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Introduction:

Infrastructure should support the needs of the sustainable, thriving and equitable society we
wish to create by 2040. By 2040, the 1.5 ℃ tipping point will be exceeded unless carbon
emissions are extremely rapidly curtailed.1 More mild, wetter winters will increase the likelihood
of flooding, leading to adverse effects on the 17% of houses in Oxford built in flood zones 2 & 3
and some 24,000 homes across Oxfordshire. The County will also face issues as a result of its
ageing population and increasingly unaffordable house prices unless schemes are put in place
to address this.

Oxfordshire Infrastructure Strategy (OxIS):

Instead of prioritising the urgent environmental and health concerns Oxfordshire faces in the
coming decades, the OxIS stage 1 plan focuses on growth and productivity. This is in contrast
with the draft Oxfordshire 2050 plan which puts the environment and combatting the Climate
Emergency at the heart of decision-making. We oppose the scale of growth represented by the
projected Oxford-Cambridge Arc which will inevitably increase CO2 emissions.

There is a large shortfall in planning for infrastructure critical both to ecological disaster
management in the wake of increasingly frequent extreme weather, and to the transition to a
net-zero carbon society. This reflects a failure to address arising disaster management needs in
the civil population, and a lack of compatibility with the declaration of a Climate Emergency in
2019 and subsequent Climate Action Frameworks (CAF, 2020 & 2021). This shortfall must be
addressed through inclusion of additional infrastructure plans (mentioned below) with utmost
priority. In general, these shortfalls are well documented within the OxIS stage 1 plan, making
the lack of inclusion of the solutions to these shortfalls even more confusing.

The scoring system for prioritising projects is opaque and gives far too much weight to growth
over needs. We believe that the growth column should not be present as growth is represented
under productivity, leading to growth being double counted in the needs based assessment. An
example of the bizarre nature of the scoring system is that project SO20, installing heat pumps
and solar photovoltaics in South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC) leisure centres scores a

1 IPCC 6th Assessment Report



total of 21 while VoWH19, the exact same project for Vale of the White Horse District Council
(VWHDC) leisure centres only scores 12.

Environmental Needs:
Net Zero Carbon Emissions (Need E1):

Whilst we find the Future Needs laid out in chapter 5 of the document to be highly laudable, the
OxIS stage 1 plan is severely lacking in its commitment to Net Zero Carbon Emissions (Need
E1) by 2040. Over half of the planned infrastructure schemes are relating to travel, which
represents the sector with the largest carbon emissions (46%) in Oxfordshire.2,3 We welcome
the large number of proposed active travel schemes (41% of transport plans) which promote
health and wellbeing whilst reducing carbon emissions.

We are disappointed by the increased road building which is incompatible with aim E1,
especially the A40 link road, creation and improvements of M40 junctions, and the creation of
additional slip-roads on the A34 and A40. Whilst we hope active travel improvements will help to
remove cars from the road, more needs to be done to reduce emissions by travel throughout
Oxfordshire through the creation and expansion of Zero Emission Zones (ZEZ), low-traffic
neighbourhoods (LTNs) and the creation of zero carbon networks for freight and public
transport. Given the funding gap for road transport is an excess of £1Bn, and road building is
incompatible with the declaration of a Climate Emergency and CAFs, plans for road building
must be abandoned. Oxford should explore road pricing both within the city and on the
approach roads, and the infrastructure to support this.

There will be an increased reliance on electric vehicles (EV) for public and private transport and
freight by 2040 as the sale of petrol and diesel vehicles is phased out by 2030 and hybrids by
2035.4 EVs are identified as a key technology in unlocking low carbon travel, including within the
draft Oxfordshire 2050 plan and the lack of planned infrastructure supporting EVs in Oxfordshire
needs to be addressed urgently. We need to increase the capacity of electricity networks, create
new EV charging locations and expand renewable electricity generation with strategic partners.
If the objective is indeed to cut CO2 emissions, we need to ensure that our transport networks
are powered by a green energy mix, making the transport network truly low carbon, not just low
emission at the tailpipe.5

We do not approve of the several plans for new or expanded park and rides. As well as being a
poor use of land, these entrench the idea that journeys into Oxford must involve a private car.

5 https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2019/nov/25/are-electric-vehicles-really-so-climate-friendly .
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https://www.gov.uk/government/news/government-takes-historic-step-towards-net-zero-with-end-of-sale-o
f-new-petrol-and-diesel-cars-by-2030

3 Oxfordshire 2050 Plan consultation, p25
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https://www2.oxfordshire.gov.uk/cms/sites/default/files/folders/documents/environmentandplanning/climat
echange/OxLEPEmissionsReport.pdf
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We would prefer a network of active travel hubs at bus stops along with a reintroduction of rural
bus subsidies so that whole journeys can be done by bicycle, bus or a combination of the two.

Renewable energy schemes which are not currently included in the OxIS stage 1 plan would
also support the decarbonization of domestic energy use, which comprises 26% of Oxfordshire’s
carbon emissions. There is urgent need to switch the approximate quarter of a million houses in
Oxfordshire which are heated by gas networks to zero carbon sources, meaning that changes to
gas infrastructure and the creation of zero-carbon heating networks must be considered by
OxIS. Particular attention should be paid to the decentralisation of electricity supply and heating
networks, supported by financial help for households to invest in heat pumps. All new
developments should be required to maximise their on-site power generation.

Resilience to Climate Change (Need E2):

There is an acceptance that new green infrastructure (IF7) is needed for flood prevention but no
strategy to achieve this and no obvious examples in the list of potential projects. Instead, a
focus is placed on increasing flood storage capacity (IF3) which does not address the causes of
flooding. Clearly, there is a large unmet need in systems to slow surface run-off under IF3.
Additionally, the creation of new community woodlands and increased tree planting would help
slow run-off whilst also providing health benefits, biodiversity gains and carbon sequestration.6

Up stream ‘leaky dams’ should be installed where appropriate.7 Additionally, there is a gap in
schemes focusing on keeping cities and towns cool during the increasingly frequent heatwaves,
requiring further green infrastructure. We welcome collaboration with Thames Water to ensure
potable water supplies meet demand, however, more needs to be done to address issues of
overflowing sewers (see Need E5) as a result of increased rainfall due to climate change,
resulting in increased pollution of our waterways and flooding.

Climate change presents a threat to food security, so the use of farmland and green belt for
infrastructure needs to be considered within this context. We need to grow food for our own
population to reduce our dependence on imported food with its associated CO2 emissions.
Long-standing hay meadows and permanent pasture, like woodland, are important for water
retention, carbon sequestration and biodiversity.

Enhance Natural Environment & Biodiversity (Need E3):

We support the ambition of a minimum of 20% biodiversity gain in planning. However, this is
rarely achievable on site and many developers pay Local Authorities (LAs) to carry out
biodiversity upgrades, and few projects can actually access the funding. We are not confident
that the metrics in use are sufficiently robust, often allowing developers to downplay the original
biodiversity and overplay the potential gain, claims that are often difficult for LAs to challenge as
they lack in-house expertise.

7 https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/publications/2018/07/natural-flood-management-leaky-dams/
6 https://www.forestresearch.gov.uk/documents/1756/woodland_flood_control_iale_paper_2006.pdf



We welcome the plans to create publicly accessible natural spaces (so-called Green
Infrastructure), however we feel these plans must be expanded. These plans would provide
long-term access to protected open space and support improved physical and mental health,
particularly for the most health-deprived areas, supporting needs H1 and H2, whilst also
addressing the biodiversity crisis.

Efficient Waste & Recycling (Need E4):

It is puzzling that a target recycling rate of only 70% by 2030 is considered sufficient when
research indicates that 80% is possible through more efficient use of the current infrastructure.
We welcome the ambition to transition to a more circular economy through expanding repair and
reuse schemes. We must ensure that the infrastructure at Household Waste Recycling Centres
matches that required to make repair and reuse a priority, and that this is supported by repair &
reuse product exchange hubs.

Reduce Water & Noise Pollution (Need E5):

There seems to be no strategy to get Thames Water to invest in sewerage infrastructure rather
than calculating that it costs them less to just pay the occasional fines for discharge. There is a
large overlap in infrastructure shortfall between E2 and E5 to address issues with sewer
overflow. Key unmet needs include infrastructure which addresses the causes of flooding
(especially upstream run-off) which could also be supplemented with improved policies in
planning for rainwater harvesting and grey water reuse. Additionally, there is no strategy to
address run-off of pollutants from agriculture. Reduction of noise pollution, especially from
roads, is identified by OxIS which is incompatible with the number of planned road building
schemes. Instead, OxIS relies on a transition to “alternative fuelled vehicles such as electric
cars” for which there is a dearth of planned infrastructure.

Health and Social Needs:

Reduce Health Inequalities (Need H1):

There is a wide disparity in healthy life expectancy and indices of multiple deprivation across the
county. Cowley and Blackbird Leys within the City are in the top 20% most health deprived
areas in England, whereas rural towns (e.g. Wantage) are within the top 10% least health
deprived areas in England. There is a strong correlation between socio-economic inequality and
health inequality, suggesting measures to reduce socio-economic inequality may reduce health
inequality.

Within the City Plan there is a lacklustre ambition to reduce this inequality through a Health
Impact Assessment within planning. Developers may make use of the good access to green
spaces in the most health deprived areas to inflate the health impact of a development. More
robust plans must be implemented to address these health inequalities by monitoring and



tackling pollution through removal of polluting vehicles from the roads in these areas via LTNs
and ZEZs, expanding community healthcare in deprived areas (see Need H3), enhanced
public/active transport networks and measures to reduce the socio-economic inequalities that
lead to health inequalities.

Improve Health Service Access (Need H3):

Oxfordshire faces a shortfall in social care supply and access to GPs by 2040. The creation of
new GP surgeries and care housing should be supported by measures to draw healthcare
professionals into Oxfordshire to stay and thrive, especially against the backdrop of Brexit and
the Covid-19 pandemic which have led to disillusioned and exhausted healthcare workers.

Reduce Oxfordshire’s Socio-Economic Inequalities (Need P2):

We welcome the recognition of the wide socio-economic inequality across Oxfordshire, and we
agree that housing affordability and lack of social housing (see Need P3) are some of the main
contributing factors to inequality. However, we are concerned that growth is being used as a
strategy to address inequality. Infrastructure aimed at creating jobs for a highly skilled workforce
in the innovation sector will further entrench inequality. Emphasis must be placed on
infrastructure to facilitate social mobility through education, strengthening communities, deflating
the housing bubble and increasing social housing provision.

Attract & Retain Talent in Oxfordshire (Need P3):

P3 aims to tackle socio-economic inequalities (see Need H1) by improving housing affordability.
However, the strategy simply perpetuates the myth that private sector developers will build their
way out of the crisis. Once developers see prices dropping from the level at which they
embarked on the project they will simply stop building until they rise again. The Oxfordshire
Growth Needs Assessment accepts that “areas that have built the most houses [...] have
experienced the fastest growth in house prices”.8

Conversion of existing properties to social housing using compulsory purchase orders if
necessary to acquire property, along with large scale building of social housing by public sector
providers, will solve the problem by putting downward pressure on private sector rents. The
“planning for the future” white paper aims to solve a problem that doesn’t exist. There is no
shortage of land being put forward for development as landowners know they can reap millions
in windfall gains. Addressing this landowner windfall could reduce costs or provide more funds
for infrastructure.

8 Oxfordshire Growth Needs Assessment, (July 2021), p191



Funding:

Paragraph 8.3.8 contains an error. The Vale of the White Horse Community Infrastructure Levy
(CIL) rate was initially set at £120 per m2 (psm) in 2017, however, a maximum rate of £340psm
has been accepted by the inspector in May 2021. Interestingly, the viability assessment
produced by VWHDC showed that a rate of £570psm could be achieved without compromising
development viability. We feel that the introduction of CIL has been a wasted opportunity to
increase funding. OxIS should be pushing districts to increase levels to help fund the gaps in
infrastructure which we have pointed out.

Summary:

The Oxfordshire Infrastructure Strategy stage 1 plan falls disappointingly short of the radical
vision needed to transform our County in light of the Climate Emergency. The reason given for
this is that the plans predate the declaration of a Climate Emergency in 2019 and recent climate
action frameworks. Inaction in the face of a looming threat is inexcusable and does not meet the
duty of care Oxfordshire LAs have to their citizens. There is an urgent requirement to redress
the lack of infrastructure plans allowing for a socially just transition to a net zero carbon future.
The OxIS stage 1 plan is self-reflective of the infrastructure shortfall and the funding gap for
existing plans, making it puzzling that changes in priority to address this have not been
included. The overall focus on growth is misplaced and does not support the ambitions of the
draft Oxfordshire 2050 plan. Given that the OxIS and the 2050 plans must go hand in hand, we
hope that priority for infrastructure projects will be given to addressing the Climate Crisis and
Oxfordshire’s socioeconomic inequalities in the stage 2 plan.


