence of and significant investment in, remotely piloted 
systems. That is not to say there will be no requirement, but that the scale and 
nature of products requiring testing and manufacturing at Chalgrove will be 
significantly different to today. To date, no evidence has been provided by MBACL 
either through the publication of a Business Plan or otherwise to confirm that the 
long term nature of testing and manufacture within the site will remain unchanged.  
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1.4.6 When this is combined with the ageing nature of the Gloster Meteor test vehicle – 
now more than 50 years old and with limited operational life remaining, it is likely 
that MBACL will either have to reconsider the manner in which they conduct their 
trials and what aircraft may succeed it. This presents an opportunity for MBACL to 
consider the requirements of the replacement aircraft / test activities in tandem with 
the Homes England proposals which could deliver a pragmatic solution for both 
parties.  

1.4.7 Planning consent has been granted for the development of 200 homes off Marley 
Lane, in the absence of any objections from MBACL. When considering the 
potential impact of this, alongside the concerns raised by MBACL about 
development on the airfield, this poses a major risk to the continued use of 
Chalgrove Airfield for high speed jet testing (being less than 450m south of the 
principal test runway) and establishes a precedent that additional housing (and by 
extension other developments) are acceptable on land immediately adjacent to the 
airfield. With the low level licence renewed by the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) on 
an annual basis, there is a high probability that there would be significant difficulties 
relating to the continued testing under the existing arrangements, with considerable 
uncertainty regarding future licence renewal – regardless of whether or not the 
redevelopment of Chalgrove Airfield went ahead.    

Part 2: The Ability to Accommodate a CAA Compliant Runway 
within the Safeguarded Land  

1.4.8 There is some uncertainty about the exact requirements of any replacement 
runway(s). The existing runway at Chalgrove airfield is only declared as 1,784m, 
with this assessment identifying a number of potential non-compliance issues with 
current CAA guidance. There is also only one licenced runway compared to the 
need for ‘three’ as specified by MBACL.  

1.4.9 Early engagement with MBACL established a need for a runway length of 1,500m, 
although this is no longer their position. It can be demonstrated that a 1,500m 
runway is sufficient to accommodate the arrival and departure of the Meteor aircraft 
(for which the principal aircraft movements relate) as well as other aircraft types set 
out in the MBACL representations.  

1.4.10 The proposed runway has been designed to 1,500m, comprising a 1,350m long 
runway with 150m long starter extensions at each end. Therefore, the proposed 
runway provides a Take-Off Run Available (TORA) and an Accelerate Stop Distance 
Available (ASDA) of 1,500m and a Landing Distance Available (LDA) of 1,350m. 
The proposed runway is capable of being designed to CAA standards in 
accordance with CAP168 requirements and the potential significant environmental 
effects have been fully tested as part of preparation of a future planning submission.   

1.4.11 While it is considered that the aircraft movements specified by MBACL can be met 
within the current proposal, there is one potential exception to this – the C130 
Hercules which, at maximum take-off weight (and depending on the variant) could 
require a runway length of up to 1,783m (as set out by Lockheed Martin, its 
manufacturer). However, given that this is identical to the current runway length at 
Chalgrove Airfield, it is unlikely that the maximum take-off weight is required by 
current activities and therefore all aircraft types would be able to continue to operate 
as today on a shorter runway. In the event that this is not the case, there are 
opportunities to provide more flexible runway options using the land recently 
acquired by Homes England or to utilise alternative military airfields within 30 miles 
of Chalgrove – with the frequency of C130 movements unlikely to impact upon day 
to day operations. 
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Part 3: The Ability to Accommodate the Existing and Future 
MBACL Operations on Site  

1.4.12 Having established that a replacement runway can be appropriately incorporated 
into the site in a way that meets the necessary design standards and regulatory 
specifications, the assessment has considered in turn each of the specified tests 
and safety requirements set out by MBACL.  

1.4.13 The assessment demonstrates that all of the necessary legislative and regulatory 
requirements can be met (and in some instances improved), alongside MBACL 
specific requirements where these are considered relevant on the basis that:  

 The Parameters that will form part of the Outline Planning Application will not 
impact on the MBACL factory site, which is retained in its existing location, 
together with all the adjacent test rigs without being compromised on security 
or privacy grounds.   

 The Parameters respond to the requirements of the Health and Safety 
Executive, providing sufficient clearances between the factory site and the 
nearest built element of proposed buildings in accordance with current 
COMAH/HSE regulations. 

 The General Exclusion Zone (GEZ) identified by MBACL directly correlates with 
the land which MBACL controls and would be required to identify as being 
managed under its health and safety responsibilities. There is no legislation or 
regulatory requirements that specify the extent of a GEZ and all of the ‘danger 
areas’ identified by MBACL are significantly less than this. Under the 
Parameters, 124ha (the equivalent of around 80 football pitches) will continue 
to be safeguarded solely for the use by MBACL and will be under their sole 
control at all times, meaning that its health and safety responsibilities can 
continue to be met.  

 No information has been provided on the detailed low level altitude testing 
licence requirements. In the absence of any detail, air show safety 
requirements (CAP403) that reflect a scenario of large populations in close 
proximity to low flying fast jet aircraft has been used as a proxy. It can be 
demonstrated that the necessary separation distance are significantly 
exceeded and that the simulated danger zone identified by MBACL can be 
accommodated.  

 During aircraft testing, the new airspace requirements necessitated by the 
proposed runway would direct movements away from the populated areas of 
Thame and Didcot, reducing overflying of densely populated areas. 

 There are no restrictions on undertaking Parachute Test Vehicle testing, the 
specific requirements of MBACL can be met and if necessary land now within 
Homes England’s control can be made available for overflying. Given the low 
frequency of tests, this land could be managed so that MBACL have control 
during testing.    

 The Parameters allow for suitable test areas and adequate separation between 
the runway / dedicated ground test areas and areas of built development in 
order to achieve the specified safety zones. In some instances, increasing the 
separation distances between the test areas and populated areas than is 
currently the case.   
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 The environmental impacts associated with all testing arrangements have been 
assessed through detailed environmental appraisal as part of developing the 
scheme.       

1.4.14 In addition, there is sufficient flexibility provided by the Parameters and the 
illustrative masterplan, that if required, could allow for different design approaches 
to be adopted as part of future Reserved Matters applications. This is particularly 
the case for those areas of the proposed development that would be closest to 
MBACL activities, and are delivered later in the build period.  

Part 4: The Opportunity for MBACL Activities to be Undertaken 
Elsewhere  

 

1.4.15 Although it can be demonstrated that the ability to safeguard the activities of 
MBACL through the redevelopment of Chalgrove Airfield can be achieved within the 
parameters of the proposed scheme, it can also be demonstrated that, in the 
unlikely event this was not the case, there are opportunities to that could be 
considered elsewhere.  

1.4.16 In addition to utilising alternative military airfields to facilitate potential C130 
movements that may require MTOW to be achieved, other opportunities exist that 
include:  

 Chalgrove is not the only site in the MBACL portfolio where High Speed tests 
can be conducted. As confirmed in MBACL submission, there is a precedent for 
low level altitude testing being carried out overseas (at the Toulouse site) for at 
least two years whilst MBACL had no licence to operate in the UK. It is also 
understood that high level altitude testing will be carried out there and therefore 
it is not unreasonable that there are opportunities (when considered alongside 
the analysis in Part 1) for MBACL testing regime to be rationalised in the future; 

 Homes England has significant land holdings immediately adjacent to the 
northern part of the existing airfield. Due diligence has demonstrated that a 
longer 1,800m runway can be accommodated within this land and / or there are 
opportunities to provide a longer runway by varying the runway alignment as 
shown within the current Parameters;  

 The land acquisition to the north also safeguards alternative locations for test 
facilities (with increased separation).  

 The current parameters and / or the land acquisition to the north could allow for 
adequate space to enable the consolidation of MBACL activities i.e. there is 
likely to be sufficient space to accommodate other MBACL activities - including 
the potential to consolidate some or all of the Denham facilities at Chalgrove.  
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1.5 Summary 

1.5.1 The assessment has critically assessed the potential for the MBACL activities to co-
exist alongside Homes England’s development proposals.  

1.5.2 Part 1 has identified a number of long term structural changes within the defence 
industry which could be expected to impact on the demand or nature of MBACL 
manufacturing and testing in the future. When considered alongside ageing test 
aircraft and other changes within the locality of Chalgrove Airfield there is an 
opportunity to consider future requirements within the context of the proposed 
development to identify a solution that is mutually beneficial.  

1.5.3 Part 2 when read alongside the detailed aviation statement, demonstrates that a 
runway, capable of meeting specified air traffic movements, can be delivered within 
the proposed Parameters in accordance with CAA standards. 

1.5.4 Part 3 demonstrates how the existing testing regime can be accommodated within 
the Parameters, meeting the necessary legislative and regulatory requirements as 
well as the MBACL specified safety requirements, where these are proven to be 
relevant.  

1.5.5 Part 4 confirms that while it can be demonstrated that there is no reason as to why 
MBACL requirements could not me met alongside the proposed development, there 
are a number of opportunities to undertake activities elsewhere in the unlikely event 
there is a change in circumstances. Opportunities include utilising alternative 
airfields and test facilities where Martin Baker already undertake testing activities as 
well as land recently acquired immediately adjacent to the airfield within Homes 
England control. 

1.5.6 It can therefore be demonstrated that there is no impediment to retaining and 
safeguarding MBACL activities as part of the redevelopment and any outstanding 
concerns are not considered sufficient to warrant the development from not coming 
forward. 

  

Page 105

Agenda Item 5



Chalgrove Airfield   
  

  
  
  

 

 

 
Prepared for:  Homes England   
 

AECOMCyrrus 
9 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

aecom.com   

  

  
Page 106

Agenda Item 5



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

savills.com 
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Savills (UK) Limited. Chartered Surveyors. Regulated by RICS. A subsidiary of Savills plc. Registered in England No. 2605138. 
Registered office: 33 Margaret Street, London, W1G 0JD 

  
 
 
Dear Adrian  
 
RE: South Oxfordshire Local Plan – Economic Benefits Associated with the South Oxford Science 
Village 
 
We note that South Oxfordshire District Council will be considering how to proceed with its new Local Plan over 
the course of the first part of October.  
 
In order to assist with the Council’s deliberations, the Oxford Science Village Partners (OSVP), who are the 
promoters of the South Oxford Science Village (SOSV), wanted to draw to your attention to the very 
considerable economic benefits associated with the SOSV scheme.  
 
Attached is an Economic Benefits Assessment prepared by Savills Economics that is accompanied by a 
separate summary document. These indicate that the SOSV is likely to generate: 
 

 a considerable number of new construction jobs, that will in turn generate in the order of £150 million 
of Net additional Gross Added Value; and 
 

 in the order of £390 million of additional revenue to South Oxfordshire District Council over the next 20 
years. 

 
The OSVP consider that these economic benefits are an important consideration for the Council in determining 
how to progress its Local Plan and in doing so whether to maintain the allocation of the SOSV.  
 
In addition to the economic benefits, you will also be aware of the other wider benefits associated with the 
SOSV. These include delivery of 3,000 homes, up to 1,500 of which could be affordable, supported by two 
primary schools, a secondary school and a Business Innovation District that also makes a valuable contribution 
towards meeting the employment land requirements of the District during the Local Plan period. All of which 
will be in close proximity to a planned new station on the Cowley Branch line, located at the Oxford Science 
Park.  
 
Finally, the OSVP also wanted to confirm their view that continuing with the Examination in Public of the 
submitted South Oxfordshire Local Plan represents the quickest route to securing an adopted Local Plan and 
the various economic and other benefits to the Council and the residents of South Oxfordshire District 
associated with this. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

25 September 2015 
 

 
 
FAO Adrian Duffield  
South Oxfordshire District Council 
135 Eastern Avenue 
Milton Park 
Milton 
Abingdon 
OX14 4SB 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Purpose 

1.1.1. Savills was commissioned by the Oxford Science Village Partners (Magdalen College (Oxford), Oxford 

City Council (OCC) and Thames Water) to carry out a review of the potential economic benefits which 

could be generated from the proposed development of the South Oxford Science Village (SOSV).  

1.2. Scope 

1.2.1. This study focuses on the economic impacts of the development proposal. The assessment follows the 

approach set out in the Homes and Communities Agency Additionality Guide (HCA, 2014). 

1.2.2. The analysis considers the site’s existing conditions and the scale of the proposed scheme. It compares 

the economic impacts of the development proposal against the reference case which is the site in its 

existing agricultural state. The assessment area for the economic benefits is the administrative areas of 

South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC) and OCC. 

1.2.3. The assessment has used local level data available to consider the scale of the employment workforce, 

Gross Value Added (GVA) benefits, and revenues to local government. 

1.3. Method 

1.3.1. The HCA Additionality Guide (2014) provides the methods and approaches to assess leakage, 

displacement, deadweight and multiplier impacts of development projects. These are key metrics for 

assessing economic impacts. The following sets out the meaning and relevance of the metrics: 

Leakage 

1.3.2. Leakage refers to the extent to which economic effects are felt outside the region which is defined as SODC 

and OCC. With regard to job creation, leakage refers to jobs taken by residents from outside the region. 

Displacement 

1.3.3. Displacement is where a proposed activity (such as construction) could displace economic activity that 

could have taken place elsewhere. If displacement occurs then this would reduce the development 

proposal’s economic benefits. 

Multiplier effects 

1.3.4. Multiplier effects are the indirect or off-site economic benefits. For the construction period this would be 

the economic impact to companies in the supply chain. For the operational period it would be goods and 

services produced in response in response to demand generated at the proposed development.  

1.4. Report Structure 

1.4.1. This report is structured as follows: 

 Section 2 – Site and Development Context 

 Section 3 – Economic Benefits 

  

Page 112

Agenda Item 5



 

 

South Oxford Science Village 

Economic Benefits Assessment  

 

 

Oxford Science Village Partners  September 2019  2 

2. Site and Development Context 

2.1. Introduction 

2.1.1. This section provides details on the existing conditions at the site and surrounding area and presents 

details of the proposed development. This indicates that the proposed development will entail a large 

increase in the local area population as well as development of regionally significant employment space. 

2.2. Regional Context 

2.2.1. Figure 2.1 presents the regional context for the site. The site is located approximately 5km to the south of 

Oxford City Centre. It is on the border between SODC and OCC. However the site sits solely within 

SODC. The Local Authority of Vale of White Horse Borough is located to the west of the site.  

Figure 2.1 Regional Context 

 

Source: webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk, accessed February 2017 

 

2.3. The Site and Surrounds 

2.3.1. Figure 2.2 presents the local context for the site. The site is located on the edge of an urban area by 
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residential settlements within the city of Oxford. The site covers approximately 153 hectares (ha) and is 

currently arable farmland with several farm outbuildings buildings. The site is bounded by: 

 North East – Grenoble Road, beyond which is a residential community, and to the north, Oxford 

United Football Stadium and retail-leisure park 

 North West – The Oxford Sewage Treatment Works (STW) and a residential community on The 

Crescent and Main Avenue are located adjacent to the site. Beyond which is the Oxford Science Park 

with a range of research and development offices 

 West – The A4074 forms the western border of the site, beyond which is arable farm land 

 East – adjacent to the east is a High Voltage Sub-Station located on Blackberry Lane, with High 

Voltage Power (HVP) lines crossing the centre of the site in an east-west direction 

 South – The southern border of the site is marked by a small surface water drainage ditch, followed by 

undeveloped arable farmland. 

Figure 2.2 South Oxford Science Village Red Line Plan   

 

Source: (Savills, 2019) 

 

2.4. Proposed Development 

2.4.1. The current development proposal for SOSV includes a new residential community of approximately 

3,000 homes, a new district centre, two local centres, two primary schools, a secondary school or higher 

education facility, a new Park & Ride, a hotel and a pub.  

2.4.2. The current development proposal also includes approximately 28,000m2 Net Internal Area (NIA) 
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extension to the South Oxford Science Park and a further 13,000m2 of employment land including offices, 

co-working space, workshops and studios. The current proposed development would also include open 

space, including sports pitches, and community facilities to support the needs of the incoming population. 

2.4.3. Figure 2.3 below presents an indicative masterplan for the current proposal and Figure 2.4 presents the 

currently proposed land use schedule. Table 2.1 outlines the Gross External Area (GEA) for each land 

use type. This indicates that 62ha (40%) of the site is currently allocated for residential development, with 

44ha (29%) allocated for open space and further 11ha (7%) for sports facilities. 

Figure 2.3 Proposed Development Indicative Masterplan 

 

Source: (Savills, 2019) 
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3. Economic Benefits 

3.1. Introduction 

3.1.1. This section provides estimates of the economic benefits which could be generated from the proposed 

development. It compares the development proposal to the reference case. 

3.2. Schemes Assessed 

3.2.1. To analyse the economic benefits of the development proposal we have considered two scenarios: 

 The development proposal – the economic benefits that could be generated from the development 

proposal including the potential economic benefits from the released land; and  

 The reference case – the economic benefits generated from the site if it remained as it is. 

 

3.2.2. The site is currently agricultural land with limited employment or economic activity. For ease of analysis 

the reference case assumes there is no current employment or economic activity . 

3.3. Economic Benefits  

3.3.1. We have assessed the likely economic and employment impacts of the development proposal, reviewing 

the likely number of jobs created both in the construction and operational phase of the development, the 

likely wider economic effects within the local economy as a result of the development (including Gross 

Value Added), and also assessing the likely revenue generated for public sector bodies including South 

Oxfordshire.  

Construction Impacts 

3.3.2. The construction phase will generate impacts across the economy and local community as well as the 

environment. We have looked at average employment generated on site per year across the project 

period.  

Employment 

3.3.3. Construction jobs cover a variety of skilled and unskilled activities. There will be a range of opportunities 

for those living in South Oxfordshire to benefit from construction job creation at the site. During the 

demolition and construction process both direct employment (construction workers) as well as indirect 

employment (e.g. those working for companies providing materials and transport logistics for the project 

and companies providing food and services for on-site workers) will be generated. This represents a 

positive economic impact in the area and more widely.  

3.3.4. We estimate that the development proposal could generate a total of 1,657 jobs per year of construction 

employment. This includes 1,105 jobs per year of direct employment, and a further 552 jobs per year of 

indirect employment. Most of these jobs will be captured within the wider regional workforce. Results 

showing the estimated direct and indirect construction jobs are shown in Table 3.1. 

  

Page 118

Agenda Item 5



Page 119

Agenda Item 5



Page 120

Agenda Item 5



Page 121

Agenda Item 5



Page 122

Agenda Item 5



Page 123

Agenda Item 5



 
 
Cllr Sue Cooper 
South Oxfordshire District Council 
135 Eastern Avenue 
Milton Park 
Milton Abingdon 
Oxfordshire 
OX14 4SB 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Dear Sue 
 
Didcot Garden Town HIF, South Oxfordshire Local Plan 
 

As you are fully aware your Council will be making a decision on the 10th October on 
whether it should withdraw its currently submitted Local Plan.  I wanted to take this 
opportunity to explain the relationship this decision has with the Didcot Garden Town 
Housing Infrastructure Fund (GDT HIF) bid, and the potential impact the decision will 
have on Southern Oxfordshire, including both South Oxfordshire, the Vale of White 
Horse and Oxfordshire residents as a whole. 
 

Oxfordshire County Council is completely committed to securing the necessary 
infrastructure for Didcot and the surrounding area.  The £218m DGT HIF bid provides 
our councils with the opportunity to address the local transport issues that our 
residents have long suffered.  It is for this reason that this GDT HIF bid is the highest 
priority of all infrastructure schemes in the county.   
 

The Didcot Garden Town HIF consists of four interdependent strategic transport 
infrastructure schemes: 

• A4130 widening between Milton Interchange and a ‘Science Bridge’ including 
’hybrid’ cycle lanes & segregated pedestrian path  

• ‘A Science Bridge’ from the A4130 over the railway and Milton Road through the 
former Didcot A site; including ‘hybrid’ cycle lanes & segregated pedestrian path 

• A Didcot to Culham River Crossing, providing a new road link between the A4130 
north to the A415; including ’hybrid’ cycle lanes & segregated pedestrian path 

• A Clifton Hampden Bypass west of Clifton Hampden village; including a 
segregated cycle & pedestrian path. 

 

All four schemes will provide significant improvements in accessibility, benefiting 
residents across southern Oxfordshire. 
 

Officers are currently negotiating the DGT HIF contract with Homes England, and the 
Ministry for Housing, Communities, and Local Government (MHCLG).  As you would 
expect the County Council needs to ensure it can meet the conditions within the 
contract, which I’m confident we will be able to do.  However, regardless of the 
County Council’s position this is a competitive process and Homes England must be 
assured that the infrastructure will support the necessary level of housing.  A key 
condition before Homes England and MHCLG are willing to sign the contract is that 
South Oxfordshire has a submitted Local Plan.  I must stress this is not the County 
Council’s condition, and I appreciate your democratic right to make a decision on your 
Local Plan.   
 
 

 
 

County Hall 
New Road 
Oxford 
OX1 1ND 
 
Councillor Ian Hudspeth 
Leader 
 
26 September 2019 
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Your Council has recently received two letters from both Secretary of State for 
Housing, Communities and Local Government Rt Hon Robert Jenrick MP and Tom 
Walker, Director General for Growth and Devolution at MHCLG.  Both stating the risk 
that Oxfordshire will lose the DGT HIF funding if the South Oxfordshire Local Plan is 
withdrawn from the examination process.   It is also clear from this correspondence 
that Government would be less inclined to provide local infrastructure funding, both 
now and in the future, should local decisions undermine the Oxfordshire joint working 
framework established to date.  
 

I have been involved in transport and infrastructure funding at the County Council for 
the past 12 years and I have never seen the level of funding we have obtained over 
the last 2 years by all 6 councils working in partnership. I know that there has been an 
historic deficit that needs to be addressed however history suggests that 
Government’s of all political colours have not delivered the infrastructure funding. 
 

It is my obligation as Leader of the County Council to ensure you’re are fully aware of 
the consequences if your Council decides to remove its Local Plan from the 
examination process, thereby jeopardising the £218m much needed infrastructure 
required for residents.   
 

This is essential infrastructure required now.  Given existing growth, including many 
historical speculative sites, there has been a worsening of the highway network. 
Without this funding we cannot deliver the infrastructure needed to improve the 
network and the County Council will be forced into a position of objecting to any 
development, including commercial, significantly impacting on our collective ability to 
provide much needed new homes and jobs.   
 

The most immediate impact will be felt in Vale of White Horse where Oxfordshire 
County Council will be obligated to object to future development that will put the 
Council’s 5 Year Land Supply at risk.  South Oxfordshire District Council is already 
dealing with speculative development and this will increase with significant threats of 
appeals, and development without any funding towards necessary infrastructure.  The 
consequence of which South Oxfordshire residents know only too well.   
 

I recognise that you have concerns about the submitted South Oxfordshire Local 
Plan, but against the potential to disrupt the DGT HIF and other transport 
infrastructure funding, (the costs of undertaking further Local Plan work, implications 
for the Vale of White Horse housing targets and consequences for further joint 
working across the county) I think the Local Plan must be allowed to progress as 
envisaged in March 2019.   
 

On 18th July, your Council voted in support for DGT HIF and the infrastructure 
projects that could be delivered by it.  For the reasons outlined above, voting to 
withdraw the Local Plan will be in contradiction to this motion.  I appreciate the difficult 
position you are in, but I ask you to accept that the Local Plan must progress and vote 
to support the Local Plan Examination. 
 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you require further information my mobile is 
07956 270318. 
     
Yours sincerely 

 
Ian Hudspeth 
Leader 

  Email:  Ian.Hudspeth@oxfordshire.gov.uk      www.oxfordshire.gov.uk 
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