
Response to Oxford Local Plan 2040 Consultation
Oxfordshire Green Party. Drafted by the Policy Working Group August 25th 2021

Oxfordshire Green Party,

c/o 12A Merlin Road, Oxford OX4 6EP

admin@greenoxfordshire.com

Introduction
In drafting this response we have, for ease of reference. closely followed the format of the Issues

Paper Questions document produced by Oxford City Council1.

Our criticisms of the Issues Paper are wide-ranging but fundamentally we believe that any Local Plan

which seeks to meet all the objectives laid out in the Issues Paper is set up to fail. It is undeliverable.

We highlighted the same point in our comments during the Local Plan 2036 consultation (our

response attached as Appendix - extract below):

There are various siloed targets, policies and aspirations expressed within the Plan, many of

which, considered in isolation, are worthy and many of which would be deliverable. Once

looked at in the context of the Plan as a whole however, we believe they will be impossible to

reconcile in practice. In our view, to present a plan with fundamental internal contradictions

undermines the viability of the whole Local Plan by rendering its declared objectives

unachievable.

...

The policies for enabling ‘growth’ conflict with the desire to improve air quality, tackle

climate change, shift to more sustainable travel patterns, reduce traffic congestion, reduce

the cost of housing whilst improving supply and so on. Laudable though these objectives are

in themselves, the inevitable outcome of the growth-oriented policies will mean that these

policies cannot deliver the desired outcomes.

We cannot see anything which suggests that the Council will be taking a different approach for this

Local Plan 2040.

Q1: In your opinion have we raised the right issues about how Covid-19 has impacted

Oxford?
A1: No

Some important issues, that have been mentioned in passing, have not been given the emphasis

they deserve and other issues have been largely ignored.

We would have preferred a more comprehensive approach which considered all the services

delivered by the local authority and considered the impact that COVID has had on these.

For example, what impact has lockdown had on waste collection services, planning, environmental

health or leisure (for example, during the pandemic were people actually exercising more and/or

1
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differently than when the leisure centres were operating?) . These are all services delivered by the

City Council where data should be readily available.

Whereas we welcome the mention of concepts such as the 15 Minute City (which appears in the

Green Party local manifesto) this is not considered in any detail. For example, there is no mention of

recent Active Travel measures – such as Low Traffic Neighbourhoods – which are essential to the

delivery of the 15 Minute City but about which the City Council seems ambivalent.

Also, there is no mention of the need for urgent action to ‘lock in’ any of the mentioned benefits of

the COVID restrictions for example, carbon emission reductions due to changes in behaviour and in

patterns of economic activity. In fact, the City Council appears to be seeking to return to business as

usual (for example, witness the free parking provision introduced at the Park and Rides).

The Local Plan 2040 needs to be underpinned by a vision (past Local Plans have been notably

reactive rather than proactive) - learning from the lessons of COVID.

For example, the transformation of our high streets - already started pre-COVID due to digital - has

been accelerated by COVID restrictions. For example, many fashion brands - a mainstay of our high

streets and previously thought to be difficult to deliver an acceptable customer experience online -

have now moved online in significant numbers with strong growth2.  Shopping centres - such as the

Westgate (which the City Council continues to support) - are increasingly likely to become ‘white

elephants’. Meanwhile, locally-run businesses (who are both more sustainable and better for the

local economy) need to be supported.

Similar patterns are affecting other sectors; education, research and development and the wider

services sector. The reasons for basing such organisations in expensive, central locations such as

Oxford are weakening as remote working becomes more entrenched.

There is nothing in the Issues Paper which points to a City re-structured around more remote

working.

Certainly, the quality, reliability, accessibility and affordability of high speed internet access and new

technologies such as 5G at home and in public locations will increasingly become a determinant of

where people choose to live and work. What can the Local Plan do to safely support this?

Q2: What changes in your life do you feel may be long lasting that may be relevant to

the Local Plan?
A2: This question is framed incorrectly. What the Council should be doing is acting now to reinforce

the positive behaviours that have emerged during COVID (mentioned in that section).

This is not about the next few decades but about the next few months.

It is important to act promptly to encourage and ‘lock in’ these behaviours. Inaction by the Council to

date has already have made this more difficult.

By the time the 2040 Local Plan comes into force it is likely that COVID will be a painful, but distant,

memory.

Q3: In your opinion have we raised the right issues about how climate change needs

to be taken into account in Oxford?
A3: No.

2 https://www.statista.com/forecasts/480843/e-commerce-revenue-fashion-forecast-in-the-united-kingdom



This section contains several inaccuracies. The Council declared a Climate and Ecological Emergency

in January 2019 (not September 2019) as a result of a motion proposed by Green Councillors. The

Council’s current plan does NOT mean it will be zero emissions by 2030. Some operations will be net

zero but other significant sources of emissions for which the Council is responsible are excluded.

The credibility of the Council’s claims around climate change (in the Local Plan 2040 and elsewhere)

need proper third party scrutiny as terminology has been used and misused in a such a way as to

show the Council in a more positive light than is warranted by the facts (for example, the misuse of

the term zero carbon housing in the current Local Plan to describe housing which does not meet the

Green Building Council’s definition of zero carbon). The Council have failed to adopt the

recommendations from the experts commissioned as part of the Citizen’s Assembly which clearly set

out how Oxford could become a net zero carbon city.

In any case, Oxford needs to plan to go beyond carbon neutrality and make a positive contribution to

tackling climate change. Oxford’s carbon footprint extends beyond the City’s boundary. Oxford

residents and businesses make use of  raw materials and manufactured goods manufactured around

the globe. They use services that are located elsewhere. As a relatively wealthy City is it likely that

Oxford’s footprint is extensive and limiting action to within the CIty’s boundaries will address only a

fraction of Oxford’s impact on the climate.

This report3 clearly sets out the actions needed across a range of areas – some of which are NOT

covered in the Local Plan 2040 Issues Paper. For example, the need to introduce and support a

circular economy.

The focus on Oxford as an Urban Heat Island is puzzling as research has shown that the temperature

increase from small cities is not very significant and occurs mostly at night. The primary driver of

temperature is climate change (rather than UHI) and mitigating/adapting to this should be the

priority. The list of building adaptation measures listed in 2.2.15 underplays the significant changes

that are required. With its old and/or historic buildings stock, Oxford also needs to consider

inter-seasonal storage of heat to provide carbon-free warmth during the colder months.

There is no discussion of densification - a key theme of the current Local Plan or supporting people

who wish to live on the river. Compact housing - perhaps replacing older, lower density

developments that are harder to retro-fit - makes better use of land, is more affordable and are

easier to make zero carbon. Brownfield sites, such as car parks, should also be considered for

redevelopment or ‘flying leases’ to support housing above. The City’s Park and Rides could support

thousands of residential units.

The generation of green energy has not been given the priority it requires. We need to be planning

to generate energy from our rivers and canals as well as more conventional solar and wind

installations. This will change the urban fabric of Oxford from the placement of new buildings to their

cladding. Plans for developments such as Oxford North, supported by the City Council, need to be

re-visited. From the outline plans to the detailed design such developments are unsustainable.

Far from being an unknown science, as is suggested in the Issues Paper, how to construct low

embodied carbon buildings is well understood and guidance needs to be provided.

3

https://info.anthesisgroup.com/hubfs/Climate_Emergency_Strategy_Support_report_Anthesis_2019%20%281
%29.pdf?hsLang=en



The Council needs to be clear about the building standards it expects. All new homes should be built

to Passivhaus standards and be operating on 100% renewable energy. Such standards should extend

to all buildings - commercial and industrial as well as residential.

Regarding flooding, Oxford has been permitting development on flood plains for years after the risks

of flooding were well understood. Big infrastructure projects such as the Flood Relief Channel will

only serve to shift the problem downstream at the same time as creating more development land

which, as climate change worsens, will then be at-risk from further flooding. What the Local Plan

should be promoting are upstream, natural mitigation measures which will alleviate flooding for

everyone. The Council should also be taking responsibility for the historical decision to develop on

Oxford’s flood plain by focusing on sustainable drainage systems. The Local Plan should emphasis the

need for flood-resilient buildings along the lines of the Scottish Building Standards:

“Every building must be designed and constructed in such a way that there will not be a threat to the

building or the health of the occupants as a result of flooding and the accumulation of

groundwater”4.

The Local Plan should require hydrobrakes, dry swales as well as rainwater harvesting, green walls

and roofs.

Q4: In your opinion have we raised the right issues about overcoming inequalities in

Oxford in this paper and/or the accompanying topic papers?
A4: No

Whilst acknowledging the huge inequalities within the City – that affects housing, employment,

health and wellbeing – the Issues Paper then fails to acknowledge the underlying causes. Without

recognising these no solutions can be delivered by the Local Plan.

Fundamentally, whilst job creation within the City continues to outstrip housing growth (putting

more pressure on Oxford’s private and social housing) these inequalities will exist. Whilst the

privatisation of our health and care system (creating a two-tier system) continues, these inequalities

will continue to exist. Whilst employers continue to pay below the Oxford Living Wage (which should

be increased to 100% of the London level), these inequalities will continue to exist. Whilst the state

education system continues to underperform in Oxford (and be undermined by private sector

provision), these inequalities will continue to exist. Whilst our communities and neighbourhoods

continue to be fragmented by bad planning decisions and increasing use of the private car (leading to

isolation and loneliness), these inequalities will continue to exist.

The Local Plan should create space for innovative solutions. For example, a drugs consumption room

to support drug users rather than pushing them into the hands of dealers, crime and/or a chaotic

lifestyle which will only serve to exacerbate inequalities.

The focus on mental health, wellbeing and obesity – especially amongst the young - is welcomed.

This will be a challenge to address within the constraints of a Local Plan but more can be done to

encourage, for example, schools to promote active travel and provide improved access to wellbeing

services.

Whereas there are examples of schools acting in the best interests of pupils, for example, Cherwell’s

successful promotion of active travel alternatives to the school car run, there are other schools that

4 https://www.thenbs.com/knowledge/flood-mitigation-solutions-in-buildings-part-two



have spoken out against active travel measures instead encouraging school drop-offs by car even

where healthier alternatives exist (see objections raised in the latest LTN consultation).

Q5: In your opinion have we raised the right issues for our neighbourhoods in this

paper and/or the accompanying topic papers?
A5: No

The concept of the 15 Minute City is mentioned earlier in the Issues Paper but is omitted here. It

should form the framework for this section on neighbourhoods as it encompasses the main themes

of ‘nearby facilities’, ‘movement’ and ‘accessibility’.

Open spaces for health and recreation, facilities for younger people, locally produced foods, cycling

and walking routes, public transport, green spaces, electric vehicle charging, car sharing schemes,

protecting habitats, opportunities for active community engagement (for example, community

gardening) and so much more needs to be accessible to all (for example, the provision of seating for

older people).

Much of this section is quite vague as to the desired result and how progress is to be measured.

Although some targets may be in other documents (for example regarding air quality) much is

aimless and non-specific. We note however that there is to be a Transport and Connectivity topic

paper. This should focus on ‘mobility’ rather than transport.

The Local Plan needs to adopt a framework, such as Healthy Streets5 which sets clear aims and goals

as well as providing a way of measuring progress.

Again, urban design and heritage is only covered briefly. What is needed is a Supplementary Planning

Document on greening heritage buildings (as Cambridge Council have produced). There is a lot of

expertise and many emerging case studies amongst the Oxford colleges.

However, we note the intention to produce an Urban Design and Heritage topic paper.

Oxford’s educational establishments could contribute, in particular, to framing a fresh approach to

urban planning. The talent that lives, works and studies in Oxford is an under-used resource.

Q6 In your opinion have we raised the right issues about our natural environment in

this paper and/or the accompanying topic papers?
A6: No

The distinction between grey, green and blue infrastructure is flawed. This is starting to be

recognised, even by Government, with their mandatory planning net gain (mentioned in 2.5.6).

Traditionally ‘grey’ infrastructure (the examples given are roads and sewers) needs to be green.

Sustainable urban drainage systems need to become the norm and the very nature of roads needs to

be challenged (what materials are used?, can they perform additional functions such as housing

ground source heat pumps?, do some roads need ‘de-paving’?).

Biodiversity is also treated in a trivial way within the Issues Paper. Biodiversity net gain needs to

involve so much more than ‘bird and bat boxes’ (2.5.7) and must be delivered on-site. Creating ‘gain’

elsewhere risks the same sort of dodgy accounting that has plagued the off-site delivery of social

housing. Financial contributions to provide biodiversity improvements ‘elsewhere’ is unacceptable

and wide open to abuse.

5 https://www.healthystreets.com/



Oxford needs a national park (such as the one promoted by Bioabundance6) and supported by the

local Green Party.

We note that a green infrastructure and biodiversity topic paper is planned.

Q7: In your opinion have we raised the right issues about the other policy influencers

we have highlighted in the paper?
By relying solely on planning policy guidance, a whole raft of relevant policies have been swept aside.

For example, the Climate Change Act, waste and resources strategy, circular economy package and so

on7. Though it could be argued that planning policies incorporate these wider issues, this has not

proven to be the case to date. Oxford must argue for a Local Plan 2040 which adheres to this wider

policy agenda. And where the Government does not go far enough, the Local Plan should argue the

case for more radical action.

Note that in many cases the Council is permitted to set planning policies which go beyond those set

nationally and it should exercise its right to do so.

Greens believe the Oxford-Cambridge Arc to be fundamentally flawed. Overheating the South East

economy will only serve to exacerbate many of the environmental and social problems mentioned

elsewhere in the Issues Paper. It is impossible to reconcile this conventional investment-led attempt

to trigger economic growth with the stated aim of ‘building a better economic, social and

environmental future for the area’ (2.6.13). It is also old thinking. As set out earlier in the Issues

Paper, COVID has accelerated changes which were already affecting the live-work balance. The

importance of geography is diminishing with the rise of digital.

Q8: In your opinion have we correctly summarised the issues and priorities?
A8: No

Simply listing Social, Environmental and Economic issues is no longer enough. A credible Local Plan

needs to address the interaction between these. We cannot create a sustainable City without

acknowledging and dealing with the trade-offs and conflicts that can emerge.  A Local Plan must

provide not only policies but also decision making tools.

Frameworks such as Doughnut Economics8 - created in Oxford and now widely used by Cities around

the world - are designed for exactly this purpose and should form the foundation of the Oxford Local

Plan 2040.

Q9: It is important for us to understand what the community see as the priorities for

the city up to 2040. What three issues do you consider to be priorities?
Whilst recognising that this question is seeking prioritisation of the topics presented in the issues

paper, there are more fundamental issues that need to be addressed. If these are not addressed then

progress on any issue is going to be extremely challenging.

1. Honesty - the Local Plan 2040 (and by extension the City Council) should avoid using

misleading language in an attempt to show itself in a better light. We cannot move forward

(whether on social, environmental or economic issues) if the evidence, data and terminology

are not clear, concise and honestly presented. All terms used in the Local Plan need to be

8 https://doughnuteconomics.org/themes/1

7 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/resources-and-waste-strategy-for-england

6 https://www.bioabundance.org.uk/2021/02/oxford-mail-on-our-national-park-proposal/



clearly defined and aligned with generally accepted definitions. Use and reporting of Local

Plan policies needs to be subject to close scrutiny to avoid misleading statements.

2. Collaboration - the City needs to work closely with residents, businesses and other statutory

authorities. Levels and methods of engagement have been extremely poor to date. The very

limited Citizen’s Assembly on Climate Change is the only recent example which comes close

to the levels of engagement that are required to make good progress on the issues raised in

the Issues Paper. The Council needs to return to levels of neighbourhood engagement not

seen since the abolition of Area Committees. There is nothing in the Issues Papers about

democratic renewal which is fundamental to delivery.

3. Standing firm - the City needs to set ambitious plans and policies and stick with them! Past

and current Local Plans have often contained good policies which have been ignored. For

example, developments have often under-delivered on social housing. The Council’s Natural

Resources Impact assessment - which aims to ensure buildings perform environmentally -

have often been circumvented. A Local Plan must be implemented fully and have tough

sanctions to ensure compliance. When developers challenge, for example, economic viability

or technical feasibility, the Council needs the expertise and commitment to stand firm.

Q10 In your opinion have we suggested an appropriate vision and themes for the

new Local Plan?
A: No

Such ‘motherhood and apple pie’ statements fail to acknowledge that sustainable performance can

only be achieved by managing the interactions between policies (Figure 6 in the Issues Paper appears

to acknowledge the inter-relationship between themes - yet  this is not picked up in the text). A list of

ambitions is not a vision statement.

As mentioned before, frameworks such as ‘Doughnut Economics’ deal with these regional trade-offs

as well as acknowledge the interactions with global UN Sustainable Development Goals.

Furthermore, themes are meaningless without SMART targets.

There is no theme relating to the types and nature of businesses that Oxford should be seeking to

attract if it wants to become a more sustainable local economy - e.g. does it want to attract

‘B-Corps’? What types of business are needed to support a circular economy? And so on.

Q11 In your opinion have we selected the right objectives for the new Local Plan?
A: No

As with the answer to Q10, policies and objectives need to be closely tied together and linked to

SMART targets. Without this these objectives are wide open to interpretation. At the very least, the

Local Plan needs to embed and signpost targets from other supporting documents - for example,

transport plans.

Q12 It is important for us to understand which objectives the community feels we

should focus on for the city up to 2040. What 3 objectives do you consider to be most

important?
The Council should be prioritising the delivery of a high quality of life within the means of nature.

Operating within natural limits determines the success or otherwise of our society and economy -

both locally and globally. A City without clean air and where access to green space is limited is an

unhealthy city rife with inequalities. A City which is profligate with its use of resources is a divided

City.
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Green Party Response to Local Plan final submission
proposals

1. The Green Party has made detailed comments throughout the Local Plan
consultation process and, later in this document, recommends further amendments
on the final consultation draft.

However, before addressing individual policies we want to suggest that there
is a fundamental problem with this Local Plan as a whole. In a word, it is
undeliverable.

2. There are various siloed targets, policies and aspirations expressed within the Plan,
many of which, considered in isolation, are worthy and many of which would be
deliverable. Once looked at in the context of the Plan as a whole however, we
believe they will be impossible to reconcile in practice. In our view, to present a
plan with fundamental internal contradictions undermines the viability of the
whole Local Plan by rendering its declared objectives unachievable.

3. As we stated in our response to the Preferred Options, the key contradictions
centre around the underlying desire and declared intention to deliver growth
:

‘the Local Plan seeks to help support Oxford’s role as a fast-growing
city, generating economic growth for the local and national economy’;
para 1.26).

We objected strongly to this particular sentence in our response to the Preferred
Options, but it is still there.

4. The policies for enabling ‘growth’ conflict with the desire to improve air quality,
tackle climate change, shift to more sustainable travel patterns, reduce traffic
congestion, reduce the cost of housing whilst improving supply and so on.
Laudable though these objectives are in themselves, the inevitable outcome of the
growth-oriented policies will mean that these policies cannot deliver the desired
outcomes.

a. How can ‘addressing the need for housing’ be ‘the number one priority of the
City Council’ (para 1.33) when it is proposed to increase the pressure on the
housing stock by creating more new jobs than bed spaces?

b. How can the City Council reasonably claim that their policies are ‘in line with
the provisions and objectives of the Climate Change Act 2008’ and set a target
of 80% carbon emissions reduction from the city by 2050 when the Plan would
permit construction of 1,400 houses a year — additional houses which for the
next twelve years (till 2030) will be built such that they remain reliant on fossil
fuels well past the 2050 climate change agreement target dates?  (cf. Policy
RE.1 and para 4.3 where Passivhaus standard is only ‘encouraged’ i.e. won’t
happen.)
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If the climate change targets are to be hit, all of those new houses will need to
be net renewable energy exporters, not consumers, as the city’s own
Sustainability Assessment points out.  (That is provided the embedded cost of
house building is ignored.  For a domestic property, that typically accounts for
60% of the property’s carbon emissions over its designed lifecycle).  It is quite
possible to build such houses in quantity, but unless this is policy, it will not
happen and the city will fail to meet its policy targets.

5. The document gives the impression that in fact the primary aim of the Local Plan
is not to address the need for housing but rather to encourage the city’s ‘growth’.
(‘Growth’ is never actually defined in the document, but the assumption seems to
be that it means growth in the number of jobs in the city, and in the number of
students and permanent residents).

6. If the objectives of the Local Plan as a whole are not achievable because of its
internal contradictions then it needs to be revised so that it is. Many planning
standards and conditions will have to be very heavily ‘ramped up’.  Otherwise,
policy will not provide clear unambiguous guidance on many planning applications
because there will be conflicting policy requirements. That may lead to many
more call-ins to committee on policy grounds, taking up considerable officer time
preparing reports.  Decisions will be more contentious because they can be
challenged on competing planning policy grounds, good applications may be
refused and bad applications approved, and at the end of the plan period, targets
will not have been met.  Time spent reconciling these contradictions at this stage
will be time well spent.  

7. Ironically, many of these contradictions are alluded to in the Local Plan itself —
yet they are still allowed to persist :

the commitments of the growth deal is much higher than the city can
realistically accommodate

para 3.8

8. We recognise that the Local Plan is constrained — in some cases, at least — by
regional and national planning policies.  We are also compromised by having taken
the ‘king’s shilling’ from central government and signed up to the ‘Growth Deal’.  

If we really are going to attempt to absorb this ‘growth’, many of these
policies will need to be much more radical than those in this Plan.

This is a local planning document about long-term ‘placemaking’.  It is unfortunate
if we have to make our planning policies subservient to government-driven policy
for economic growth in parts of the country that are already overheating. We will
have had several different central governments before the end of the Plan period.

The offer of central government funding is welcome, but not if the costs of
accommodating the ‘growth’ on which that funding is conditional far exceeds
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the amount of grant received.  It can be no excuse for proposing a plan which
will be unable to deliver on the objectives we all want to see, and which will
lead to a more crowded, polluted and congested city that further contributes
to climate change.

Response to particular policy proposals

1. Policy E2 (p.27) : (growth of universities)

a. Policy E2 is to promote, yet manage, the growth of the two universities and the
hospitals, but the Plan seeks only to apply restrictions to the increase in
full-time student numbers living in private rented accommodation.  

To mitigate against the negative impact on housing supply in Oxford, it is not
enough that the Plan requires those additional full-time students to be
accommodated in university-owned accommodation.

The principle of requiring the universities to house their own full-time students
is good as far as it goes, but it is likely that there will be increasing numbers of
students who fall outside that ‘full-time’ definition.  Under this policy the
universities will not be obliged to house them, but they will need
accommodation in Oxford nonetheless.  University expansion will create
additional demand for housing beyond university-provided accommodation,
despite the hope that the plan will decrease it.

In order to address this, the definition of which students are to be
included in the count needs to be more inclusive.  Students (often
postgraduate) who are also researchers or part-time teaching employees should
be included, likewise part-time students who have had to come to Oxford to
follow their course and are funding their studies by working.

b. the plan does not, anyway, take account of the land take-up across the city
(not on university-owned sites) for the building of the additional
university-owned student accommodation required under the Plan — land that
could otherwise be used for addressing the city’s existing housing crisis.
Whether housed by the universities or not, more students inevitably means
more land to house them; and land availability is the constraint, not money.
By requiring student developments of 20 or more units to fund the building of
affordable homes elsewhere in the city, this problem is recognised and made
explicit.  Restricting student accommodation to certain locations is only an
answer to this problem if the sites in question were incapable of being
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developed for ordinary flats and apartments instead, but this is very unlikely to
be the case.

In short, every additional student living in the city is more floor (and land)
space needed for accommodation.

c. the plan does not fully take account of increasing staff numbers. The plan’s
response to the latter is to permit the building of staff accommodation on their
own land. This is a good idea as it frees up university-owned land and puts more
responsibility on to the universities, but this is unlikely to represent the great
majority of additional housing needed to accommodate that growth in staff
numbers. Particularly with Oxford University, it also sets up future conflicts
with our proposed policies on heritage assets which may prove messy and
complex to resolve (as indeed they already have been).

d. the plan will not prevent speculative building of student accommodation by
developers.  There seems to be no requirement for hard evidence that new
student accommodation has been actively commissioned by a university.

(We note that the date for requiring the universities to accommodate their own
students has been pushed back to 2022.  This is likely to have the unintended
consequence of creating a rush of applications for low-quality speculative
student developments, since four years is a long enough period to take a
project from a hasty ‘off-the-peg’ architectural design to completion via
potentially corner-cutting building work.)

e. the plan does not require new student accommodation to be ‘reverse
adaptible’ — that is, constructed in such a way that at a future date it can be
converted to flats and apartments for couples and small families without the
need for major building alterations or, worse, demolition and rebuild.  This
could be conditioned without necessarily creating an impossible cost burden on
student accommodation builders — it can be designed into the structural
framework, the layout of water and sewerage services etc.

f. We note that a ‘reverse adaptability’ requirement is embedded in Policy H5
(c)(i), so the principle is recognised for existing buildings. There is no reason
why it cannot be a condition for new buildings, since contemporary
construction methods make it easier to achieve.

The price of not including this requirement is the likelihood within the Plan
period (or at least before 2050) of new purpose-built student accommodation
having to be demolished to make way for normal accommodation.  Carbon
emissions embedded in demolition of old buildings and construction of their
replacements typically account for over 70% of a building’s total carbon
emissions over its designed life cycle.  We cannot achieve our carbon emission
targets if we plan for inflexible, single-use buildings that are not guaranteed to
be required for that single use over their lifetime.

With some modest strengthening of existing policy (allowing the building of
accommodation on employer-owned land, reducing the quota of students living out
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of university-owned accommodation) this proposed Plan marks little development
on the existing plan.  The Plan cannot deliver on its stated aspirations to solve
the housing crisis and reduce the city’s carbon emissions — that would require
much more radical approaches.  Either that, or a far sharper brake on
university expansion. The choice of which is ours, but it cannot be both.

Job-related accommodation : a note

a. In our response to the Preferred Options proposals we noted that ‘tied
accommodation’ brings with it a very particular disadvantage for the resident
unless it is legally defined as ‘job-related accommodation’.  Provided it is so
designated by the employer, the resident is able to claim Capital Gains Tax
exemption on the sale of another property they might own which they have
designated their ‘private residence’.  Having your home tied to your job creates
considerable vulnerability, which many in this position mitigate by owning
another property in the event of job loss.

b. Planning approval and developer contribution exemption for the construction of
‘job-related accommodation’ should therefore be conditional on the employer
specifying that it is indeed ‘job-related accommodation’ in any residency
agreement.  Developer contribution exemptions should only be applicable if
covenants are entered into that require the property to be job-related
accommodation in perpetuity.  The Plan should specify that a change from
job-related accommodation to ordinary privately-owned or rented
accommodation must require planning approval for change of use, and if
approved, index-linked ‘developer contributions’ should become payable at
that point.

2. Policy H2 (p.39) : Delivering Affordable Homes

Paragraph (a) requires developer contributions from retirement homes and
sheltered housing, but exempts employer-linked housing.

Paragraph (b) reads “For new student accommodation of 20 student units”, but
presumbly this should read, “For new student accommodation of 20 student units
or more”.  

a. We suggest that a reduction in developer contributions should be granted for
any staff (‘job-related’) accommodation in retirement homes and sheltered
housing.  The loss of live-in staff in such places is a major loss and creates
additional risk for residents : our policies should positively incentivise live-in
staff accommodation, and a developer contribution reduction would incentivise
this.  The same conditions as in para (b) immediately above should apply as to
all job-related accommodation.  

b. This comment was included in our response to the Preferred Options, but has
either not been picked up, or has been rejected, or maybe it has simply been
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assumed that staff quarters in sheltered housing would constitute ‘job-related
accommodation’ and would therefore already be covered by the policy.  We
think it needs to be made clear that it is, and the developer contributions
aspect of it spelt out.

3. Policy RE 1 (p.63) Sustainable Design & Construction

If 1,400 new houses are to be built every year to 2036, and yet the city’s carbon
footprint is to be reduced by 80% by 2050, how can it be good enough to say :

The City Council aims to tackle the causes of climate change by
ensuring developments use less energy and assess the opportunities for
using renewable energy technologies.

The use of Passivhaus standard is also encouraged in demonstrating
energy efficient design.

There is no actual commitment to anything in this statement : it is little more
than a vague aspiration.

a. The content of the suggested policy would raise building standards to BREEAM
‘excellent’ standard, but that would still mean new buildings that were
fossil-fuel dependent beyond 2050 (despite the pledge in the opening pages
that the city will be 100% renewable energy by then), and with the volume of
proposed new house-building would render it impossible to come anywhere
near to meeting our climate change targets of an 80% reduction in total CO2

emissions produced in the city by 2050.

b. The Council’s own Sustainability Assessment notes that

For a truly neutral impact on climate change, the housing would need to be built
to standards that exceed the current Building Regulations, and would need to
generate a significant amount of renewable energy on-site.

para 13, p.108 of Sustainability Assessment report

It is quite possible to build houses to this standard, but unless it is required by
planning policy and enforced it will not happen.  ‘Outstanding’, not ‘Excellent’
is the BREEAM highest standard to which the City Council should aspire, and the
Plan should commit the council to requiring this.

c. RE1 needs strengthening considerably to include that :

i. buildings will need to be properly air-tight and insulated.

ii. It should not just be ‘energy efficiency’ that is ‘maximised’ : renewable
energy generation and storage will need to be mandatory.  Heat pumps
rather than gas-fired systems should be mandatory on all new-build unless
convincing reasons are given for this not being possible.  (This is the
recommendation of the Energy Savings Trust)
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iii. all new buildings need to be at least net zero carbon from 2020, not 2030
(excluding embedded carbon in the construction itself).  A building built in
2020 will still be standing in 2120 — it is not like raising the environmental
standards of, for example, a bus fleet, which has a lifespan of around seven
years.  Where possible they should be built with the aim of producing more
energy than they consume.  This will inevitably entail giving consideration
to the orientation of new properties to the sun.

iv. the Leasing of EPC ‘F’ and ‘G’ properties needs to be prohibited

This is quite possible with existing technologies.  Technology is moving fast, and
prices are dropping. At the very least, buildings should be designed with the
aim of making it easier to install energy-saving technologies later, but generally
it is far more cost-effective to build to the highest standards at the outset than
to attempt to retro-fit later.  

d. Policy aspiration is one thing, but policy enforcement is equally important.  It is
widely recognised that current build quality and inspection régimes are
generally failing badly.  Policy should require that, in order to ensure that new
builds meet the Council’s own standards, work is inspected by the council
itself, regardless of the statutory inspections carried out by inspectors
appointed by developers themselves; and that deliverable enforcement policies
are required, in place, and adequately resourced. Para 4.4 on monitoring is
very welcome, but needs strengthening to give it real ‘teeth’.

e. Building design and construction should be conducted on the assumption that
grid electricity prices will be 40% higher than at present during the Plan period.
Rising fuel prices will have a major impact on affordability, social equality and
health, all of which are major declared policy objectives.

f. n.b. para 3.32 implies that new HMOs would only be required to meet current
building standards.  Current building standards are many years out of date.  The
text will need tightening up to make it clear that in terms of energy and water
consumption, the highest energy efficiency standards are required.

4. Policy M1 (p.106) regarding sustainable tourism

a. paras 7.12 (p.113 of pdf) and 8.13 (p.130 of pdf) address the question of tourist
coaches in the city centre.  The problem is acknowledged, though the scale of
it is not quantified, and no actual solution is proposed.

b. Oxford receives on average 19,000 day-visitors daily through the year, and
rising.  This is equivalent to more than a third of the total estimated
Oxfordshire-resident commuters into the city yet these visitors are not counted
in the statistics and are barely acknowledged in the Oxford Transport Strategy
in terms of vehicle movements.  The great majority of these visitors arrive and
depart by tourist coach — between 250 and 300 heavy vehicle movements a day
in the heart of the city (and rising), bringing very little economic benefit but
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with a major impact on traffic congestion and air quality.  Although the
Redbridge Park & Ride is exceptionally cheap (£5 for 4 hours for a coach) many
coach drivers park temporarily in side streets all over the city and on Osney
Mead.  In Rome, Venice and Florence, by contrast, coaches pay upwards of
€300 for day access to the city.

c. The proposed plan offers nothing different from the current arrangements; but
these are clearly unsustainable in terms of the plan objectives.  They are not
even sustainable now.

d. Policy M1 needs an extra clause added to the existing sentence at subpara (ii)
to read “and developing if possible alternative sustainable and zero-emission
means of mass transit into the city centre independent of the road network,
with a particular focus on the needs of tourists.”  Subpara (ii) would then read :
“supporting the County Council in their management of both scheduled and
tourist coaches entering and leaving the city, and developing if possible
alternative sustainable and zero-emission means of mass transit into the city
centre independent of the road network, with a particular focus on the needs
of tourists.”

5. Policy M2 (p.109) : Assessing & Managing Development

There have been unfortunate occasions with major development applications
on which applications have included cursory or inadequate Travel Plans and
County Highways officers have failed to comment or appear at planning
committees, whereupon powers to agree Travel Plans have been delegated to
officers after approval. 

This is not good enough.  Policy M2 should require that Travel Assessments,
Travel Plans and Delivery & Service Management Plans be submitted at the first
assessment stage, and published in the final application that goes for public
scrutiny.

6. Policy M3 (page 111) : Motor Vehicle Parking

a. We endorse the expressed belief that “The reduction of parking and car use
within and around the city is essential if air quality is to be improved.” (para
7.24, p.110) and, earlier, “discouraging car use through minimizing public and
private parking” (para 1.62).  

b. Policy M3 relates to new developments, but does not address existing car parks.
These general commitments are hedged round with qualifiers that leave us
uncertain what powers the Plan will actually give the council to restrict,
reduce, or charge for existing car parking, or indeed whether it would remain
possible under the plan to increase the amount of car parking (as has been
happening in recent years). 

page 8



c. The plan should make it clear that the objective is not to minimise the creation
of more car parking space, but to minimise car parking space in the city in
total — i.e. reduce it.

7. Policy V2 (p.117) : Shopping  frontages in the city centre

a. The presumption of this policy is that the majority of frontages will be for
retail — a minimum 60%.  Places to eat and drink are lumped together with
‘financial services’ under the umbrella term ‘other uses’.  In other words, the
presumption is that ‘places to meet, eat and drink’ — gathering places — are
ancillary to places to shop, and that the viability of the city centre depends on
it being a place for shopping.

b. Financial services are a quite different use of a frontage from ‘meeting, eating
and drinking’ — a bank is not generally a social gathering place.  Places for
gathering, for meeting, eating and drinking need to be considered in a category
of their own.

c. We believe that patterns are changing, and that the balance is shifting, such
that shopping is gradually becoming ancillary to ‘meeting, eating and drinking’
— gathering.  Pubs and bars serving alcohol cannot on their own serve this
function as they exclude young people and those communities that eschew
alcohol.

d. At the very least, it would be unwise to adopt planning policies that prevent
the growth of alcohol-free gathering places.  By requiring a minimum of 60%
of frontages to be retail, an unnecessary constraint will be placed on
future development, particularly of the city centre.

this response was collated by :

Cllr Dick Wolff
c/o Members’ Room
Oxford Town Hall
St Aldates

cllrdwolff@oxford.gov.uk

07968 486854
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