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Respondent ID 31 - Judith Luna
Comment ref: 31/01

From:

To: Planning Policy (WODC

Subject: Salt Cross Garden Village - Area Action Plan Consultation
Date: 21 October 2020 15:18:08

| wish to respond to the AAP consultation for Salt Cross Garden Village that is currently
underway. | would be grateful for acknowledgement of this submission.

| consider the AAP unsound because the plan is unjustified, and has failed to take into
account reasonable alternatives. In particular the location of the GV, in close proximity to
Eynsham, fails to acknowledge the negative impact it will have on Eynsham or its failure to
meet the definition of a ‘garden village’ as a result of that proximity.

The plan states that Salt Cross will be a ‘new standalone settlement, self-contained with its
own village facilities, such as schools, community resources and employment
opportunities, taking proper account of environmental considerations...” However,
secondary school provision will not be ‘standalone’, as it will be a ‘satellite’ for
Bartholomew School in Eynsham, requiring constant student flow from one site to the
other. Itis also unclear whether there will be a healthcare facility in Salt Cross, or whether
early residents will seek to register with Eynsham Medical Centre, which is already
overstretched and beyond capacity. The AAP itself states that the GV ‘will have a distinct
identity but will be connected with Eynsham to the south...” and speaks of the social
interaction between Salt Cross and Eynsham that the plan seeks to facilitate. The plan
makes clear that it envisages permanent connectivity between the two sites, which does
not accord with the self-sufficient definition of a garden village.

The AAP has many laudable objectives, but they are aspirations with little hope of delivery
or enforcement. For example, 10.23 states that ‘subject to viability considerations, Salt
Cross will provide 50% affordable housing’. In the last four years, according to Grosvenor’s
outline planning application (doc. Affordable Housing Statement, para 4.10), the
percentage of affordable housing delivered in West Oxfordshire has declined from 37% to
29% against a target of between 35% and 50%. Grosvenor’s application states that the
‘composition and proportion of affordable housing [is] to be determined by the viability
appraisal work’. Clearly the viable considerations are very unlikely to result in a
development with 50% affordable housing.

If the AAP has any teeth, Grosvenor’s planning application should be thrown out
immediately. It fails to deliver on any number of objectives set out in the AAP. As the
submissions from Thames Water, Stagecoach, and the Environment Agency to Grosvenor’s
planning application make clear, Grosvenor’s plans for water management, transport, and
biodiversity are woefully inadequate.

The AAP states that ‘to avoid negative cumulative impacts of development on flood risk
within the site, Eynsham and the wider Thames catchment, development will need to
achieve a reduction in greenfield run off rates’. Thus far Grosvenor has shown minimal
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engagement with Thames Water, and there is no indication of how it proposes to achieve
the reduction that the AAP says will be needed. Thames Water also says that the existing
sewage treatment works and foul water network infrastructure are unable to
accommodate the needs of the development; what guarantee is there that the AAP will
make these vital upgrades a condition of approving a planning application?

Stagecoach’s damning submission has ‘very grave concerns about the content of
[Grosvenor’s] application’. Contrary to the aspirations set out in the AAP to discourage car
use and encourage walking, cycling and the use of public transport, Grosvenor’s planning
application design ‘does not optimize bus access or delivery, nor does it provide for high
quality access by all sustainable modes, especially bus and cycling’. Additionally,
Grosvenor’s proposals fail to accord sufficiently with national policy as set out in the
National Planning Policy Framework, and conflict with them inasmuch as opportunities to
promote walking, cycling and public transport are not fully or properly identified and
pursued. ‘Appropriate opportunities for avoiding and mitigating any adverse effects of
traffic and transport associated with the development have been underplayed, or entirely
overlooked.” This will not deliver the environmentally friendly movement of people that
the AAP proposes.

The AAP aspires to a minimum biodiversity net gain of 25%. Grosvenor’s plans will result in
a 4% net gain, which does not even fulfil the mandatory 10% legal minimum. The
Environment Agency also has concerns about Grosvenor’s approach to protected species
and contaminated land.

The construction of Salt Cross goes hand in hand with the expansion of the A40 and the
provision of a Park & Ride at Eynsham. The AAP recognizes that development at Salt Cross
will have an impact on the A40 and ‘there will be remaining problems during peak periods’
(8.58) and proposes to deal with this by behavioural changes in the populace. However,
we have seen how the impact of the pandemic initially led to a drastic reduction in road
traffic and consequent improvement in air quality, but that these improvements were
soon lost as people reverted to their old patterns of behaviour. To assume that congestion
on the A40 will be reduced by persuading people to reject car use and switch to bicycles or
buses (especially when the avoidance of public transport is now an ingrained habit) does
not provide a concrete or realizable solution.

The AAP makes much of the Eynsham Neighbourhood plan and its desire to ‘protect the
character and community of Eynsham’. It suggests that ‘positive gains are also secured for
nearby Eynsham’, but nowhere in the AAP are there provisions to secure Eynsham’s
future. It claims that because Eynsham has relatively limited provision of green space,
access to new green areas in the GV will be beneficial. But in order to provide this new
green space, a huge area of accessible countryside is being destroyed, and access to the
GV involves crossing the busy, noisy, polluting A40; at the same time, the West Eynsham
development that is also at the planning stage is curtailing the access to the countryside
that Eynsham residents currently enjoy.
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The AAP speaks of air quality concerns from traffic on the A40, and the need for noise
mitigation from the A40 (7.113 and 7.114), but only for Salt Cross residents — not,
apparently, for Eynsham.

There are no positive gains for Eynsham in a massive development on its doorstep that will
increase traffic, pollution, flood risk, and noise, and destroy the environment and 2;{31
biodiversity. There needs to be a second AAP for Eynsham, that sets out in as much detail '
exactly how Eynsham will be protected from the negative impact of Salt Cross, both during
construction and thereafter. There are other sites where a development on this scale

could have been built, closer to Hanborough station, for example; there is also

considerable uncertainty about the scale of housing needed in the coming years, and the

accuracy of the forecast to which the county is working. The climate emergency that we

are enduring, and the destruction of the natural world, demand that new developments

should not depend upon expanding infrastructure, like the A40, that will only increase road

use and make it harder to protect our environment.

| would be grateful to be kept informed of the progress and outcome of the AAP process.

Judith Luna




Respondent ID 32 - David Miles
Comment ref: 32/01

From: David Miles

Sent: 30 August 2020 17:48

To: Planning Policy (WODC)
Subject: SALT CROSS GARDEN VILLAGE

I am responding to the consultation in my capacity as Transport Representative for Witney.

I have previously responded to the consultation process so will try to keep comments short and concentrate on
transport issues.

Salt Cross will be built and I am working on that assumption. Whether it is built as a giant extension to 32/01
Eynsham or as a genuine Garden Village is still to be seen however.

I am pleased that public transport provision is considered in the Area Action Plan as there have been too much
local development where it is an afterthought. I note that a group may be formed to plan this and I welcome
that.

Stagecoach already run regular services to Oxford and all of these are likely to serve the new park and ride. The
S1 will then continue to travel through Eynsham Village so the S2 and S7 are likely to be more important to
Salt Cross. Their current hourly frequency is likely to be considerably increased.

These through services may divert slightly off the A40 but only to serve the main centre of the development.
This will be dependent on the roads being wide enough for double deckers to operate. Any time consuming
routes will not be attempted so it is vital to get this right.

There is also an identifiable need for local services through the development and linking it with Eynsham
Village and Hanborough Station. This may be provided by a community transport operator or another bus
company.

There is a pressing need to reconnect Eynsham to Hanborough but it is important not to overstate the

importance of Hanborough Station to Salt Cross. Most users of public transport would use the bus not the train

to get to Oxford. This would only change if a branch line was built from the North Cotswold Line with a

possible terminus at the park and ride. This would be an expensive option but also one very much in keeping

with the ethos of a Garden Village. 32/01
cont.

It is very important that in any discussions on public transport provision that all stakeholders are involved. By

that I mean local Parish Councils, PTRS and bus operators. I think everybody wants to see Salt Cross succeed

whether or not they supported it initially.

The would be developers at Barnard Gate made assumptions that Stagecoach would stop on the A40 without
lay-bys being constructed and divert services automatically. It would be wise not to make those sort of
assumptions but to thoroughly engage from the outset.

I have been the Parish Transport Representative for Witney for almost 30 years and are also a volunteer with
West Oxfordshire Community Transport. I therefore have a long history of working with local councils and bus
companies. This includes route planning and timetables, an example of which is the Witney Town Service.



When I attended the presentation event I identified myself and offered to help should this felt to be needed. My

details were taken and a meeting suggested but nothing transpired. The offer remains however. 32/01

cont.
I would like the best possible service for Salt Cross and I see this as an opportunity to improve services in the

immediate area. If new residents are to be encouraged to use public transport it needs to be in place early and at
the right level.

I am always available to be contacted via email or phone on_. Please feel free to do so if you
think it helpful.

DAVID MILES
WITNEY PARISH TRANSPORT REPRESENTATIVE



Respondent ID 33 - Steven Newman
Comment ref: 33/01

Representation received by: Steven Newman

Dated: 1 September 2020

AAP Section: Proposals map

1 would like to support the No, I do not wish to

legal compliance of the participate at the oral
AAP. examination.

33/01
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Respondent ID 34 - Elizabeth Owen

Comment ref: 34/01

From:

To: Planning Policy (WODC
Subject: Salt Cross Area Action Plan
Date: 21 October 2020 15:51:48

I am writing with regard to the Salt Cross AAP, as it apparently does not include Bladon as an area that could
be affected by construction of Salt Cross. The A4095 runs through the middle of Bladon and there will be
significant adverse effects if construction traffic is allowed to use this road. | therefore ask that you ensure no
construction traffic uses the A4095 (and then Lower Rd) to access or leave the Salt Cross site.

The amount of heavy traffic already using the A4095 is already a cause of major concern, for both safety and
pollution.

The A4095 is very close to a number of houses and the primary school, where air pollution levels have been
recorded at illegally high levels on several instances. Air pollution has a serious detrimental effect on health,
especially for young children. Increasing the amount of heavy traffic will make this problem worse. More heavy
traffic will also mean more noise pollution, which is also recognised as being detrimental to health.

There is a very tight bend on the A4095 in Baldon, where two lorries cannot pass each other without one
mounting the pavement. The pavement is narrow and it is therefore dangerous to pedestrians. It is also a very
dangerous section of road for cyclists as many vehicles try to squeeze past, and have to swerve back in when
there is something coming the other way. This has happened to me on several occasions and | have had to take
evasive action to avoid serious injury or death. The A4095 through Baldon is a renowned black spot on the
national cycle network, and prevents two routes (NCN 5 and NCN 442) being officially joined. The council
should be encouraging carbon-free travel, and keeping heavy traffic off roads that go through villages would be
an excellent start.

Bladon also attracts many visitors to Churchill’s grave, and events at Blenheim also use the A4095 for both
visitors and contractors.

Please put the health and safety of residents first and keep Salt Cross construction traffic off the A4095.
Thank you

Elizabeth Owen
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Respondent ID 35 - Michael and Hilary Owen

Comment ref: 35/01

From:

To: Planning Policy (WODC
Cc:

Subject: Salt Cross Area Action Plan
Date: 20 October 2020 11:37:13

We wish to support the concerns expressed by our District Councillors, Julian Cooper and Elizabeth Poskitt, in
relation to the Salt Cross (Eynsham Garden Village) AAP with regard to the effects on the village of Bladon
and surrounding areas which have apparently not been taken into account.

We would ask that you ensure that construction traffic for the development site in Eynsham is prohibited from
using Lower Road, the A4095 and the A44. Thisrouteis already a“rat run” when there is congestion on the
A40. The volume of heavy traffic hasincreased markedly in recent years, as has both the size and weight of the
vehicles, and is aready cause for considerable concern. The A4095 through the village of Bladon has a tight
bend which means 2 lorries are not able to pass each other and lorries often force carsto stop or mount the
pavement. The road passes very close to alarge number of houses and also to the local primary school. On
several occasions pollution levels near the school have been recorded at levels higher than acceptable and the
aim should be to decrease pollution levels not increase them.

There is only one controlled pedestrian crossing on the A4095 in Bladon which many children have to use to
reach the school and the village play ground, as do the the many visitors coming to see Winston Churchill’s
grave and the memorial window in the Church. Furthermore, this crossing is sometimes temporarily out of use
when there is an event at Blenheim which involves vehicles (some very large) accessing the Palace grounds via
the Bladon Gate, yet another cause for concern.

In addition, the noise level already created by large heavy lorries being driven through the village from early in
the morning to late afternoon is unacceptable. Many vehicles also begin to accelerate before they leave the
village, heading toward Hanborough, and are breaking the speed limit long before they pass the last housesin
the village. The situation will be exacerbated by the anticipated increase in construction traffic.

Cycling through or to the village is not an enjoyable experience and will be made more dangerous by an
increase in the level of heavy traffic which would undoubtedly be generated by allowing construction traffic for
Salt Crossto travel through the village. There is apparently no plan to provide a cycle route through Bladon
joining up the national cycle routesin the area.

For many years, villagers have asked that the A4095 be downgraded to a B road in order that aweight
restriction can be imposed but the answer has always been that it istoo expensive. Maybeit’s now time to
consider the well-being of the villagers rather than the convenience of commercial traffic. We would ask that at
least you ensure that the route is not even more of a“rat run’ than it currently isfor heavy traffic

Michael & Hilary Owen

(Bladon residents)
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Respondent ID 36 - Oxford City Council
Comment ref: 36/01 - 36/11

Planning Services
Direct Line: | NG St Aldate’s Chambers = .
E-mail: planningpolicy@oxford.gov.uk 109-113 St Aldate’s §
. . s
Contact: Tom Morris: Oxford, OX1 1DS s A~
Email: | Central Number: 01865 249811 S OXFORD
g CITY
COUNCIL

Planning Policy Team
West Oxfordshire District Council

19t October 2020
Your ref: Salt Cross AAP Garden Village
Our ref: Submission Response

Dear Giles

Response to Salt Cross AAP Garden Village — Submission Response

Oxford City Council supports the submission of the Salt Cross Area Action Plan (AAP) for the
Garden Village. The City Council have continued to work actively and collaboratively with West

Oxfordshire and through the Growth Board to help bring forward the development of this site. 36/01

This site for the ‘Garden Village’ together with land west of Eynsham were the two key strategic
sites identified by the ‘joint working’ arrangements with the Growth Board and then subsequently
taken forward in the West Oxfordshire Local Plan 2031 to help support the delivery of Oxford’s
unmet housing need, of which the apportionment agreed was 2,750 dwellings. It is therefore
important to consider the amount, type and delivery of affordable housing on the ‘Garden Village’
site in relation to what will be expected to come forward on the land west of Eynsham. Whilst
both of these key strategic sites are required together to deliver affordable housing, they each
have an individual responsibility to make their own significant contribution to meeting Oxford
unmet need.

Policy 22 (Housing Delivery)

The City Council fully support the total number of new homes expected to be delivered at the Salt
Cross ‘garden village’ site, which is required to make the Plan sound and make a significant
36/02

contribution to helping to meet Oxford’s unmet housing need. This is in accordance with the
working assumption target, 2,200 homes, set out in the West Oxfordshire Local Plan 2031.
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Policy 23 (Housing Mix)

The City Council fully support this policy which seeks to deliver a balanced mix of private and

affordable housing types that is required to make the Plan sound. In addition the following 36/03
detailed representations have been made in support of specific paragraphs to make the Plan

sound, which are set out in the supporting text that relate to type and balanced mix of affordable
housing and in relation to the overall housing allocation, set out below:

The type, size and cost of affordable homes (paragraph 10.43)

The City Council support the wording in this paragraph, which recognises that this site allocation

was made in response to Oxford’s unmet housing need and can confirm that discussions are 36/04
continuing with West Oxfordshire District Council to determine an appropriate way forward. It is
considered to be necessary to make the Plan sound.

Balanced mix of affordable housing (paragraph 10.44)

The City Council note that this site does lie within West Oxfordshire and whilst its allocation is to
help meet Oxford’s unmet housing need ‘it would be inappropriate to restrict occupancy of
affordable homes provided solely to one of the local authorities’ housing registers’. 36/05

Nonetheless the City Council welcomes the on-going dialogue between both Planning and
Housing Officers to ensure that agreement is reached on issues around the delivery of Oxford’s
unmet housing need and in particular to ensure that the type and tenure of dwellings in greatest
need are properly reflected in the balanced mix of dwellings that come forward on this site.

Housing allocation (paragraph 10.45)

The City Council can confirm that discussions are still continuing with West Oxfordshire District

Council over the allocation of new affordable homes. The aim being for the new homes to be

offered to those on both the West Oxfordshire housing register and on Oxford City Council’s 36/06
register. The approach being pursued by both parties is that this would be achieved through ‘a
combination of new-build affordable properties at Salt Cross and re-letting a proportion of existing
affordable stock in the Eynsham / Woodstock sub area to residents of Oxford City.” A

memorandum of understanding is being prepared on this basis.

It is however important through these continued negotiations for West Oxfordshire to seek the
successful delivery of the highest possible proportion of affordable homes and in particular ‘social
rented’ homes from both this ‘Garden village’ development and the other strategic site on the
Land West of Eynsham to help meet Oxford’s identified housing need.

Figure 8.1 (Movement and connectivity Strategy)

36/07
The City Council fully support the key overarching principles set out in Figure 8.1 of the movement
and connectivity strategy, which are important to make the Plan sound. These include the use of
sustainable travel modes both within the site and the provision of good walking, cycling and
public transport connections which are proposed to be provided for the wider area, including *_\“M“of_
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Oxford. This is required both to positively respond to the climate change emergency and to
ensure that there are good transport connections to and from Oxford, since this site will be an
important role in helping to meet Oxford’s unmet housing need. It is therefore essential that
appropriate transport facilities are provided to ensure future occupiers of this housing
development are able to travel to Oxford for work, leisure and to visit family and friends.

Policy 14 (Active and Healthy Travel)

The City Council fully support the active and health travel approach set out in Policy 14, which is
required to make the Plan sound. This builds on the movement and connectivity strategy and
recognises the importance of providing improved links to the external pedestrian and cycle
network and in particular improvements to walking and cycling both along the A40 and
potentially linking to the Oxford North development together with improved links to Hanborough
Train Station, which serves Oxford. These are considered to be necessary to ensure that
sustainable travel options for walking and cycling to Oxford and or transport hubs that serve the
city are made available.

36/08

Policy 15 (Public transport)

The City Council support the proposed improvements to the provision of public transport and in 36/09
particular strengthening the connectivity and services by both bus and rail to Oxford. This policy is
considered to be necessary to make the Plan sound and will help ensure that sustainable travel

modes are promoted to and from the garden village to Oxford.

Policy 30 (Provision of supporting infrastructure)

The City Council fully support Policy 30, which requires the provision of supporting infrastructure,
which is necessary to make the Plan sound. A key element of the successful delivery of this site
will be the need to have joint infrastructure and investment plans in place and is required. It is
therefore critically important for local authorities to continue to work together through
collaborative ‘joint working’ arrangements to ensure that the proposals coming forward are
supportive of one another. The Oxfordshire Growth Board continues to provide an effective
mechanism to achieve this joint working and to enable this site to make a significant contribution
to meeting the Housing and Growth Deal with Government and helping to meet Oxford’s unmet
housing need.

36/10

Part 4 (Measuring progress, how will we know if we’ve succeeded)

The City Council fully support the approach being taken in Part 4 of the Plan to monitor the
delivery of the Plan and is necessary to make it sound. However as part of the monitoring of the
development of this site is important in assessing its contribution to delivering Oxford’s unmet
need. There should also be a commitment to monitor the progress in the delivery of Oxford'’s
unmet needs and in particular the affordable homes. This could then feed into the Annual
Monitoring Report (AMR) prepared by West Oxfordshire.

36/11

| hope these comments are helpful and we look forward to working with you collaboratively on
the delivery of this important project. *-\«eMA,,
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Yours sincerely,

Adrian Arnold

Head of Planning Services
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Respondent ID 37 - Oxfordshire Community Land Trust
Comment ref: 37/01, 37/02

Oxfordshire
Community
Land Trust

55 Henley Avenue
Oxford
OX4 4DJ

01865 264 191
www.oclt.org.uk

info@oclt.org.uk

Re: Salt Cross Garden Village - Area Action Plan Consultation Response

23rd October 2020

To whom it may concern

We would like to make a response on behalf of the Oxfordshire Community Land Trust. Our
comment refers specifically to paragraph 11.88 and 11.89:

“11.88 At the preferred option stage of the AAP in 2019, two broad options were considered

in relation to future stewardship and maintenance at the garden village; either to utilise an 37/01
existing organisation such as the Wychwood Project or the Woodland Trust, or to establish a

new organisation such as a Garden Village Trust.”

“11.89 Based on further discussions since that stage, the District Council has concluded that a
combination of these two options is likely to be the most appropriate way forward. In the 37/02

short-term, an existing, established organisation such as the Land Trust would be used as an
'intermediary’, offering initial support, advice and management expertise, until such time as
a new Salt Cross Garden Village Trust can be established once there is a sufficient 'critical
mass' of new occupants.”

Oxfordshire Community Land Trust welcomes the proposal of a Community Land Trust as a
mechanism for delivering the garden village. We would be interested to be named as a potential
intermediary in the latter paragraph as an organisation who could support the early phases of
development. As the local umbrella CLT we would build upon 16 years of experience across the
county, including in supporting other local CLTs to set up.

OCLT is a Community Benefit Society whose role is to both develop homes and encourage the
replication of the CLT model across the county. Therefore it would be an appropriate organisation in
mission and structure for applications for early stage funding to give the new Village Trust strong
foundations for the future.

Page | 1



OCLT is currently in the detailed application stage of becoming a Registered Provider of social
housing which will allow it to take on funding for affordable homes and have the appropriate
financial and governance standards to partner with any new CLT in the management and
maintenance of the Salts Cross neighbourhoods and any assets in community ownership.

If needed, we would be willing to send a delegate to support in the representation of the CLT model
at any future hearing.

Yours sincerely,

Fran Ryan

Secretary
on behalf of OCLT Ltd
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Respondent ID 38 - Oxfordshire County Council

Comment ref: 38/01 - 38/54

#52 OXFORDSHIRE
Y COUNTY COUNCIL

Communities
County Hall
New Road
Oxford

OX1 1IND

Reference: West Oxfordshire District Council,
Salt Cross Garden Village Area Action Plan

Susan Halliwell

Director for Planning & Place

17 November 2020

Dear Sir/Madam,

Re: Salt Cross Garden Village Area Action Plan (Pre-submission Draft) —
Representation from Oxfordshire County Council.

Oxfordshire County Council (OCC) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Salt
Cross Garden Village Area Action Plan (AAP) and supports the delivery of Policy
EWL1 of the West Oxfordshire Local Plan 2031 in line with the AAP and Garden
Village design principles. Salt Cross has been the subject of on-going partnership
working between OCC, West Oxfordshire District Council (WODC) and Grosvenor
Developments Ltd, and is seen as a significant opportunity to develop an exemplar,
sustainable and high-quality development.

OCC has previously provided comments during the drafting process for the AAP,
most recently at the Preferred Options stage (September 2019) and we are pleased
to note that our comments have been considered in the Pre-submission Draft. We
continue to work collaboratively with WODC and we have appreciated the
partnership approach to AAP development particularly on aspects such as
movement and connectivity.

OCC welcomes the detail included in the AAP in relation to the Transport Strategy
for Salt Cross. We are fully supportive of the Movement and Connectivity Key
Principles, the Key Design Principles and the focus throughout the document on
best practice in place-making to ensure that the Garden Village is a truly sustainable
development in transport terms.

As detailed in the AAP, Salt Cross is in an excellent location to benefit from the
significant public sector investment that has been allocated to deliver sustainable
transport infrastructure along the A40 corridor including eastbound and westbound
bus lanes; improved cycling and walking connections; capacity improvements
between Witney and Eynsham; and a new Park & Ride site located within the garden
village site which will form the focus of a new ‘Sustainable Transport Hub’. This new
infrastructure and associated bus service improvements will greatly improve the
attractiveness of sustainable travel options relative to the car for journeys along the
A40. Salt Cross will also benefit from proposals to enhance the train service at
nearby Hanborough Station, providing opportunities for local and longer-distance
travel by train, including direct rail links to South Oxfordshire, the Thames Valley and
Central London. Collectively, these measures present a significant opportunity for

38/01



ensuring sustainable travel behaviours are embedded and adopted by residents of
Salt Cross from the outset, and OCC is pleased to see that comprehensive policies
are included within the AAP to deliver these initiatives and this essential
infrastructure.

The A40 Corridor improvements being delivered through Local Growth Funding
(LGF) and the Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) are key to making the Garden
Village acceptable in planning terms. Salt Cross and three other developments
(West Eynsham Strategic Development Area (SDA), East Witney SDA and North
Witney SDA) are dependent upon delivery of the A40 corridor capacity and
improvements. The recovery of a proportion of the funding from these developments
is an important Government requirement for this infrastructure investment.

In addition, as the improvements are funding through public funds, from a State Aid
perspective, recovery of monies from the Garden Village and other developments
towards the A40 improvements must be demonstrated. Securing contributions
towards the infrastructure is therefore essential and OCC is pleased to see this
requirement reflected in the AAP policies.

The provision of a comprehensive network of inclusive walking and cycling routes is
also welcomed and the Council fully endorses the requirement to provide a grade-
separated crossing at Eynsham to ensure that the A40 does not create a barrier to
sustainable travel behaviours and provides a safe environment for children to cross
between settlements. At the time of writing OCC is assessing how the construction of
the underpass could be integrated with the HIF2 programme to minimise disruption
on the A40 and potentially bring about cost savings. Current cost estimates for the
underpass if delivered as part of the wider A40 proposals are in the region of £8m to
£8.25m.

OCC strongly supports the emphasis on Healthy Place Shaping and the health and
wellbeing priorities which are integrated throughout the document. We also strongly
support the AAP’s commitment to climate action, which aims to deliver a net-zero
development.

We strongly welcome reference to the Circular Economy, although we suggest
greater consideration is given to increasing the range of options further up the waste
hierarchy. We also note the impact that waste collection can have on carbon
emissions and local air quality and we are very keen to encourage innovations to
reduce these. However, the AAP seems to favour one potential solution
Underground Recycling System (URS), and has not considered the full range of
options. At this time OCC does not feel that there is enough evidence to support the
use of a URS system in Salt Cross.

We support the emphasis the AAP gives to Green Infrastructure, following a
landscape led approach, and the ambitious target of 25% biodiversity net gain.
However, we note that the AAP boundary has been extended northwards into areas
that are more sensitive in landscape and ecological terms. We are concerned that
this might adversely affect the ecological and landscape interest in this area.

Detailed Officer comments can be found in Appendix 1.

38/01
cont.
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Yours faithfully,

Susan Halliwell
Director for Planning & Place

Direct line:
Email:
www.oxfordshire.gov.uk




Appendix 1 — Detailed Officer Comments

OCC Officer response to Salt Cross Garden Village Area Action Plan consultation
(Document Reference relates to AAP unless otherwise stated)

Team

Document Reference

Page

Comment/Suggested change in text

Transport
Strategy

Figure 8.1 and Policy 13

129
130

OCC is fully supportive of the Movement and Connectivity Strategy Key Principles (page
129) and the Key Design Principles (Policy 13) as set out in the AAP. The importance of
ensuring separate consideration of sustainable links within the site; with existing
Eynsham; and with the wider area as highlighted is welcomed as none of these can be
considered in isolation.

The need to discourage rat-running through Salt Cross whilst ensuring permeability of
the site for all users including buses is key, as is the need for mitigation to minimise rat-
running through Freeland and surrounding villages.

Policy 14 Active and
Healthy Travel

134

The requirement for a comprehensive network of inclusive walking and cycling routes,
including both current (retained) routes and new routes is welcomed. Provision of safe
and effective connections for pedestrians, cyclists and other non-motorised users across
the A40, including a grade-separated crossing at Eynsham, will be essential to ensure
that the A40 is not a barrier to sustainable travel.

OCC and WODC commissioned a study as part of the AAP evidence base to advise on
a potential solution to deliver a grade separated crossing of the A40. The study
considered a number of factors in delivering such a crossing and concluded that the
preferred option would be an underpass between Old Witney Road and Cuckoo Lane.
This grade-separated crossing will be a key component of an active travel corridor along
Cuckoo Lane, along which the primary and secondary schools will be located. OCC
supports inclusion of the underpass within Policy 14.

OCC supports the requirement at para. 8.20 to positively plan to encourage use of the
underpass and reduce the numbers of pedestrians and cyclists crossing at-grade, thus
minimising delay to traffic and providing a safer crossing option.

38/22
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Policy 14 Active and
Healthy Travel
Policy 15 Public
Transport

134
and
139

The A40 Corridor improvements being delivered through Local Growth Funding and the
Housing Infrastructure Fund are key to making the Garden Village acceptable in planning
terms. Salt Cross and three other developments (West Eynsham SDA, East Witney
SDA and North Witney SDA) are dependent upon delivery of this infrastructure and
recovery of funding from these developments is an important criterion for securing that
funding. From a State Aid perspective, recovery of monies from the Garden Village
towards the A40 improvements is also essential. OCC is supportive of Policies 14 and
15 regarding HIF recovery.

Policy 15 Public
Transport

139

The location of Salt Cross and the future A40 Corridor improvements in the vicinity,
mean that the Garden Village will be extremely well placed to benefit from improvements
to both bus and rail infrastructure (including upgrades proposed for the North Cotswold
Line) and high frequency bus services. OCC welcomes the emphasis on ensuring that
there is excellent connectivity between Salt Cross and the Sustainable Transport Hub;
bus stops along the A40; and the wider area. This is important to ensure that
opportunities for ensuring sustainable travel are maximised.

Policy 16 Reducing the
need to Travel

144-
145

Technology advances provide considerable opportunities to reduce the need to travel
and encourage sustainable travel. OCC welcome the focus on the role of technologies
and on Travel Demand Management measures all of which will have an increasingly
important role to play as the Garden Village progresses.

Effective and robust monitoring will be key to ensuring that sustainable travel behaviours
are embedded from first occupation; OCC supports use of smart technologies to facilitate
this.

Policy 16 Reducing the
need to Travel

145

Car parking: Policy 16 currently states that the absolute maximum car parking provision
shall be 1 space per 60 m2. This policy should include further break down of uses and
specifically we would suggest:

Office - 1 per 50 sgq m

R&D — 1 per 70 sg m

B1(c) — 1 per 75sqm

B2—-1per80sgm

38/27
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B8 — 1 per 250 sgm
Other land uses would need to be considered on a case by case basis.

Policy 17

147

OCC supports the policy for the spine road to route through for the site in the early
phases of development with potential for this to be bisected in future years.

The requirement to ensure that the development proposals are aligned and integrated
with the A40 Corridor Improvements is strongly supported.

Phasing is not addressed in any level of detail within the AAP and this will need careful
consideration as development starts to come forward, particularly in respect of
implications for the A40 and wider network.

Public Right of Way

AAP
map

The AAP map should be updated to include Footpath 206/10.

Active &
Healthy Travel

LUC Sustainability
Appraisal Report

Improving cycle and pedestrian links to Hanborough Station will be important as the
current road is unattractive and unsafe, as highlighted in para. 8.21 of the AAP. There is
an ambition to provide an off-carriageway cycle route alongside Lower Road to connect
with Hanborough Station, and the Salt Cross development will play an important role in
bringing this forward. OCC considers that the development should provide the
southernmost section of the route along the eastern edge of the Garden Village. To the
north of the development it is anticipated that the development would make a financial
contribution to the delivery of the full route by the County Council. There are some quite
significant challenges in delivering the full route in terms of engineering and land
ownership which will need to be addressed.

OCC welcomes the improvements that are proposed to Lower Road and PRoW as
identified in the Area Action Plan, Policy 14. However, the text: ‘Segregated cycle and
pedestrian provision via Lower Road to Hanborough Station shall be provided...” could
be refined to better reflect the likely delivery mechanisms.

Property
(Schools)

Policy 2 (Energy
efficiency)

46

Current school output specification requirements set benchmarks of 65 kwh/m2 for new
primary schools and 75kwh/m2 for new secondary so an increase in S106 funding, for

38/29

38/51

38/25

38/04



Team

Document Reference

Page

Comment/Suggested change in text

the secondary school, will be required if it is to be 65 kwh/m2 for secondary schools as
well.

8.18

133

The ‘school street’ proposal requires clarity and needs to fully elucidate how the proposal
will ensure that the general day to day running and management of the schools will not
be undermined or made more difficult by, for instance, restricting visitors and deliveries
to busy sites at certain times of the day along with, potentially, coaches picking up pupils.

Although paragraph 8.24 enforces the need for through-linked loops, clarity on
paragraph 8.18 is still required on how dead-ends will be avoided.

Policy 14

135

Again, clarity is required around how ‘school streets’ will work and not create problems in
the general day to day running and management of schools along with certainty that
dead ends will not be created.

Can the requirement for 1 cycle park per secondary school pupil be substantiated?
Pupils are more likely to be arriving by coach from surrounding areas and walking or
cycling if within the new development and Eynsham. Around 37% will be traveling
between 2-5miles and 32% more than 5 miles. Where is the evidence that all these
pupils will cycle?

The requirement should be based on a realistic evaluation.

Pupil Place
Planning

Table 11.1 (Education)

188

“Development at Salt Cross will increase the number of families and school age children
within Eynsham Parish. To accommodate this, a 3.01 ha site will be provided which is
large enough to cater for a 2-form entry or 3-form entry primary school. The size of the
school will be determined influenced by decisions made in respect of the West Eynsham
SDA.”

It is more accurate to say “influenced” than “determined”.

“This is likely to form a satellite facility to Bartholomew School which would then operate
on a split-site basis, subject to Regional Schools Commissioner approval. There are a

38/24
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number of options as to how this could be provided (e.g. separate sixth form, separate
upper school, or separate lower school). The decision on how to use the two sites will be
taken by the academy trust, based on educational grounds, alongside ensuring
sufficiency of school places, and may evolve over time.”

Waste Strategy

5.56 — 5.70 Towards
Zero Waste — A Circular
Economy

From
47

Oxfordshire County Council (OCC) is the Waste Disposal Authority (WDA) for the
county. We work with the Waste Collection Authorities (WCAS), the District and City
councils, through the Oxfordshire Resources and Waste Partnership and have agreed an
ambitious Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy (JMWMS) to embrace the
Circular Economy, reduce waste and increase recycling in the county.

OCC is pleased to see references to the Circular Economy in the AAP, and especially
the desire for the development to be supported by a Circular Economy Statement to
reduce the impact of building materials, both now, and throughout their life.

The AAP notes the impact that managing waste has on the environment, and to address
this we would suggest that greater consideration is given to increasing the range of
options further up the waste hierarchy. Free or very low-cost community space should
be available to host repair cafes, swap shops and refill stations. A community fridge and
larder can reduce food wastage and adequate space for a ‘library of things’ will ensure
that residents of the garden village do not have to individually own all items, but instead
can borrow ad hoc objects such as hedge trimmers and drills. Provision of public drinking
fountains would also support residents to carry and re-use water bottles rather than
purchase and then dispose of single use containers.

For around 8 years Oxfordshire has been one of the best performing counties for
recycling in England and we are keen to see our performance continue to improve. OCC
has supported local groups though our Community Action Group Project to reduce waste
and carbon since 2001. Over 70 grass roots community groups work on a wide range of
environmental topics across the county, drawing on the skills and experience of local
residents and others to improve their local environment, develop community connections
and embrace the circular economy. WODC may wish to consider how they can create
an environment that encourages the establishment of a CAG in Salt Cross.
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https://cagoxfordshire.org.uk/

The AAP mentions the effect that innovative collection systems can have on the
environmental impact of waste once generated. Underground Recycling Systems (URS)
have been specifically mentioned and a research paper prepared to examine the
potential for this system in Salt Cross.

OCC notes the impact that waste collection can have on carbon emissions and local air
guality and is keen to encourage innovations to reduce these. However, the AAP seems
to favour one potential solution (URS), and has not considered the full range of options in
development. This may limit the range of potential innovative solutions put forward by
developers.

At this time OCC do not feel that there is enough evidence to support the use of a URS
system in Salt Cross.

e The model as presented only considers the carbon impact of collection. Risks
around waste segregation and contamination have not been appraised. These
issues could have a large impact on the overall carbon impact of the solution, and
even increase the environmental impact of the waste generated, they also carry
large financial and performance risks.

e There is no appraisal of how organics (food and garden waste) will be collected in
line with the new legislation put forward in the 2018 national Resources and
Waste Strategy and subsequent consultations.

e The environmental and financial cost of underutilised vehicles and equipment has
not been considered.

e The transport modelling is overly simplistic; it is predominantly based on

predicted performance from another proposal; it is modelled under theoretical

rather than real-life conditions; appears to overstate total collection miles
attributed to both scenarios and makes no assessment of the collection of
organics in the URS scenario.

A more detailed and balanced piece of work is required to produce a robust



https://cagoxfordshire.org.uk/
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comparison of transport impacts and costs attributed to the system.

Before a final decision is made on the suitability of URS, or any other innovative
collection system, OCC would like to see evidence of the ability of the proposed
solution/technology to:

meet the legal obligations of both the Waste Collection and Waste Disposal
Authorities
manage all of the household waste currently collected at the kerbside®
help meet the targets in the JIMWMS?
Reduction
Reuse
Recycling
Diversion from landfill
0 Restriction on the level of residual waste
manage contamination/improve material quality
integrate with the current system in use in the district
allow councils to communicate easily with relevant residents
align with/adapt to the changes proposed in the national Resources and Waste
Strategy®
work in the housing mix proposed
assist in meeting carbon reduction targets

o
(o}
(o}
(0}

1 www.cherwell.gov.uk/info/10/rubbish-and-recycling
www.oxford.gov.uk/info/20004/recycling _and waste

www.southoxon.gov.uk/services-and-advice/recycling-rubbish-and-waste

www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/services-and-advice/recycling-rubbish-and-waste

www.westoxon.gov.uk/bins-and-recycling/

2 hitps://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/sites/default/files/file/waste-and-recycling/OxfordshiresResourcesandWaste Strateqy. pdf

3 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/resources-and-waste-strategy-for-england
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http://www.westoxon.gov.uk/bins-and-recycling/
https://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/sites/default/files/file/waste-and-recycling/OxfordshiresResourcesandWasteStrategy.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/resources-and-waste-strategy-for-england
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We would request that developers provide details of:
e Collection infrastructure (including installation costs and timescales)
e Collection costs (capital)
e Collection costs (revenue)
¢ How the solution/technology will be kept clean — who will do this, how often, and
what is the cost?
¢ How the solution/technology will be maintained - who will do this, how often, and
what is the cost?
e Payback periods
e Carbon impact of installation
e Carbon impact of operation
This information should be assessed by officers from both the WDA and WCA and early
engagement from developers with both teams is encouraged. Establishing a working
group involving staff from OCC, WODC and potentially other districts would be useful to
assess the evidence available. A final decision on the suitability of any proposed system
should be made by WDA/WCA waste officers in line with the ability of the system to
deliver against targets in the IMWMS.
Minerals and Figure 11.6 — lllustrative | 198 Pleased to see some Green Infrastructure as a buffer to the existing aggregates
Waste Policy Spatial Framework Plan recycling site.
Archaeology 7.147 Archaeological 124 Overall, this is very good and contains strong provisions for the protection and

Potential

enhancement of archaeological remains. The archaeological baseline has changed
somewhat since LUC produced their outline document and so we have one comment on
7.147 to update the current situation slightly.

A geophysical survey has been undertaken across the majority of the site and an
archaeological field evaluation has been undertaken across parts of the site. This
evaluation has recorded a range of archaeological deposits across the site from the
Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman periods.

38/51
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Not all areas were available for evaluation however and a further programme of
investigation will need to be undertaken to fully identify the archaeological interest within
the site.

Housing

10.23

168

Welcome the commitment to 50% “affordable” housing but we need a further
commitment to rental properties available at LHA rate or below.

10.27

169

We would like to see a higher proportion of 1 bed flats, as our single clients leaving
supported accommodation are experiencing long waits on housing registers.

10.35

170

Would like removal of the phrase “subject to viability” and higher proportion than 15% ie
50% of 30%) to be social rent

10.36

170

It is misleading to include Social and Affordable rented in the same category

10.43

171

Suggest that key workers be a ring fenced group able to buy or rent

Policy 24 Build to Rent

175

Support Build to Rent — would like key workers to be targeted

10.90

180

We welcome the inclusion of specialist housing for older people. Our modelling suggests
the need for a further 152 units of Extra Care Housing in West Oxfordshire by 2026,
dropping to 109 by 2031 anticipating the development of a further 80 units in Witney (this
assumes access from West Oxfordshire only).

Would like to see provision for younger people with physical disabilities and autism to
live in supported environments both in shared premises and single units attached to
shared premises. We estimate that approximately 4 young people per year may require
supported accommodation with adaptations for autism per year in West Oxfordshire and
8 young people in the City. We also anticipate that approximately 9 young people per
year across the City and West Oxfordshire will need properties adapted for wheelchair
use.

10.96

180

Happy to see the reference and link to Finding a Home in Oxfordshire. However please
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note requests above for essential workers to be ring fenced into other low cost housing
opportunities.

Public Health

Chapter 6. Healthy Place
Shaping

We strongly support this bold and positively prepared plan which builds on learning from
the NHS Healthy New Towns Programme and consistently integrates health and
wellbeing priorities throughout the document. Evidence and best practice are drawn
from both local and national sources to ensure that the vision, core objectives and
policies align with headline public health policies and the NPPF to create environments
that inherently promote health and wellbeing and help prevent avoidable ill health.

51

Whilst we fully support the core objectives and policies set out within the Healthy Place

Shaping section, we recommend that some of the proposed indicators are reviewed.

e ‘Food miles’ is perhaps more appropriate as a climate action measure

e The multitude of variables and confounding factors make the demonstration of links
between ‘levels/rates of long-term limiting illnesses’ and the quality of the built
environment very difficult. An alternative approach could be to develop proxy
measures that reflect core objectives to create social and inclusive environments
(that reduce the risk of loneliness). These might include those that can be attributed
to the provision of infrastructure, such as the numbers of people using co-working
hubs, meanwhile spaces and leisure/recreation facilities but also groups and actions
facilitated/set up through the community development officer.

e As suggested within the ‘Movement and Connectivity’ section, the use of innovative
technology could also be used to help measure ‘levels/rates of healthy activity’ e.g.
Vivacity Labs sensors currently being used to in Oxfordshire to measure real time
travel mode share in highway settings could also be deployed to measure the use of
green space/outdoor gyms etc. whilst also providing data about how people spatially
interact within and around such facilities.

6.68 ‘Network of multi-
functional space’

75

Social prescribing is mentioned within the context of community food growing but not
within the general use case for green infrastructure. Linking in with the ‘new models of
service delivery’ element of healthy place shaping, social prescribing could also be
highlighted within the ‘network of multi-functional space’ section e.g. to health walks and
green gyms (which were first developed in West Oxon).

38/06
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Climate Action

Chapter 5. Climate
Action

The County supports the approach by West Oxfordshire at which climate is core to the
AAP, with the aim to deliver a net-zero development as defined by the London Energy
Transformation Initiative (LETI) Climate Emergency Design Guide.

Environment
Strategy

(Ecology)

3.2 and lllustrative
Framework Plan

20/21
and
198

The scheme boundary has been extended to the north, which was raised as a significant
concern in respect of biodiversity and landscape during the previous consultation. The
areas to the north have been identified as areas of high biodiversity value, with City Farm
home to rare arable plants of European Importance and the brook providing high value
ecological habitat. This area also supports a range of other floral and faunal species,
which will be impacted by the presence of adjacent housing and active transport routes.

It is therefore unclear at this stage how this extension to the north is fully compatible with
the objectives set out in the AAP and threatens the important biodiversity interests of this
area and long-term viability of the local wildlife sites.

6.59-6.63

7374

The provision of a Country Park is welcomed; however, this will require detailed planning
to ensure it meets a range of needs. Biodiversity interests will need to be protected to
ensure recreation does not negatively impact its biodiversity enhancement function.
Zoning will be required, for example to ensure areas of highest biodiversity value have
little or no public access to prevent harm to their interest features, such as from dog
walking and trampling. Conflicts between multiple uses will need to be addressed.

7.6

85

It is understood that ecological surveys are ongoing, however it is unclear from the
document what the results of detailed ecological surveys are to date, or how they have
informed the layout proposed. The brook for example is a high value habitat, however
the plan shows built development and active travel routes adjacent to it, which appears
to be in conflict with biodiversity interests.

7.25-7.36

89-92

The importance of the site for arable flora has been acknowledged, however significant
losses will result, including species of national significance. The survival of remaining
species, including those beyond the site boundary is therefore incredibly important as is
ensuring the negative impacts of adjacent housing and recreation is prevented through
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good design.

Policy 9 Biodiversity Net | 105 We welcome the ambitious target of achieving 25% net gain in biodiversity. | question

Gain however whether given the nature of this proposed development and habitats to be
protected, enhanced and created, 30 years long-term management is sufficient and
ambitious enough.

Figure 11.6 lllustrative 198 The lllustrative Spatial Framework plan shows the brook as an ‘active travel network’ and

Spatial Framework Plan built development is shown adjacent to the brook itself. Given the known ecological
sensitivities of this brook, this is concerning from a biodiversity perspective. The negative
impacts of the built environment and increased recreational pressure here appear to
undermine the policies of the AAP in respect of environmental assets.

Policy 28 Land Uses and | 204 The aspiration set out in the AAP is for 2,200 homes and 40ha of employment space by

Layout

2031. | query how challenging it will be to achieve this level of development, whilst still
meeting all of the needs of other interests and policies provided, including biodiversity
and protection of the environment.

Environment
Strategy
(Landscape)

WODC LP2031 Policy
Map Update and, AAP
paragraph 3.2 and
lllustrative Framework
Plan

We note that the AAP boundary has been extended northwards into areas that are more
sensitive in landscape and ecological terms. We raised concerns about this in the
previous consultation, and we remain concerned that this might adversely affect the
ecological and landscape interest in this area.

Whilst we understand that the extension could assist in ensuring comprehensive
management of all sensitive areas (ie the brook and adjacent ecologically important
habitats) the inclusion within the garden village development site could also result in
these areas coming under increased pressure from housing and/or recreational uses that
are incompatible with the existing ecological interest.

This concern seems to be confirmed by the lllustrative Spatial Framework Plan (p198),
which indicates a ‘active travel network’ along the brook, and housing coming right up to
the brook. This appears to be contrary to the recommendation of the Landscape and
Visual Assessment (LUC, 2019), which judges the northern brook to be of higher
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sensitivity, and which advises against development North of City Farm.

Being mindful of the landscape sensitivities and ecological interest near the brook we are
concerned that the proposed Spatial Framework could undermine the aspirations and
objectives of the AAP with regard to protecting existing biodiversity and landscape
character.

Please see further comments about the Spatial Framework below.

6.42 - 6.48

67

We very much welcome that the AAP seeks to adopt the Building with Nature benchmark
and seeks to achieve ‘Full Award — Excellent’ accreditation.

71

We welcome the emphasis the AAP gives to Green Infrastructure and a landscape-led
approach.

6.59-6.58

72

There is increasing evidence of the impacts of housing developments on natural habitats
if these are in close proximity to each other. Care will have to be taken when planning
the Green Infrastructure network and country park for the site to ensure that nature
conservation areas are sufficiently separated from recreational open space uses and
related disturbance.

6.59-6.62

73

We welcome provision of a biodiverse Country Park and agree that it will need to be
carefully planned and managed in the long-term. The Country Park is proposed to fulfil
many functions, some of which could be in conflict with each other, e.g. the protection
and management of valuable habitats and recreational uses. Careful zoning between
different types of Gl will be required to limit adverse effects on ecologically more
sensitive areas.

The term Country Park would benefit from defining e.g. as part of a comprehensive
Green Infrastructure Strategy (as proposed in Policy 7) in order to avoid ambiguity about
what is going to be provided, and to manage expectations.

6.69 and 6.89

75

We support that Green Infrastructure should be considered at all scales. We recommend
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that green roofs and sufficient space for mature tree planting forms an integral part of the
built development. Green roofs could also offer benefits for biodiversity, recreation and
opportunities for growing food.

6.79

77

In the absence of up-to date local open space standards consideration could also be
given to Natural England’s Accessible Natural Green Space Standards (ANGSt) when
assessing the most appropriate level of informal open space provision on site. This could
be in addition to Fields in Trust Standards, latter of which focus more on formal sport and
play provision.

79

We support the requirement for a comprehensive Green Infrastructure Strategy at outline
application stage. We also fully support that such a strategy would need to outline
mechanisms of how Green Infrastructure including open space and nature reserves will
be managed in the long-term.

7.37

92

Nature Recovery Networks (NRN). We welcome that the AAP recognises the importance
of ecological networks within the site and support the work that has been done so far. It
would be good if such networks were also considered in the context to the wider Draft
NRN for Oxfordshire (https://www.wildoxfordshire.org.uk/biodiversity/draft-map-of-
oxfordshires-nature-recovery-network/), which was recently developed by Thames Valley
Environmental Record Centre (TVERC) in partnership with local nature conservation
organisations. We recommend that a reference to this ongoing work is included in the
AAP.

7.46

95

We welcome and support the ambitious target of 25% biodiversity net gain.

7.109

115

We welcome that the AAP recognises and stresses the need for sensitive lighting to
minimise light spill and glare, and to minimise impacts on the dark skies. We would urge
that this approach is not only adopted for the AAP site itself but also for connections
outside the site boundary, e.g. the walking & cycling routes such as the one to Long
Hanborough Station.

11.67

210

We support the policy for provision of supporting infrastructure. Notwithstanding that the
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Salt Cross garden village AAP is seeking to provide substantial open space within the
site, we would like to highlight that a recent survey at Tar Lakes, a public amenity site in
the Lower Windrush Valley, has shown that the majority of the estimated 75,000 visitors
live within 10km of the project area, including people from the Eynsham and Cassington
ward. With an anticipated population increase of 5,390 residents at the garden village
site it is not unreasonable to expect more people to visit the Lower Windrush Valley
despite on-site open space provision at the Salt Cross garden village site.

We therefore would like to highlight that both the Wychwood Project and the Lower
Windrush Valley Project (LWVP) are important providers for green infrastructure,
biodiversity and recreation in the area, and ask for these projects to be included in any
consideration for infrastructure investments.

Both these projects are also identified as delivery partners for biodiversity and landscape
enhancement in WODC LP Policy EH2.

lllustrative Spatial
Framework Plan

198

The lllustrative Spatial Framework Plan (p198) indicates the brook as ‘active travel
network’ and housing coming right up to the brook. This appears to be contrary to the
recommendation of the Landscape and Visual Assessment (LUC, 2019), which judges
the northern brook to be of higher sensitivity, and which advises against development
North of City Farm.

Being mindful of the landscape sensitivities and ecological interest near the brook we are
concerned that the proposed Spatial Framework could potentially undermine the
aspirations and objectives of the AAP with regard to protecting existing biodiversity and
landscape character. We would recommend that built development is moved back to
enable a natural green buffer along the brook that allows the protection of sensitive
habitats and the Local Wildlife Sites.

Policy 28

Policy 28 assumes the provision of 2,200 homes plus 40ha of employment use and
infrastructure by 2031. As mentioned previously we can see that it might be challenging
to achieve this quantum of development whilst at the same time delivering on the
aspirations for protecting and enhancing the natural environment and creating a high-
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quality leafy environment.
We recognise that the chosen wording “around 2,200 new homes” seeks to allow for
some flexibility with regard to the quantum of housing to be delivered but suggest it
should also emphasise that the quantum is subject to also satisfactorily addressing the
other objectives and criteria in this document.

Eynsham Green 85 We would welcome the use of innovative and interesting solutions for safe crossings

Infrastructure Study 6.11 across the A40 such as green bridges as outlined in the report.

IHub How will we measure 150 Range of jobs is also important, to ensure opportunities for a wide variety of potential

success? occupants. Unless there is a particular demographic being targeted to live and work
there.

9.13 152 Note that it would be sensible to aim to include space for (micro) freight consolidation
and redistribution when considering the precise mix.

9.17 153 Ideally it should also be designed to be low embodied carbon.

Policy 18 155 Supporting text to policy should reference Hanborough Station where the Transport Hub
is mentioned.

9.27 155 Suggest including micro freight consolidation (to get to zero carbon, this will almost
certainly be needed for freight, given the challenges in decarbonising large vehicles).

9.30 156 Typo — Covid-19

9.33 157 ‘Oxfordshire County Council’s innovation team hub.’

9.34 158 Refer also to allocation of space for 5G units.

May want to explicitly mention special care homes and add something to the effect of ‘as
well as use of smart technologies and sensors outside the home, such as in monitoring
transport movements of all kinds’, to ensure it's important beyond speciality housing.
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Team Document Reference Page | Comment/Suggested change in text

It may be better to have an explicit section on smart tech and sensors.

9.35 158 Typo — provides

9.36 158 It may be nice to include something here around social spaces also being used to
promote circular economy e.g. repair cafes, community fridges etc.

Policy 20 158 ‘provision of Ultrafast Fibre to the Premises (Fttp) broadband and 5G connectivity'.

9.42 160 Remove apostrophe in two references to CEPs.

9.44 160 It would be useful to provide context on how this compares to non CEPs.
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Respondent ID 39 - OxLEP
Comment ref: 39/01, 39/02

OXLEP

driving economic growth

By Email

Planning Policy

West Oxfordshire District Council
New Yatt Road

Witney, OX28 1PB

23" October 2020

To Whom It May Concern

Salt Cross Garden Village — Area Action Plan Consultation

| am delighted to confirm OxLEP’s support for the proposals for the Salt Cross Garden Village, which
West Oxfordshire District Council has set out under its Area Action Plan consultation exercise.

The proposals strongly align with our strategic economic priorities for Oxfordshire which have been
detailed in the Oxfordshire Local Industrial Strategy and supporting Oxfordshire Investment Plan, and
the Oxfordshire Energy Strategy which was launched last year.

The AAP highlights the vital importance of a net zero development which harnesses the use renewable
technology and responds positively to the climate emergency, creating a genuinely sustainable
community in West Oxfordshire and an exemplar in health place shaping and active travel options.

We are equally pleased that the AAP highlights plans for a new 40ha science and technology park as
part of the Salt Cross development. This a vital addition to the Oxfordshire Innovation Ecosystem
which will provide much needed new innovation space to meet the continued high demand from
technology and R&D based businesses from across Oxfordshire, whom are eager to remain and grow
in the County, as well UK and international companies seeking to relocate into Oxfordshire and invest
and create high quality jobs.

Salt Cross is an exciting proposition and we look forward to working with you as an active stakeholder
in bringing forward your vision.

Best Wishes

Ahmed Goga
Director of Strategy, OXLEP Ltd.

HM Government

Oxfordshire Local Enterprise Partnership (OXLEP) Ltd
Registered Office: OXLEP Ltd, First Floor, Jericho Building, City of Oxford College Campus, Oxpens
Road, Oxford, OX1 1SA
Company Registered in England and Wales: 9519056
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Name of the Document to which

this representation relates:

Representation ID 40 - Michael Parker
Comment ref: 40/01

Salt Cross Garden Village REF:
Area Action Plan
Publication Stage Representation Form (For Official Use Only)

Sait Cross Garden Viilage - Area Action Plan Consultation

Please Return to West Oxfordshire District Council by 5pm, Friday 23 October 2020

By Post: Planning Policy,

Woest Oxfordshire District Council,
Elmfield,

New Yatt Road,

Witney,
Oxon.

OX28 IPB

Or by Email: planning.policy@westoxon.gov.uk

This form has two parts-

PART A — Personal Details

PART B - Your Representation(s).
Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation you wish to make

PART A
l. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (If applicable)
Title Mr
First Name Michael
Last Name Parker
Job Title Retired NHS Princip
Organisation

Address Line |

Line 2

Line 3

Line 4

Post Code

Telephone Number

Email Address




Salt Cross Garden Village REF:

Area Action Plan

Publication Stage Representation Form [ForiBfticialliseiOnly)

PART B - Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Michae! Parker

Name or Organisation:

3. To which part of the Area Action Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph Policy Policies Map
Fact Sheet

4. Do you consider the Area Action Plan is:
4.(1) Legally Compliant Yes No D
4.(2) Sound Yes D No
4.(3) Complies withthe  Yes |:| No

Duty to co-operate
5. Please give details of why you consider the Area Action Plan is not legally compliant or is

unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the lcgal compliance or soundness of the Area Action Plan or its

compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

My concerns relate to the A4095 in Bladon.

At present lorries pass through the A4095 in Bladon from 04.00. and up to 20.00.
and sometimes later, presenting a traffic, a noise and an air pollution problem to
villagers which I consider is likely to be worsened when the Salt Cross Garden
Village project is being built and afterwards due to additional deliveries and traffic
volume using the A4095 which is a direct route to Bicester and Witney and a
bypass route to Oxford when traffic is heavy.

Bladon already has a heavy traffic load and while the plan to improve the A40 may
well help the quality of Bladon village life may be seriously adversely affected by
additional traffic likely to be generated by the Salt Cross Garden Village project.
To be specific my area of concern is about the scheme increasing:

* Traffic volume on the A4095;

* Air pollution from additional traffic (although the pollution from existing
traffic is an issue in its own right),

* Noise pollution from heavy works and other lorries passing through the

(up to and later than 20.00. and from 04.00.).

village at what | would consider unsocial times of early morning and night

40/01




Salt Cross Garden Village REF:

Area Action Plan

(For Official Use Only)

Publication Stage Representation Form

6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Area Action Plan
legally compliant or sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters you
have identified at 5 above. (Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each
modification will make the Area Action Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

A traffic calming scheme through Bladon will help Bladon villagers.

A bypass road avoiding Bladon and other village centres to divert traffic away from centres 40/01
of population in the villages would help reduce noise and air quality pollution and so t
enhance the Green credentials of the overall plan on people directly. cont.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification(s). You should
not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make submissions.

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he or she identifies for examination.



Salt Cross Garden Village REF:

Area Action Plan

(For Official Use Only)

Publication Stage Representation Form

7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the AAP, do you consider it necessary to
participate in examination hearing session(s)?
No, | do not wish to participate Yes, | wish to participate in
V in hearing session(s) hearing session(s)

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in hearing
session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm your request to participate.

8. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate in hearing session(s). You may be asked to confirm your wish to
participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination.

9. Signature| Michael Parker Date [13/10/2020




Respondent ID 41 - Nigel Pearce
Comment ref: 41/01 - 41/54

RESPONSE TO WODC’s “‘SALT CROSS AREA ACTION PLAN:
PRE-SUBMISSION DRAFT’

From Nigel Pearce, _, 27 September 2020

Introduction

WODC'’s Area Action Plan (AAP) has many policies, guidelines, commitments and
aspirations that are very welcome. The enthusiasm evident in the document to build
a high-quality innovative development is encouraging, even if it is partly driven by a
guilty conscience (one hopes) at having chosen an inappropriate site without
consulting the people of Eynsham parish first. Ever since then, it has been a question
of damage limitation as much as creation of an ‘exemplar’ new settlement.

It is ironic that the government’s recent Planning White Paper has seen fit, at the mere
stroke of pen, to abolish the Duty to Cooperate, which led to the demand that
Oxford’s neighbouring District Councils should meet the City’s “unmet housing
need’ (since shown to be substantially exaggerated). This was the demand, along
with landowner pressure, that became a justification for the ‘garden village’, and for
the Strategic Development Area (SDA) in West Eynsham.

Detailed comments

Paragraph 1.1

Regarding the ‘campus style” science park, what happened to Professor Westaby’s
imaginative proposal for a Centre for Rehabilitation, which would fit in well with
affordable on-site housing for key workers? Is there some reason why this was not
followed up? It would have been (and still could be?) an employment and
medical/technological opportunity setting it genuinely apart from other science
parks in and around Oxford, and putting West Oxfordshire on the map as a leading
area in recovery and rehabilitation healthcare (even more so post-Covid).

Paragraph 3.3

You say: “There is some evidence of previous mineral working in parts of the site.”
This is a misleadingly vague sentence. You know for sure that there has been mineral
working and landfill on the site, and make this clear in paragraphs 7.116ff. Are you
rather coy about it here because you failed to mention it in your Expression of
Interest? Landfill is just one of several damage limitation issues needing attention.
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Paragraph 3.13

Skylarks also nest in fields within the site, not just to the north of it. They don’t know
about their impending eviction; nor do the yellowhammers (both on the Red List).

Paragraph 3.20, sixth bullet

Among the “key considerations that need to be robustly addressed to make the
garden village a success” is the “Importance . . . of high quality agricultural land”,
which makes up 30% of the area of the site east of Cuckoo Lane. Since much or most
of this is going to be permanently lost to development, and what’s left won’t be used
for non-intensive agriculture, it’s hard to see how you are going to address this issue
robustly. It was ignored in the Expression of Interest and robustly misrepresented in
Enfusion’s lamentable ‘Sustainability Appraisal Addendum Report: Non-Technical
Summary’.

Paragraph 4.2

The garden village needs to “ensure positive gains are also secured for nearby
Eynsham, such as improved access to the countryside . ..” The garden village will
push the countryside to the north further away from Eynsham residents, and they
will have to cross more roads and built up areas to reach it (although the underpass,
if it happens, will be a help). A number of informal footpaths and, it seems from your
and Grosvenor’s maps, a Public Right of Way will be lost to Eynsham residents, who
will be further blocked off to the north during ten years or more of construction. The
western extension of the village (SDA) will have a similar effect. You should stop
repeating this misleading claim. Please delete it.

Paragraph 6.6, fifth bullet

Air quality in the garden village is not going to be helped by having a stop-start
spine road running through the middle of it, producing NOx and particulate
emissions. The A40, Cuckoo Lane and Lower Road will also be busier and producing
more air pollution than they do now.

Paragraph 6.6, seventh and eighth bullets

You say: “Indices of deprivation for the Eynsham area are at a higher rate than West
Oxfordshire as a whole.” A cynic might ask whether the comparative deprivation of
the Eynsham area was one reason why the problems for the Local Plan posed by the
tirst Planning Inspector and Oxford’s “‘unmet housing need” were dumped, along
with the Park & Ride and a possible new quarry, on residents who were less likely to
have the influence and connections to mount a successful challenge.

20f 12

41/04

41/05

41/06

41/07

41/08



The low economic inactivity and unemployment rates in West Oxfordshire (pre-
Covid) referred to in the eighth bullet suggest that the aim of 3,200 new homes in
Eynsham parish was largely to attract migrants into the area, mainly from London
and the South East as well as Oxford itself, thereby keeping house prices high, when
indices of deprivation demand affordable housing for existing locals. A 50% target
for affordable housing is commendable, but will they be for local people only, and to
what extent will “viability considerations” chip away at the target?

Policy 5

This policy mentions “worship” as part of “social community infrastructure”, and

the word “worship” is mentioned four times, along with further consultation with

faith groups. It would be a good idea to have a building/meeting place that is 41/09
dedicated solely to worship and secular meditation, so that it maintains an aura of

peace and tranquillity. It could be shared by different Christian denominations

(Sunday and a weekday perhaps), Muslims (Friday), Jews (Saturday), Hindus, and

secular meditation groups. It should not have to accommodate other meetings and

activities.

Paragraph 6.52

The Green Infrastructure’s “corridors, connections and linkages” seem to have a
large number of roads interrupting them. Can you reduce the number, since each 41/10
one will impoverish the corridors, making them less nature- and human-friendly?

Paragraph 6.55

I agree that there is “considerable potential for new woodland creation . . . to help

buffer the A40 and aggregate recycling plant site”. It's ironic that you are only 41/11
showing concern about the latter now, having failed to mention its existence in your
Expression of Interest. Have you considered discussing with O’'Malley how the field

north of the site, which is part of their land, could be kept as a wildflower resource?

Paragraph 6.58

Main nature reserves around City Farm, its setting and the brook is a good idea. 41/12

Paragraphs 6.76 and 6.80

“. .. there should be as much advance planting as possible”. I agree. For example, a

. . . . , . . 41/13
trick will be missed if you don’t succeed in planting out a band of trees and scrub 41/14
linking Millennium/Eynsham Wood to Vincent's Wood (see paragraph 7.60).
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If you do plant as much as possible in advance, you won’t have to leave “the full
extent of the green infrastructure network” to “subsequent reserved matters
applications”. Set the agenda for this now and create facts on the ground. You know
that reserved matters will inevitably try to reduce the amount of GI, badly damaging
its connectivity through irruptions by the built environment.

Page 84

One of the measures of success for biodiversity is “The number of off-site farmland
birds”. Yes, because there won’t be any left on the site itself.

GV16: You seem to have forgotten the probable Roman site near the A40.

Paragraph 7.4
You say: “Within the site itself there are some pockets of high grade agricultural
land.” The notable proportion of Grade 2/3a land, most of it contiguous, represents

far more than “some pockets”. You continue to be less than honest about this.

Paragraph 7.5

“All the native hedgerows on site qualify as priority habitat.” So why are Grosvenor
planning to remove 15% of it, enough to stretch in a straight unbroken line from
Millennium/Eynsham Wood to Church Hanborough? Much of the loss will be in the
top two categories by value. How can this be justified, and how can it be avoided?

In a response dated 25 September 2020 to a petition about hedgerows, the
government wrote:

“Legal protection for hedgerows is provided by the Hedgerows Regulations 1997.
These regulations prohibit the removal of most or parts of countryside hedgerows
without first seeking approval from the local authority, which is required to decide
whether a hedgerow is important because of its wildlife, landscape, historical (more
than 30 years old) or archaeological value and as such should not be removed [my italics].”

Are WODC and the developers going to abide by these Regulations or are they, like
Brandon Lewis, going to break the law “in a very specific and limited way”.

Paragraph 7.6

“The farm buildings also have potential for use by roosting bats and nesting birds.”
Another understatement; it is not just “potential”. Open-sided barns at City Farm,
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for example, are used each year by swallows, for which the surrounding fields are
vital foraging areas. Bats fly into some of our houses quite often.

Paragraph 7.27

Regarding the proposed Nature Recovery Network and how the garden village will
(not “would”) affect its integrity and reduce the land available for it, one idea might
be to have a green bridge over Lower Road, where the Saxon Way crosses it
eastwards towards Eynsham Mill. As Natural England said in 2015, “bridges built
across roads and railways to allow wildlife movement can stop species from
becoming isolated and reduce the number of traffic accidents.” Certainly roadkill on
Lower Road seems to have reduced the local deer population and its genetic pool
since we have been here.

A green bridge over Lower Road for pedestrians, cyclists, horses and wildlife might
make more sense than one over the A40 because it need not accommodate high-
sided vehicles and double-decker buses. There is already a height limit because of
the railway bridge at the northern end. It would be costly, of course, but if all the
encouraging words on biodiversity in the AAP are to be believed, this is the kind of
compensatory measure that needs to be incorporated into the garden village. It
would immediately further open green access to the east for local residents.

Paragraphs 7.31ff

The arable wildflower mitigation and compensation strategy looks promising. What
a shame you did not bother to find out about this rare resource when you submitted
your Expression of Interest. Perhaps the site wouldn’t have been chosen . . .

Figure 7.3

The Public Right of Way from the A40 past New Wintles Farm has been obliterated
in this and other maps. Is that legal? Have the County Council agreed?

Paragraphs 7.7, 7.134, 7.145, 7.147 (and GV 16)

Tilgarsley is mentioned 15 times in the AAP, but in the above paragraphs (and
policy) it is referred to as a “suspected” site, “suggested” or “possible”. This is yet
another instance of understatement. There is now no doubt that the site is Tilgarsley
and has been positively identified as such by the County archaeologist Hugh
Coddington. Nor is there any doubt that it was depopulated by the Black Death in
the 14th century as historian of the period Philip Zeigler pointed out many years ago
(The Black Death, p.117). As he remarked, unlike most 'Deserted Medieval Villages'
(DMVs) which experienced gradual decline over many years, sometimes centuries,
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Tilgarsley is almost unique in the country in being completely deserted almost
overnight, as the Eynsham Cartulary makes clear, and left virtually untouched ever
since. As such, it provides a very rare time capsule of life in the early 14th century
and it and its setting need to be carefully protected and examined.

Paragraph 7.41

Great crested newts were found in two ponds at City Farm, not one.

Paragraph 7.53

“Specialist wardens and/or rangers must be incorporated” into the Biodiversity Net
Gain Strategy. Yes, a very good idea. Who will pay for them? Or will you rely on,
and train, volunteers?

Paragraph 7.58

An interesting oblique admission that the garden village will be a “suburban
environment”, thus contravening garden village principles. This paragraph hints at
rowing back from commitments being expressed elsewhere in the AAP.

Paragraph 7.64

Buildings inspired by nature: “hospitals are now being designed where patients
recover faster.” Another argument in favour of Professor Westaby’s Centre for
Rehabilitation.

Paragraph 7.65

This is an excellent list of biodiversity measures, but they should be “compulsory”,
not “considered”.

Figure 7.6

Area B as an offsetting site would presumably become unviable in the event of the
County Council choosing to develop a new quarry (5G20b) in the middle of it.

Paragraph 7.89 and Figure 7.7

You say: “The garden village will need to be sequentially designed to avoid areas of
high flood risk from all potential sources of flooding.” Figure 7.7 (aka Figure 11.3)
shows quite clearly how risky it is to place residential development in substantial
sections of the low-lying east of the site; and yet this what both Grosvenor and
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WODC are proposing. Even if the housing is accompanied by SuDS, it indicates a
departure from sequential design.

The flood risk in the east of the site has been consistently downplayed from the very
start, an example of what Kate Raworth in Doughnut Economics has described as “risk
bias — underestimating the likelihood of extreme events, while overestimating our
ability to cope with them”. This bias is equally evident in the approach to drought
conditions in an area that WODC acknowledges to be subject to “serious water
stress” with a “high and growing demand for water” (paragraph 7.80).

Paragraphs 7.119ff

The disconnect between what is written here about soil and best and most versatile
agricultural land on the one hand, and the reality in Grosvenor’s and WODC’s maps
on the other, is stark and reveals an inadequate response to another damage

41/36

limitation issue.

Paragraph 7.144

You say: “As the agricultural and rural settings of Eynsham Hall and Church
Hanborough Conservation Area contribute to their heritage significance, any future
potential expansion of the garden village would need to be carefully considered.”

41/37

This unassuming little paragraph is the most disturbing sentence in the AAP.

Is there some hidden agenda of substantial expansion being hinted at here? Was this
what lay behind the map on page 8 of the Expression of Interest, which showed an
area of 320 hectares, rather than 215? Is there a secretive long-term plan for Pye
Homes'’ five garden villages between the A40 and A4095, for example? Why else
would the agricultural and rural settings of Eynsham Hall and Church Hanborough
Conservation Area need to be considered? Is this a nod to the Planning White Paper,
to allow all the land between Eynsham, Freeland, Barnard Gate and Long
Hanborough to be a Growth area with automatic planning permission for new estates
and other types of built environment? Is it just a careless piece of writing, or are you
under pressure from developers, landowners, and central government to make all
this land available for development?

Expanding north or west would wreck the Nature Recovery Network; ruin all the
garden village’s carefully planned wildlife and habitat mitigation, enhancement and
connectivity; destroy more valuable farmland; overload local roads and facilities, not
least sewerage; increase air, noise and light pollution, flood risk and water stress;
risk intensifying global warming; create decades of construction misery for local
residents; and make a mockery of the whole ‘garden village” project by creating a
monster of suburban sprawl.
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If this “potential expansion” is already in the pipeline, then all the fine words in the
AAP about greater countryside access, biodiversity net gain, careful soil
management, etc., are a waste of space, time and effort, and no more than
meaningless platitudes to pacify the natives in the short term.

So what exactly are you saying in paragraph 7.144? Spell it out.

Paragraph 8.2

You say that the containment of trips within the garden village “will in turn

minimise the number of vehicles using the external road network, including the 41/38
A40”. Hardly. The most it can hope to do is reduce the number of inevitable

additional vehicle trips outside the garden village. Please be realistic in your claims.

Paragraph 8.4

Future proposals to discourage car use along the A40 could be effective, but they

take little account of commercial traffic — lorries and vans — or where it’s going. In 41/39
my once weekly journey on the A40 from Eynsham roundabout to and from the

second Witney turn-off at the same time of day on a Thursday — a journey that lasts

about 8-10 minutes — I have been counting the number of commercial vehicles going

the other way. In the past few months the number has risen from around 40 to 70-80,

or roughly one every 6-8 seconds. The increasing switch from traditional retail

shopping to online purchases will accentuate this trend, as will the large number of

new homes and businesses along the A40 corridor.

At the same time, road ‘improvements’ such as dualling have always resulted in an
increase rather than decrease in traffic. One of the measures of success on page 127 is
“traffic speeds”. If this is for cars and commercial vehicles — as well as for buses — it
is a questionable measure of success, because it will encourage greater car, van and
lorry traffic, resulting before long in similar or worse levels of congestion and
pollution.

Figure 8.1

So long as there is an uninterrupted spine road through the garden village, no matter

how discouragingly designed, it will always be attractive as a rat run when 41/40
congestion in the bottleneck between Eynsham and Salt Cross brings traffic to a

standstill, as it increasingly will. As for minimising rat running along Cuckoo Lane,

that is an equally lost cause.
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Paragraph 8.12, fourth bullet

“The need for new road connections to cross existing Rights of Way must be
minimised.” Yes indeed, but easier said than done. And one Right of Way in the east
of the site is going to be completely lost, it seems.

Paragraph 8.20

The three new signalised crossings “within the vicinity of the Garden Village” are
not going to help the Eynsham bottleneck; and “uncontrolled” crossings at
Cassington are surely inadequate.

Paragraph 8.24

Since “schools shall be on a through-linked loop to prevent the need for vehicles to
turn round”, you seem to be still expecting a significant amount of vehicle travel to
the schools. Driving there from southern Eynsham or further south (Sutton and
Stanton Harcourt?) looks like a tortuous and frustrating journey, particularly along
the short stretch of the A40. No matter, the residential spine road through the SDA
will be available. Another rat run.

Page 135

Still going for a “spine road”, it seems, which will inevitably sever and divide the
garden village — to such an extent that “adequate crossing points for pedestrians and
cyclists must be provided”. As I said when I wrote to you in July, “it is clear that the
garden village is being constructed either side of a major thoroughfare from the A40
to Lower Road, which will cut through the Salt Way, Saxon Way, and another
PRoW, severely undermining the focus, rationale and attractiveness of ‘Salt Cross’.”

Page 137

“The speed limit along the A40 in the vicinity of Eynsham will be reduced from the
National Speed Limit to a maximum of 50 mph.” This is inadequate. It should be
reduced for this stretch of road to at least 40 mph and preferably 30 mph. Three
roundabouts, three signalised crossings, other junctions (still open?) at Witney Road,
Cuckoo Lane and the garage, bus stops and two bus lanes: 50 mph is madness.

Page 139

“Land will be safeguarded along the southern boundary of the Garden Village to
support widening of the A40 to accommodate bus lanes [now in both directions] and
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shared foot/cycle paths.” What will happen to the garage and Tesco? How much
buffering and new planting will be necessary, and is this being properly catered for?

Paragraph 8.60

Do you truly believe that the spine road will ever be bisected? If so, why not bisect it
from the start, except for access to buses, cyclists, pedestrians, and mobility and
emergency vehicles? (According to Stagecoach, the 51, S2 and S7 will not be going
through the garden village, and a bus service to Hanborough Station makes more
commercial sense via Cuckoo Lane, Freeland and Long Hanborough than via Lower
Road. So bus access, too, may not be necessary.)

41/46

Page 147

If you are going to have vehicular access to the schools from a new A40 roundabout

via Cuckoo Lane (and skirting the technology hub and science park), how will a

“change in priority” in Cuckoo Lane deter through traffic from using this road 41/47
through Freeland village, particularly if that is the route that people from Freeland

and beyond will use to get to the Park & Ride via the new Western Development
Roundabout? I may not be able to understand what’s going on here, but it seems to

be not entirely thought through.

Page 148

“Planning for development will only be granted where the Council is satisfied that
the impact on the local and strategic road network and density of the development
would be acceptable and does not compromise the delivery and benefits of the A40
corridor improvements.” The trouble with this sentence is that the full impact will
only be known when the development is finished, when it will be too late to do
much if anything about it. And who decides on acceptability: the Councils or the
local residents who will suffer the consequences?

Are the two bus lanes now going to be built at the same time?

Paragraphs 10.23ff

When it comes to housing provision, it is depressing how often “viability 41/48
considerations” are mentioned.

Page 181 (photograph)

Biodiversity provision is spread a bit thin in Marmalade Lane. 41/49
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Figure 11.6

What exactly is the status of this map, and indeed other maps in the AAP? Is the
layout in 11.6 going to prevail over Grosvenor’s submitted masterplan? Has all
Grosvenor’s work been a waste of time?

Figure 11.6 is less puzzling than its previous incarnation, but still leaves questions
unanswered that probably should be answered at this stage. For example:

e What is happening to David Carrington’s greenfield land?

e Why is O'Malley’s field north of the aggregate recycling facility included?

e Why are you insisting on having houses between that industrial facility and a
high risk flood area?

e  Why have you got the spine road crossing over a small lake?

e Why has a Public Right of Way been removed between Eynsham and City
Farm via New Wintles Farm?

e Why does the Salt Way have a big gap in it where the primary school is?

e Are all the homes going to be genuinely affordable, as suggested by the colour
on the map, and will they all have gardens?

e How many of the many green “active travel” routes within the site will be
closed to cars and other vehicles?

Paragraph 11.37

Regarding the Lowland Hub: I am no hydrologist, but I am not sure that the “natural
wetlands” will work in drought conditions in a warming climate. They could be dry
for long periods, and then fill up quickly (and overflow?) in extreme rain events.

Page 204

Any re-location of primary health care facilities from Eynsham to the garden village
will be extremely inconvenient for Eynsham residents and will encourage car use.

Section 12: Delivery and Monitoring Framework

As a general point, the measures of success are not always sufficiently quantified
(some policies do this better than others). I don’t mean targets; just more of an idea
of different levels of success (or failure).

Page 219 — Climate Action

The Defra/Natural England Eco-metric might sit better in the Biodiversity section?
Either way, it would be useful to repeat the 25% biodiversity net gain as the measure
of success.
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Page 223 — Green Infrastructure

How much, and how many different types of, green space would be an acceptable
level of success? And how many “mini” nature reserves: two or ten, for example?
Would two be disappointing (a failure) and ten more than originally hoped for?

Page 225 — Biodiversity Net Gain
It might be helpful to add both the Environment Bill’s 10% and WODC’s excellent
25% net gain measure here.

How much new habitat constitutes a mild, broadly hoped for, or exceeded measure
of success? Likewise, how many off-site farmland birds, and will this number be
measured against the number of farmland birds driven out of the site itself?

Page 226 — Water Environment
Presumably any incidences of flooding onsite or adjoining the site will be logged as a
comparative failure, depending on the extent of the flooding and damage caused?

Page 229 — Movement and Connectivity

“Traftfic speeds” is a problematic measure of success. Do you mean the time it takes
to get into Oxford by bus, for example? If cars, vans and lorries are going faster, they
will be using up more energy. If vehicle speeds increase initially, will that quickly
lead to more congestion?

Page 234 — Housing Delivery

Presumably, as you have set a target, anything less than 50% affordable homes will
be regarded as a comparative failure? And what do you mean by “genuinely”
affordable? Would a measure of success be 20%, 30% or 50% of market rates?

Page 239 — Land Uses and Layout

Completion and operation of the Park & Ride can hardly be a measure of success in
itself. It may have a negligible or no effect on congestion and journey times on the
A40 for cars, vans and lorries. Buses will presumably do a bit better, but that’s
because of the bus lanes.

PS. A suggestion

The proposed site for the garden village is a very windy part of the world. Why not
include a traditional vernacular windmill as a landmark for the village (there is one
in North Leigh)? Since it would generate some noise, a good place for it would be on
Lower Road, next to Grosvenor’s cricket pavilion in the field north of O’'Malley’s
access road. This is an unsuitable area for houses, but a windmill could be raised
above flood risk level and could partly power the pavilion or O’Malley’s operation.

12 of 12
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Salt Cross Garden Village Area Action Plan - Pre-submission Draft (Reg 19),
representation on behalf of Grosvenor.

1. Prior + Partners write on behalf of Grosvenor Developments Ltd (Grosvenor) with regard
to the Salt Cross Garden Village Area Action Plan (AAP) - Pre-submission (Reg 19) Draft
currently under consultation. Grosvenor has been previously represented in this regard
by AECOM, although the technical team (including the planning lead) who have
supported this representation (including Stantec, Terence O'Rourke and Savills) has
remained consistent.

2. Grosvenor represents a consortium of landowners that controls the majority of the
Oxfordshire Cotswolds Garden Village ‘Strategic Location for Growth’ (SLG) and
submitted an Outline Planning Application (OPA) for the Salt Cross Garden Village in July
2020, previously named Oxfordshire Garden Village. This is available on the WODC
Planning Portal under reference 20/01734/0OUT. Since its involvement began in 2016,
Grosvenor has worked collaboratively on the OPA with West Oxfordshire District Council
(WODC), Oxfordshire County Council (OCC) and other stakeholders, including the local
community, to ensure that the OPA for the Salt Cross Garden Village is consented and
delivered consistently with the Local Plan aims and objectives in order to meet local
need.

3. Inits current form, Grosvenor identifies that in its view the pre-submission draft is not
sound, positively prepared, justified, effective, or ultimately supported by a sufficient
evidence base to form part of the Development Plan.

4. The AAP as presented has a fundamental flaw in that it is not backed up with evidence to
identify that the Garden Village and AAP objectives are viable and deliverable at this
stage. The AAP unjustifiably increases obligations with regard to a number of issues
across the board to such a degree that it renders the Garden Village undeliverable and
undermines delivery of homes and substantial other public benefits. Grosvenor has
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consistently raised these points in past representations and pre-application discussions
with a number of officers and these concerns have not been taken on board.

5. We therefore formally request that Grosvenor's recommendations (outlined below) are
taken into account in the submission to the Secretary of State and hereby formally
request that Grosvenor is invited to participate in all examination hearing sessions.

6. Inthe main body of this representation we have set out Grosvenor’s overarching
objections to the AAP. In the appendix we outline a series of objections (to the AAP’s
current form) and amendments suggested to make the plan more likely of being found
sound. These amendments can help the identified issues to be satisfactorily addressed in
a straightforward manner.

7. The OPA and draft AAP have a significant number of shared ambitions although in some
respects these have been refined in the OPA to meet the aspirations for Salt Cross but in
a way that is thoroughly evidenced, balanced and deliverable. As you are aware,
Grosvenor has provided sufficient evidence and site understanding as part of the OPA to
justify its positive determination and is being unduly held by delays in the production,
examination and adoption of the AAP. There has been strong interest from both
commercial and residential development partners and occupiers. Grosvenor believes
that the best way to accommodate these parties and minimise timescale risk is to
continue to work within the OPA framework in order to move quickly (in 2021) to the
delivery phase.

42/01
cont.

8. The direction of travel of the Planning White Paper is clear on this aspect and the desire
to ensure that the production of subsequent additional policy should not delay the
delivery of housing already allocated to meet West Oxfordshire and Oxford’s unmet need
following the Local Plan being found sound in 2018. The estimated delivery of identified
need to be met by the Garden Village is currently proposed (by the AAP) to be met
beyond the Local Plan period. WODC is in receipt of an application which meets
objective of Local Plan, is deliverable, addresses wider issues from enabling
infrastructure and could accommodate potential occupiers on site. The AAP as drafted
risks delay to delivery on site.

Q. The AAP, through the level of prescription, will have a role in informing elements of the
detailed design of Reserved Matters Applications, although it is not required to be
adopted ahead of the determination of the OPA given the established principle of
development of this type in this location. Through additional supporting work and by
revising the draft AAP to add suitable flexibility to the drafted polices, West Oxfordshire
could allow for effective application of the policies which would allow alternative
solutions to be brought forward over the plan period (to 2031) whilst recognising a
preferred strategy at this point of time that is thoroughly evidenced, deliverable and
viable.
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Overall viability

10.

11

12.

13.

14.

Paragraph 1.6 outlines the evidence base which has informed the draft AAP, with the
notable absence of any reference to viability work. As the draft AAP goes beyond the
standards established in the Local Plan in nearly every respect (affordable housing,
energy requirements, biodiversity, transport strategy, including impact on commerciality
of reduce car parking and extensive financial contributions to wider mitigation) it is not
appropriately covered by the Local Plan viability work. There are little or no costs in the
draft AAP or supporting evidence base.

. The Reg 19 AAP is therefore not justified and not effective as it is not based on

proportionate evidence and is not proven to be deliverable.

Through the production of the OPA proposals Grosvenor has been clear to officers that
all of the items listed in the draft AAP are unable to be provided by the development
alone, yet little alternative funding arrangements have been identified or suitable
alternatives considered.

As we have stated in our representations previously and in response to the CIL Draft
Charging Schedule, the significant infrastructure required to deliver the Garden Village is
such that it is critical that this infrastructure is accounted for so it can be included with
the Garden Village proposals. The work to support a draft CIL charging schedule,
recently out for consultation, includes assumptions for typical section 106 agreements
based on the Council’s evidence base provided and concludes that “the Strategic Site
test results all indicate marginal negative viability due to the significant site opening up
costs and the site specific S106 infrastructure contribution requirements”. The CIL
evidence base, prepared by the Council’s consultants using Local Plan polices (i.e. not
those in the draft AAP which significantly extend requirements and standards) identify
that the project has a negative marginal viability of over £19,000,000.

Despite numerous requests, since January 2020, Grosvenor has not been provided with
a draft Section 106 list and little progress made on a site-specific solution that balances
priorities. The OPA’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP, written in response to the
Eynsham IDP which supports the AAP) outlines the project commitments, which reflect
those made in our engagement activities. Paragraph 11.75 of the draft AAP states that
“having regard to the Eynsham Area IDP and any site-specific IDP prepared in support of
an outline planning application, the Council will work in partnership with the site
promoter, Oxfordshire County Council and the local community through Eynsham Parish
Council to discuss and agree an appropriate and viable infrastructure package for Salt
Cross”. The final list of sought infrastructure and associated costs will be critical as there
are a significant amount of unclear positions within the draft AAP regarding financial
contributions or the cost of infrastructure sought. In the absence of viability work no
priorities have been identified and there are disparate items outlined as ‘to be
considered’. As an example, a £4.2 million Underground refuse system is identified in the
AAP evidence base which is then referenced in the draft policy. It is not clear if this a
requirement of the development or that this additional cost has been considered in the
AAP viability work.
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15. As part of the support to WODC and as an input to CIL work, Grosvenor has provided
interim cost estimates on required infrastructure and repeatedly highlighted the already
challenging scale of infrastructure to meet the AAP aspirations. Therefore, Grosvenor
thinks that the additional costs that are not justified will further exacerbate the current
viability position.

AAP Boundary

16. The AAP includes a confirmed boundary in Figure 3.2 and amendment to West
Oxfordshire Local Plan policies map. The OPA red line is entirely within this boundary,
with Appendix 2 including the red and blue line for this application. 42/03

17. At previous stages of plan making and as an applicant (as part of the Local Plan and
Sustainability Assessment process, the EIA scoping and the consultation events)
Grosvenor has been clear that it does not control all of the land within the proposed AAP
boundary and has brought forward OPA proposals on land solely within its control. The
OPA is clear that it can meet the quantum of residential development and a clear
majority of the employment area outlined in the Local Plan. The OPA has been designed
to not prejudice further development on the remainder of this allocation, whether in
Grosvenor’s control or outside, if this is brought forward in the future.

18. In relation to land within Grosvenor’s control but outside the OPA, Grosvenor is
concerned with the specific provision in the Illustrative Spatial Framework (and Policy 28)
relating to the need and location of a “continuous”... “Country Park” on the northern
fringe, being not evidenced as deliverable and viable as covered below and addressed in
Appendix 1.

Housing delivery, mix and apportionment

19. Ongoing work from Grosvenor’s consultant Savills has helped inform discussions
regarding market housing and affordable housing on site as part of the overall viability 42/102
work supporting the OPA but also in response to the Affordable Housing SPD, recently
out for consultation to which the Grosvenor position has been outlined. As a result,
Grosvenor support the clarification in Policy 23 that “This is an indicative guide only and
in determining proposals, the Council will take into account other relevant factors .... and
market evidence of demand at the time of application”.

20. Building on the pre-and post-submission working with WODC's officer team, the Section
106 agreement for the OPA will outline the affordable housing contributions as part of
the development. These discussions are referenced in the WODC affordable housing
team’s initial response to the submitted outline planning application, which also outlines
the need to include consideration of the wider viability work to help “agree the
affordable housing percentage, tenure mix and dwelling mix”.

21. The indicative size mix for affordable housing appears to reflect the SHMA which was
dated 2014 and may not consider current demand due to changes in welfare reforms.
Prior + Partners Limited
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22.

Furthermore, the dwelling size mix is not reflective of the waiting list which provides
more up to date evidence, or further consideration of ‘First Homes’ as recently consulted
upon by the Government. The choice-based lettings evidence clearly shows that 85% of
affordable housing should be 1 & 2 bed, not 65% as per the proposed split. This is
further confirmed in the last 3 years waiting lists which all show the same data (over 85%
needing 1 & 2 bed homes). As a result, the appropriate flexibility in this policy is essential
to ensuring that the most appropriate solutions remain available in the determination of
any planning application within the AAP boundary.

Given the relationship between the Salt Cross Garden Village and its identification to

meet Oxford City’s unmet need during the preparation of the West Oxfordshire Local 42/105
Plan, it would be appropriate for the Memorandum of Understanding (referenced in

Paragraph 10.45) to be signed between the two authorities ahead of submission to

ensure that the AAP is positively prepared.

Biodiversity Net Gain

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

The 25% Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) target is not justified by the evidence contained
within or prepared to support the AAP. The AAP makes reference in paragraph 7.47 to
supporting evidence prepared for Natural England which suggests that a 20% BNG “is
not expected to affect the financial viability of housing developments” and then further
adds an additional 5% gain based on the ambition for a landscape-led Garden Village
development. While the AAP includes a focus for on-site mitigation, the increase in
targeted BNG inevitably results in a reliance on offsite mitigation proposals given the
high baseline of the site. This is contrary to the principal objectives of the policy and
could result in additional contributions, potentially unrelated to the Garden Village.

42/35

The AAP hypothetical example within paragraph 7.74 identifies that the uplift from
(emerging) national policy of 10% to 25% BNG would add a cost of £1.7m, over and
above the already significant cost required to provide gain on site.

The Salt Cross Garden Village Site has a high baseline of biodiversity units and this
should be an important consideration in the assessment of BNG outcomes realistically
achievable and referred to in the AAP. A more nuanced qualitative and quantitative
assessment, based on site-specific characteristics, should be adopted when assessing
proposals as an alternative to the unjustified 25% biodiversity target.

In light of the quantum of development identified within Local Plan and reiterated in the
AAP, to be effective and justified the BNG outcomes should be looked at with regard to
the tailored evidence prepared for the site which already achieved a biodiversity net gain
through the OPA proposals (in line with current national policy).

The 25% required is far in excess of the 10% BNG as the emerging national target and
does not consider the site characteristics, with the evidence base being based on high
level preliminary ecological appraisal only (compared with the site specific surveys
completed by Grosvenor and shared with WODC), and the level of baseline biodiversity
units. The costs associated with this uplift (either as biodiversity credits, on-site
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enhancement or off-site mitigation) and deliverability (full costs, land availability and
third-party landowner co-operation) associated with the uplifted AAP target are not
established at this time. Suggested amendments to allow for a site-specific response are
included in Appendix 1.

Green Infrastructure

28. The OPA provides for approximately 60 hectares of public open space and green and
blue infrastructure as outlined on the Landscape Parameter Plan. However, Grosvenor is
concerned with some elements of the Green Infrastructure (Gl) policies within the AAP.

29. The need for a Country Park is not demonstrated at the Garden Village or sub-area.

30. The AAP outlines in paragraph 6.79 that up to date assessments of need are ongoing and
have not informed the quantitative requirements outlined in Table 6.1 of the AAP (of a
total 39.89 ha).

31. Furthermore, there are inconsistencies between the Gl totals in Table 6.1 and other
requirements in the same sentence in Policy 7 when applied to Salt Cross.

32. When the Eynsham IDP attempted to identify minimum quantitative standards ahead of
ongoing work to identify site specific requirements, the approach to increase the
standards above the Fields in Trust standards appears arbitrary and the required 31%
increase is compared to a small selection of case studies, of which only two schemes (not
standards) are from neighbouring authorities, and appears based on Welwyn Garden City
only. Furthermore, the exercise was identified to represent “generous provision for
exemplar new development”, with the minimum requirements in excess of this included
in the AAP not evidenced as fairly and reasonable related to the development. There is
no evidence of how the three reasons identified in paragraph 5.4.39 of the Eynsham IDP
to “exercise caution in applying the figures” are addressed and the uplift from the
evidence base completed to support the Local Plan and the allocation of the Garden
Village is not explained.

33. It is useful in paragraph 6.80 for the draft AAP to recognise that “the full extent of the
green infrastructure network will only be confirmed through subsequent reserved
matters applications”. At this stage of plan making it is also not clear why Table 11.1 of
the AAP excludes some open space uses which form part of the overall multifunctional
Gl network, notably incidental open space. The AAP should identify and take into
account the management and maintenance costs associated with the additional Green
Infrastructure, notably the specifically referenced Country Park (subject to the paragraph
above regarding lack of evidence to support this requirement) over a 30-year period to
consider as part of viability.

34. Rather that the series of different green infrastructure strategies referenced in the AAP
(outlined in detail in Appendix 1) it is suggested that management arrangements should
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be enforced through a conditioned Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP)
as suggested by the OPA to maintain the net gain currently achieved on site.

Climate change, carbon reduction and fabric energy efficiency

35. There are many cross dependencies in national regulation when considering the
transition to net zero carbon. In particular, how the energy sector is regulated and the
role of OFGEM in the UK transition to net zero carbon for power generation, supply,
infrastructure and retail. It is noted that the AAP evidence base did not review these
wider national policy and regulatory frameworks relating to the energy sector, buildings,
climate change and issues considering net zero carbon.

42/04

36. The ability for an AAP to set visions and policy which rely on action beyond the control of
the local authority or site developer, without making consideration on how this can be
achieved within the wider regulatory framework, needs careful consideration. For
example, the ability to be energy positive by generating energy ‘close to site’ is reliant on
the regulated power sector being able to accommodate such provision. It should also be
noted that the Buildings Act would not recognise the benefits of such an approach within
the energy performance of new homes and therefore this could not form part of the Part
L compliance assessment (nor be recognised within Energy Performance Certificates for
homes). Such cross regulatory issues have not been addressed within the Energy Plan for
the AAP. As such the vision would currently be compromised by factors beyond the
control of both WODC and the developer.

37. Within the evidence base there is no consistency on the definition of net zero carbon and
no clear evidence established to show viable delivery of the LETI definition within the UK
or West Oxfordshire.

38. The London Energy Transition Initiative (LETI) referenced in Paragraph 5.33 of the draft
AAP is a London based independent industry working group. It does not represent
industry wide consensus on the definition of net zero carbon, as it predominantly focuses
on building energy only, is London centric and does not take into consideration the
largest direct emission from the impact of new development, transport, or indeed other
direct greenhouse gas emissions related to land use change. Whilst the Elementa Report
uses the LETI definition of zero carbon, both the Bioregional Report, November 2019
and Oxford County Council Report, May 2020 use the more flexible Green Building
Council (GBC) definition of net zero carbon. They also both reference ‘other’ net zero
standards adopted by Councils such as Reading Borough Council, which are again
different to the LETI and GBC definitions. The evidence base presented also only
references case studies that delivered zero carbon standards such as the Code for
Sustainable Homes Level 5, which is considerably different to the LETI definition. No
evidence has been provided of any project that has achieved the LETI definition in the
UK.

42/04
cont.

39. The Elementa Energy report established approximate costs in excess of £10,000 per unit
(for the smallest apartments), with costs increasing with home size, to deliver against the
LETI net zero carbon standard. The Oxfordshire County Council Energy Plan Report
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40.

41,

42.

43.

44,

45,

46.

references costs up to £19,500 per unit based on Bioregional assessment data. Using
these numbers this represents a range of £22m - £42.9m when applied to 2,200 homes.

The reports did not conclude whether it was financially or technically viable to deliver
the development to these standards (only the costs themselves are stated).

The Planning for the Future White Paper clearly states that it is the Government’s
intention for the Future Homes Standard to set a standard for new homes to be ‘net zero
carbon ready’. If homes are designated by national regulation to be net zero ready, then
future large retrospective retrofit programmes are unlikely to be necessary to the scale
referenced in the AAP.

The starting point for standards for a project like Salt Cross would be the Future Homes
Standard. Any analysis of the potential need (or cost) for future energy efficiency
measures (i.e. retrofit) needs to start at this point, not Building Regulations 2013 as
presented by Elementa’s report.

It is considered that it is inappropriate to lead the reader to think that providing ultra-low
energy efficiency standards now avoids a £80 million cost in the future.

The analysis presented in Sections 5.2 and 5.3 (of the Elementa report) shows there are
diminishing returns in terms of both carbon emissions and energy savings against the
capital cost uplift as energy efficiency design standards get more stringent. For example,
the net zero cost difference between ‘good’ standard and ‘ultra-energy efficiency’
presented in Figure 5.1.8 is £3,000 and the operational benefit between the two
standards is £41 per annum. It would take 60+ years to see any financial benefit from
this additional investment at the new build stage. In terms of carbon emissions there are
likely to be lower cost solutions to avoiding or removing carbon, as evidenced in the
Bioregional report, which would present a better investment to achieve net zero carbon.

As we stated in our response to the Affordable Housing SPD, it would be useful for the
AAP to outline the different costs associated with a Building Regulations compliant form
of housing against one with exemplary standards of fabric-energy efficiency, net-zero
carbon in operation and 100% of its annual energy demand provided for by roof mounted
solar advocated in the evidence. If this is not available, the uplift in costs associated with
these extra features to meet aims beyond the provision of affordable homes should
inform the viability work required to justify such an uplift in standard.

The ability to deliver 100% of energy supply from renewable energy sources requires
further consideration. The evidence base has not considered the additional costs on the
power distribution network to accommodate utility scale power generation within the
development or potential export distribution capacity. In addition there is inconsistency
within the evidence base on the quantum of onsite renewable generation needed, with
the Bioregional Report recommending a minimum of 20% on site renewables and the
Green Building Council definitions of net zero suggesting ‘maximising’ on site renewable
with potential options to connect offsite, or offset remaining greenhouse gas emissions.
Based on the presumption that the scheme could afford ultra-low energy efficiency
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47.

48.

49,

50.

51.

52.

levels, the 12MW of solar generation referenced in the evidence base (although the role
of the energy demand for the significant element of commercial land is not clear) across
the scheme would need to be supported by additional power infrastructure to cope with
seasonal variations, distribution and export requirements of intermittent generation.

The ability to deliver utility-scale solar generation is dependent on the power
infrastructure being designed to accommodate peak generations and lowest demand
across the scheme (more substations, cable networks, active network management etc).
Consideration of the ability and cost of both contestable and non-contestable power
infrastructure design, including variable grid export capacity at different phases of the
development, has not been undertaken to appraise whether such maximum peak power
generation could be economically viable.

Whilst the AAP evidence provided suggests it is possible to achieve zero carbon (putting
aside the concerns highlighted above), how it is funded, implemented and monitored has
not been resolved. The ability to measure and verify the outcomes of the development
outside the existing Development Control process is a known problem. For example, the
responsibility for energy monitoring falls directly on the Distribution Network Operator
(DNO) and energy retailer on completion of each unit not the developer as defined in
national electricity regulation. Such cross sector regulatory control mechanisms have not
been considered within the evidence base.

An analysis of the regulatory framework that spans local plan making, the energy sector
and the building sector has not been undertaken. The principles need to be set in the
context of this complex regulatory framework to ensure they are deliverable and viable
through the statutory authorities and undertakers and their current remits.

How the UK Government defines greenhouse gas emissions within the national allocation
plans is also a critical consideration, not least in terms of defining responsibility for
emissions associated with energy, transport and materials. This lack of consideration for
these cross cutting regulatory factors does not allow the conclusion that net zero carbon
is any more viable at Salt Cross than for any other development in the UK.

The ability to work towards a national approach to net zero carbon homes needs to be
one that is flexible and progressive. This cannot be achieved though through binary
target setting in isolation to the wider issues at hand. An alternative approach to
delivering net zero carbon is to set the vision and a process through which validation can
be undertaken, rather than the current policy wording which defines prescriptive binary
metrics which can be provided but at a cost to wider sustainability. Amended policy
wording is suggested in the appendix to this representation.

It is estimated that the OPA proposals, through the measures outlined in the energy
strategy which supports the proposals, will reduce carbon emissions compared with a
standard 2013 Building Regulation compliant house by over 80% by aligning with the
Future Homes Standards with the potential for this to be increased even further by the
inclusion of low carbon technologies.
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53. The OPA has made the commitment to invest in supplying 20% of the energy demand
through onsite renewable energy. In addition, it commits to working with local
stakeholders such as Project Leo to explore, develop strategy and investment into
increasing the potential for renewable energy generation and smart grid infrastructure,
where it does not prevent development. The energy plan covers a larger area than the
other evidence bases and considers opportunities of local energy generation. Grosvenor
has, and continues to, engage positively with interested parties including members of the
community as we seek to work towards these objectives.

Transport strategy, Modelling and interventions

54. Grosvenor welcome the additional detail on the transport strategy and identified
mitigation compared to previous versions of the AAP, where the intended transport
strategy is clearer. However, costing, funding and the role of the County Council in 42/62
relation to delivery is not clear across a number of items, as set out below.

55. In response to the climate change challenge, the movement strategy for the Salt Cross
OPA is underpinned by design interventions which seek to reduce the overall need to
travel, in particular the need to travel short distances by private car, embedding active
modes of travel into the design. The location of Salt Cross allows it to build on significant
investment in sustainable transport over the next five years, including the Park and Ride,
improvements to Hanborough station and the significant investment in the A40 which will
deliver extensive bus priority, cycling provision and improved pedestrian crossings on the
A40. The A40 will see significant investment of circa £143m which will deliver OCC’s
strategy. This investment is welcomed.

56. The OPA Transport Assessment provides details of the planning application proposals,
the transport strategy which accompanies the proposals and the assessment of travel
demand associated with the proposals. The transport modelling is based upon the same
model used by OCC in the AAP evidence base and the assessment has been extensively
scoped with OCC as part of the pre-application process.

57. The transport interventions included in the OPA proposals are subject to agreement with
WODC and OCC. Delivery of many elements of this package will rely upon OCC. As one
example, the Development will seek to deliver a walk and cycle route on the Site’s
frontage on Lower Road however it will also provide a financial contribution towards the
remaining off-site Lower Road elements of the cycle route to Hanborough which could be
delivered by OCC under their planning powers as the Highway Authority. As a result, the
Development will contribute, alongside other development in the local area, towards the
provision of these additional links but not deliver them in full directly.

58. With regard to the proposed underpass under the A40 it is not clear how an
infrastructure obligation can be identified whilst the proposals are in such an early stage
of development. Further feasibility work is understood to be progressing on this element
but without a costed or implementable scheme design the evidence base is not sufficient
to conclude this form of crossing should be a requirement. From the limited evidence
base provided to Grosvenor to date it is unclear whether the underpass is deliverable or
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59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

viable as the likely cost and funding mechanism have not been suitably assessed. It is
unclear how the scheme would be delivered at a suggested cost of £4-5m, what
implications it would have for the A40 works and which developers will fund it,
particularly as the rationale for this option “assumes that cost savings are gained through
integrated construction of the subway with the A40 Science Transit 2 Scheme bus lanes”.

Furthermore, alternative solutions tested as part of the Non-motorised crossings of the
A40 at Eynsham report (including bridge options) have been discounted without
adequate justification and draft policy relies on one solution which has not been proven
to be viable and deliverable. The policy is therefore not effective.

It is noted that the Transport Strategy report completed by Wood concludes the 42/62
underpass ‘could potentially be delivered’. Therefore, the underpass, including specific  cont.
design criteria outlined in the supporting text of the AAP, should not be a requirement in

the AAP where a feasibility study/ design has not been proven to be possible or viable.

The proposals are not therefore proven to be feasible and therefore fully justified as

required. The AAP confirms the design and delivery costs will be met by developers but

there is no consideration of viability or detailed understanding of the real costs and
practicalities of such a solution. Given such uncertainty over deliverability it is suggested

that policy should be amended to retain the option of a bridge crossing for the A40 and

that more work is completed to justify the suggested costs of all options. There is also a

need for the policy to recognise that the funding of the crossing facilities could be

secured from other developers or other sources. Alternative wording is suggested in

Appendix 1.

Any financial obligations relating to transport measures in the AAP, including the crossing
of the A40, needs to reflect wider obligations placed upon the Garden Village and
therefore needs to have reference to being subject to viability. There should also be a
reference, given the supporting text references the deliverability of the underpass with
the secondary school, to the role of the Highway and/or Local Authorities to explore
forward funding of this infrastructure to avoid delaying the delivery of the education
provision at Salt Cross, given the progress of the West Eynsham Development. This is
outlined in Appendix 1.

Policy 17 requiring car free development only ahead of OCC delivery of infrastructure 42/90
would directly fetter the delivery of the Garden Village, especially to the increased

delivery rates included as part of the draft AAP. The evidence base to support the AAP

does not test the impact of the HIF/A40 proposals and has not tested any early phases of
delivery to support this policy. This policy would add an unnecessarily restrictive

approach not applicable to other housing proposals in the district who would also have

an impact on the highway referenced.

Trigger points (associated with commercial floorspace / residential occupation) should be
explored through the Section 106 and package of mitigation works associated with each
phase, rather than a Grampian condition/overreliance on OCC delivery which prevents
the build out of the Garden Village. This policy as drafted represents a significant impact
to the deliverability and early phase marketing of the Garden Village and should be
removed.

Prior + Partners Limited

Company number: 10463462



Public Transport and access

64. The promotion of public transport as a key element of the movement strategy is

65.

42/74

supported. The strategy will deliver connections to key destinations that ensure the site
is truly accessible and benefits from the planned investment in public transport
proposed.

Vehicular access from the A40 to new development is presently being studied further by
the County Council. It is proposed that there will be a new roundabout provided to
access the Park and Ride site and the Councils are understood to be considering whether
vehicular access from this to development is appropriate. As this is the case, it would
appear wholly logical and appropriate to consider such access either north or south of
the A40 and as such this junction also offers an opportunity to access the Garden Village
site. Once further details of this study emerge the benefits and operational implications
should be considered on that basis. The AAP should not rule out such access to the
Garden Village without any evidence base to do so.

Car Parking

66.

67.

The current proposals for car parking within the AAP appears to have no evidence base

but goes much further than adopted policy in WODC, does not consider the objective of  42/80
ENV 5 of the Eynsham Neighbourhood Plan and does not consider the likely local

displacement of parking. The OPA incorporates car parking below OCC parking

standards and the proposed parking provision for the development aims to balance the
anticipated demand for parking by future residents whilst implementing reduced levels

of car parking reflecting the accessibility of the site and investment in walking, cycling

and public transport. The OPA proposals are considered appropriate as this will link to

the delivery of infrastructure and services, to technological change and behavioural

change.

The implication of a further reduced number of car parking spaces advocated in the AAP
on the viability of the overall scheme, notably its attractiveness to the market and to a
wide range of occupiers ranging from families to businesses, does not appear to have
been considered in the AAP.

Conclusion

68.

69.

As stated above, Grosvenor formally requests attendance at the upcoming hearing
sessions. Viability and deliverability are the key theme to this response and cover a
number of disciplines within the body of this letter and the appendix.

The ambitions of the AAP are shared by the OPA proposals. This is clear spatially, in the 42/123
broad consistency between the OPA Parameter Plans and the illustrative spatial

framework in the AAP, well demonstrating the outcome of years of collaboration with the
authorities and the community. Whilst the OPA does not provide all the details (by its

very nature) at this stage of the planning process, the role of conditions and future work
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to support Reserved Matters Applications will show how the majority of the aspirations
can be achieved in a way that is thoroughly evidenced, balanced and deliverable.

70. There is a significant evidence base that has been compiled across a number of
disciplines to support the OPA which is publicly available and has been shared with the
authorities through previous representations and also significant pre-app engagement.
Given its substantive size, this is not appended to this representation but is perceived to
support the position outlined within this representation.

71. It is Grosvenor’s view that the AAP and its production should not unreasonably prejudice
or delay the determination of the OPA, which is thoroughly and robustly evidenced using
site specific survey work and evidenced strategies. This has allowed Grosvenor and their
supporting technical teams to investigate, to a great level of detail, the evidence base
produced to support the AAP and identify associated gaps and concerns.

72. This representation and accompanying appendix have outlined a series of modifications
(although non-exhaustive) required to make the AAP sound, identifying where elements
of the evidence base do not support the policies (justified) or are not deliverable
(effective). Grosvenor recommends that these modifications should be made in advance
of submission in order to increase the likelihood that the AAP is found sound.

Sincerely,

Paul Comerford
Director
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70 Cowcross Street
London EC1M 6EJ

+44 (0)20 3951 0052

www.priorandpartners.com

Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.

Policy 2 —  Entire policy — As set out more fully above, the current wording of the Suggested Policy rewording as follows:

Net Zero Carbon Development policy does not fully
consider the evidence generated on deliverability and
affordability. The policy sets out a number of
requirements that do not follow national methodologies
for assessing energy demand in new homes; it sets
targets that are not mandated by Government; and sets
further targets that far exceed Government’s direction
of travel as set out in the Future Homes Standard
consultation.

—  WODC need to consider the flexibility for non-
residential occupiers as the nature of these operators
and their energy demands and requirements are
currently unknown. It might be the case that gas or
energy sources other than electricity may become
essential to the operation (in part or in full) of some of
the light industrial/research and high-tech
manufacturing uses, as well as schools and
restaurants/pubs. As part of Reserved Matters
Applications there will be a way to bring forward more
details and suitable flexibility included.

Proposals for development at Salt
Cross will be required to
demonstrate an approach to being
net zero carbon emissions ready
in keeping with the national
approach defined within the
Future Home Standards (when
adopted). This will include the
use of low carbon and renewable
energy technologies. An energy
statement will be required with
outline and detailed planning
submissions to demonstrate
alignment with this policy.

Building fabric

Proposal will need to show how
the scheme will be designed to the
future proposed changes in
energy standards defined in the
Future Homes Standard. This
should be carried out as part of

42/04
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Policy

Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

any detailed planning submission.
Overheating analysis must lead
the building design in the context
of expected increases in summer
temperatures. Natural ventilation
should be prioritised over active
ventilation where possible. The
need for air conditioning (cooling)
should be avoided within new
homes.

Innovation and funding

Each reserved matters energy
statement will need to show how
arrangements have been sought
to advance development to net
zero carbon. This may include
engagement with third party
organisations such as Project
LEO, community groups or the
public sector to support viability,
technology delivery and
community benefit.

Fossil fuels
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Policy

Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

Residential development will be
expected to be fossil fuel free in
order to be net zero carbon
ready.

Embodied carbon

Lifecyle analysis should be
undertaken at all stages to
support and inform reducing
embodied carbon emissions. This
should start with life cycling
thinking at the outline planning
application stage through to
detailed embodied carbon
analysis for each phase and
Reserved Matters Application.
Analysis should be compared to
industry benchmarks for
consideration and where possible
strategies should be developed to
reduce embodied carbon.

Measurement and verification

Applicants should evidence
engagement with either the
distribution or independent
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.
distribution network operators to
ensure the benefits of energy
planning are incorporated into
long term management regimes.
A utility strategy for each
Reserved Matters Application
should be established to explore
the evolution of good design and
utility supply to ensure continual
improvement is achieved.
Policy 2 - 533 As referenced above, there is no such thing as an To be removed.
Supporting industry consensus definition, and it is not consistent in
text the Council’s evidence base documents. #2/05
- 537 It is incorrect to assume that the burden of £80 million To be removed.
not borne by the development, developer, council or
homeowners should be considered here, notably as this 42/06

is against 2013 build regulations compliant dwellings
and not the OPA proposals or scenario three. The
Planning for the Future White Paper clearly states that it
is the Government’s intention for the Future Home
Standard to be set so that homes will be net zero carbon
ready. If homes are design by National Regulation to be
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Policy

Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

net zero ready, then future large retrospective retrofit
programmes are unlikely to be necessary.

- 540 Whilst we greatly support the idea and the principle of — To beremoved.
offsite energy generation to meet the needs of the 42/07
garden village, the park and ride application submitted
does not include any solar generation as referenced in
this paragraph
— 543 The three evidence documents reference a wide range —  WODC to further evidence,
of uplift costs between £10,000 per unit up to £19,500 amend and redraft in revised AAP
per unit to deliver net zero carbon. (such as suggested modifications)
There is inconsistency as to how these quoted figures in light of comment. This should
represent the various definitions of net zero carbon, and also be considered as part of the  {#2/08
how they have been applied to suggest only a 5-7% viability base for the AAP.
uplift in cost against Part L 2013.
It is incorrect to suggest that 5-7% (even if proven) is
“only marginal” given the level of costs associated with a
development of this scale.
- 545 Minimal consideration has been paid to the significant —  WODC to further evidence,
issues related to overheating when design to ultra-low amend and redraft in revised AAP
energy efficiency standards, other than suggesting (such as suggested modifications) 42109

detailed over heating analysis will be needed at reserved
matters. Itis of particular concern that effort has been
placed into defining “ultra-high fabric” heating
standards (i.e. keeping heat in the buildings) only
without considering overheating. The Bioregional report

in light of comment.
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Policy Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

demonstrates that Oxfordshire continues to warm year
on year. The evidence base does not consider this
impact on end users in homes designed to ultra-high
fabric standards. The evidence base has not considered
the additional costs of retrofitting issues caused by
overheating, the unintended consequences of
homeowners retrofitting air conditioning or the social
impacts in operation of homes designed to ultra-high
standards.

- 546

The Elementa Report, May 2020, did not assess the
planning and legal issues surrounding the role of local
authorities in setting independent energy use KPIs and
calculation methods. The approach to assessing energy
and carbon already has a clearly defined set of
regulation and guidance within the Building Regulations
Part L.

No evidence has been provided on how the AAP and the
local planning authority can regulate and enforce
independently created targets and calculation
methodologies outside the existing national calculation
methodology.

— Policies which use the suggested
KPIs are not justified or effective.

42/10

- 547

Figure 5.6 shows such a range to the level of energy use
for the commercial area that it cannot inform a policy. If
the intention is that it would not inform a policy, it
should not be included within the AAP. It is also not clear
how the obligation for Primary and Secondary schools

—  To beremoved.

42/11

A
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Policy

Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

will impact the costs of the education provision, given
the IDP estimates a cost of £35million (£15m +20m) for
the primary and secondary school ahead of this policy
draft.

- 5.50 States that 70-100% of energy demand can be WODC to further evidence,
generated on roof area. What is the basis for this amend and redraft in revised AAP 42/12
calculation and the housing mix assumption? What (such as suggested modifications)
percentage are flats (i.e. with a shared roof)? Does this in light of comment.
cover the energy demand of the commercial areas?

- 552 This paragraph represents a theoretical exercise which is WODC to further evidence,
not based on a designed new development on this site, amend and redraft in revised AAP 42/13
or including any other objectives (beyond optimising roof (such as suggested modifications)
area) including place making. in light of comment.

- 554 The Bioregional Report, November 2019, created to Specific embodied carbon targets
support the AAP noted a number of issues relating to the should not be enshrined in policy.
accounting mechanisms and double counting of carbon The ability to enforce such
relating to embodied carbon. These issues were not independently established targets
addressed within any of the reports prior to making may be complicated and 42/14

recommendations on requiring development to
undertake embodied carbon assessments. In addition,
the capacity to undertake embodied carbon
assessments at outline planning is extremely limited due
to the nature of the application (parameter based with
no specific building design information). The Salt Cross
outline application has though undertaken life cycle
thinking within the Environmental Statement, the first

unmanageable as there will be a
wide range of factors that will
influence the development
beyond the control of the local
authority and developer. These
issues were raised within the
Bioregional Report which supports
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towards reducing waste,
increasing material re-use
and recycling and minimising
the amount of waste sent for
disposal.

— In support of any outline
planning application for the
whole garden village site and
any major* reserved matters
or other detailed
applications, a waste

and require over 545 bins (as it does not include
provision for areas of employment). The nature of this as
a commitment needs to be more thoroughly explored as
it has no firm basis in the AAP as drafted.

Reference to the URS should be
removed from the AAP and
instead considered within the
Waste Strategy submitted as part
of each appropriate planning
application and feedback from
WODC officers.

Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.
step towards committing to undertake embodied carbon the AAP but not addressed in the
analysis at each reserved matters stage, if appropriate. draft.
- 555 The recommendation was based on every new home To be removed.
being supplied with a smart meter. Such meters are
owned by the distribution network operator (DNO) or 42/15
energy retailer. They are bound under regulation by
OFGEM. The ability to enforce such a recommendation
would need to be placed on the owner of the energy
meter not the developer.
Policy 3 — Proposals for development It is not within the power of a land use plan or planning The first sentence of this policy
at Salt Cross will be required application to commit to recycling or disposal rates should be amended to refer to the
to embed the concept of the beyond the construction phase. construction phase (within the
‘circular economy’ anld The URS referred to in this policy, as outlined in the control of devellopers) and
demonstrate a commitment supporting evidence base is estimated to cost over £4m exclude operation. 42/16
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Policy

Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

strategy will be required
demonstrating how the core
components of the circular
economy have been taken
into account through
appropriate design and
construction solutions and
opportunities to effectively
manage waste on or near
site.

This will include
consideration of the
potential use of advanced
waste collection systems
such as URS.

Policy 4

A Rapid Health Impact
Assessment (HIA) will be
required to accompany the
outline planning application
and any planning application
for major development at
the garden village, aligned
with the emerging
Oxfordshire HIA
methodology, to fully
identify the needs of
everyone (including

— An application also cannot be aligned with an emerging
Oxfordshire HIA methodology when this is not available
(this was also identified during the Reg 18 AAP as a HIA
should be developed in line with design development to
help inform, and not begin at later in design
development). The scope of the HIA has been discussed
and agreed with WODC and Public Health Oxfordshire
as part of the Health and Wellbeing liaison group
established to support the project and ensure that
health implications are at the forefront of the design
process of the Development. The overall methodology is
based on the Healthy Urban Development Unit (HUDU)

— This element of the policy to be
removed.

A

42/17

Prior + Partners Limited

Company number: 10463462



Community Development
Officer will be needed early
in the development stage of
Salt Cross to empower and
support the emerging
community through an asset
based community

particularly how this is secured, length of time and the
role of planning conditions. Given the potential need to
support salaried staff, this may impact the S106
agreement and overall deliverability of the OPA.

Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.
vulnerable and excluded Planning for Health Rapid HIA Tool, representing
groups) in how they will live national best practise
and work, access and use all
types of infrastructure,
services and networks.
Policy 4 — Figure 6.1 — This figure identifies a number of strategies, such as “an — AAP should be clear if these are
Supporting important tool could be the adoption of a community suggested processes subsequent
text development strategy” and a “cultural wellbeing to the OPA, such as required
strategy”. These requirements are not outlined in policy conditioned documents or
and instead focuses on a HIA. In supporting text to potential initiatives to be
Policy 5 this is referenced again, particularly where it determined at subsequent
talks of new residents to determine focus of strategies. planning stages.
Elsewhere in the AAP supporting text there are much
like more specific aspects, such as “intergenerational
cooking clubs” which are more appropriate tools of the
community development officer and should not be
related to conditions on the OPA.
Policy 5 — The appointment of a — The nature of this obligation needs to be explored —  WODC to further evidence.

— Reference to condition should be
removed as this will be covered
by the obligation.
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement

exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.

development (ABCD)

approach** and, if required,

to help in the co-production

of local strategies, such as a

community development

strategy, cultural wellbeing

strategy and public arts

strategy. This role will be

secured and funded as

appropriate through a

planning condition or legal

agreement.

Policy 6 - 6.31 — Refers to an evidence base which is still underway and —  WODC to further evidence,

Supporting has not informed the requirements of the AAP. It should amend and redraft in revised AAP

text be clear that the intention of these strategies is to (such as suggested modifications) #2/20

support refinement of proposals during the preparation in light of comment.
of reserved matters applications and not to impact the
OPA.

Policy 7 — The planning, design and — As stated in the AAP itself, this would not be possible to — Reference to outline planning
delivery of Salt Cross will be achieve at the outline stage as the Green Infrastructure application should be removed,
underpinned by a provision will be determined further through Reserved and state “as part of any major
comprehensive approach to Matters Applications. This is repeated later in the policy application” to allow for these 42/22

the provision, maintenance
and long term management
of a high quality network of
green and blue

infrastructure, through the

in reference to the “structural landscaping schemes”
which is also not possible for the same reason.

documents to be submitted
alongside Reserved Matters
Applications or conditioned
documents as appropriate.
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Policy Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

submission, for approval, of
a Green Infrastructure
Strategy with the outline
planning application for the
garden settlement. The
strategy will also be
expected to set out the
governance and funding
mechanisms and the
maintenance plans for each
element of the green
infrastructure.

— An ambitious approach to
green and blue
infrastructure provision is
expected for Salt Cross, with
the requirement for 50% of
the area to form the overall
green infrastructure network
and for the accessibility and
quality standards and
minimum quantitative
standards for specific green
infrastructure types to be
met at the outline planning
application stage, as set out
in Tables 6.1 and 6.2.

— At 50% of the estimated 220ha SLG “area”, this would
equate for 110ha of Gl network. This is unsubstantiated,
inconsistent with Table 6.1 (also referred to in the same
sentence) and is not site specific.

— To beremoved and AAP based on
evidence base prepared to
support its preparation.

42/23
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.

— Stewardship and There are significant levels of cross over within this Management and maintenance
maintenance arrangements policy, which refer to three separate documents (the regimes should be referred to in
for the Gl network will CMMP, the Green Infrastructure Strategy, and then the maintenance and stewardship
therefore need to be separately detailed phasing and management plans for policy only, including a reference
addressed as part of any all structural landscaping schemes and elsewhere in to Green Infrastructure if deemed
Community Management supporting text the Salt Cross Garden Strategy) to appropriate to identify
and Maintenance Plan support management of the Gl network. specifically.

(CMMP) or equivalent,
submitted in accordance
with Policy 31 - Long-Term
Maintenance and
Stewardship.
Policy 7 - 674 Additional Gl in excess of evidenced standards has a To be removed and position
Supporting maintenance cost. Paragraph 6.74 states that the Gl supported. The additional green
text strategy will need to outline a 30-year management and infrastructure requirements have
maintenance programme of works. This should be a significant cost to delivery and
associated with detailed design as they have different need to be robustly justified if
requirements. they are to become planning
Green flag quality award not referenced/ covered by obligations/ a requirement of
policy but mentioned as a KPI in Section 12 policy.
- 679 Increase by 31% not justified and is arbitrary. Needs to WODC to further evidence,

look at the site specifically and the functionality (and
multifunctionality) of the Gl as outlined above.

amend and redraft in revised AAP
(such as suggested modifications)
in light of comment.
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.

There is crossover in the types provided, notably
allotments and community orchards. They are both
provided for in the same FiT category.

- 6.80 If the AAP is providing site specific Gl approach and To be removed. 42/27
requirement (at a total of ~40ha) the reference to the
TCPA guideline of 50% should be removed.

- 6.83 The reference that the “distribution of specified green The reference should be amended
infrastructure types will be expected to accord with the to align with the principles of the
illustrative framework plan” is incorrect as it does not illustrative spatial, although this is #2/28
have this level of detail and would otherwise prejudice already covered by policy 28.
plan making and detailed design. Reference should
remain as aligned with the key principles of the evidence
WODC design work.

- 6.84 Reference to ‘the Government expects... the WODC to further evidence,
Government’s requirements” are unclear and the amend and redraft in revised AAP /
national standards it references should be identified. (such as suggested modifications) 42/23

in light of comment.
Policy 8 — Development of the garden This policy is unenforceable from a land use WODC to further evidence,
village will be required to perspective. The use of community facilities (and amend and redraft in revised AAP
create a healthy food associated licences/ services) is a matter of management (such as suggested modifications) 42/30

environment through making
provision for the growing of
fresh, healthy food locally
and for its consumption
locally, minimising ‘food

and should be considered as part of that process.

in light of comment.
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Policy

Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

miles’ and establishing a
short, sustainable food
chain.

— Opportunities for food
growing include the
provision of allotments, a
community farm/orchard
and the use of edible plants
and flowers within the public
realm (e.g. through the
design of ‘edible
streets’/’living lanes’).

— Allotment and community farm/ orchard standards are
already covered by Policy 7.

— This element to be removed and

additional requirements justified.

— A food strategy should
accompany the outline
planning application, setting
out the overall approach to
food growing and
consumption at the garden
village making use of current
good practice, including: an
assessment of suitable areas
for food growing
consideration of approaches
to achieve a diversity of food
outlets; and the approach to

— This is disproportionate for an outline planning
application and should remain as a driver for any Gl
provision as part of detailed design and management.

— To beremoved.
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.
incorporating edible plants
within the public realm.
— School provision should —  Whist we support the intentions of this element of the — To beremoved.
capitalise on any policy, the location of the school is based on joint
opportunities for co- discussions with OCC as the Local Education Authority
location, e.g. with a and which are also reflected in the illustrative spatial 42/33
community farm/orchard, to framework
foster an early awarlerl1ess — Additional requirements such as this are unlikely to be
food prolduct|on, origin and able to be added to the procurement of an education
sealsonahty and healthy provider or as part of the presumption process. Again,
eating. this is more with a community initiative or education
programme, rather than land use policy and would need
to be delivered by the County, and not the applicant
Policy 8 - 6.89 — This standard is not a policy in the ENP or the AAP (as — Toberemoved
Supporting the IDP uses a different method for projecting need for
text allotments) so this paragraph should be removed and f2/34
the ENP already includes this design advice and covers
the SLG and is part of the development plan
Policy 9 — Biodiversity will be a — This element of the policy does not aid in the —  Suggest this is removed entirely or
prominent feature of the determination of a planning application and is already to be changed to supporting text.
garden village, providing a covered by national policies.
42/36

diversity of wildlife-rich
habitats and features within
natural green spaces,
buildings, formal green
spaces and gardens. The
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Policy

Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

impacts on biodiversity must
be properly assessed using
the mitigation hierarchy with
a focus on minimising
negative impacts and
providing on-site mitigation
and only then providing
compensation for loss of
biodiversity.

— Development at Salt Cross
will be required to
demonstrate an overall
biodiversity net gain of 25%.
This will be measured using
the DEFRA Biodiversity
Metric Version 2.0 (or
subsequent updated
versions).

— 25% BNG on this site is not justified or effective, as
outlined in the main body of this letter.

— References to the Beta metric should be included as this
AAP will be submitted ahead of the final metric being
made available.

— Any proposals for offsite mitigation should be
referenced as subject to viability given the substantial
costs associated with achieving increased targets, as
well as the substantial cost of delivering on-site gain
given the high ecological baseline of the site.

— To be amended to remove
overreliance metric approaches
and allow a bespoke approach to
the inherent qualities of the site to
be brought forward in a holistic
manner. This should include a
more nuanced qualitative and
quantitative assessment, based on
site-specific characteristics.

— The principal focus of the policy
should be optimising on-site gain
in a way that also fulfils other
placemaking and Garden Village
principles and strikes the right
balance between ambition,
certainty in achieving
environmental outcomes, and
deliverability and costs for
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Policy

Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

developers. Any departure from
the emerging national target of
10% should be supported by a
strong evidence base related to
the Garden Village site.

Policy 9
Supporting
text

— (Monitoring KPI)

Condition surveys of Local Nature Reserves are not
justified as they are not related to development or any
evidence provided that LNRs will be impacted by the
development proposals. The OPA contains significant
levels of open space to serve new and existing
populations.

To be removed.

A42/38

- 7.18

The emerging Environment Bill (next committee
currently delayed until December 2020) contains much
more detail on how the housing industry will deliver
biodiversity net gain, notably requiring a council strategy
to achieve gain in a holistic manner and projects
identified which can secure gain in the long term.

Scale of ambition should be
related to the site and not
arbitrarily uplifted with further
understanding of the site. The site
has a significant baseline and
current proposals have taken
significant steps to ensure a
biodiversity net gain is achieved
on site. There is a need to WODC
to look at the site in a bespoke
way, considering the quantum of
development allocated by WODC
and overall viability and

42/39
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.

deliverability of offsite mitigation
explored.

- 727 — The emerging Nature Recovery Network presented in — To beremoved.
Figure 7.2 and the Statement “Salt Cross lies within the
‘recovery zone’ of the NRN and the development would
affect the integrity of the network by reducing the 42/40
amount of land available for nature’s recovery” covers
an allocated Strategic Location for growth (since 2018
but proposed in preparation for the Oxford Growth deal
as far back as 2016). This statement should be removed,
alongside the 20% target which is not pursued in the AAP
draft.

- 7.31/7.51 — The specific reference to an arable wildflower mitigation — To beremoved.
and compensation strategy being needed should be
removed. Any detail within this document will already be
covered by the mitigation scheme proposed by the OPA
and the future LEMP; building on the principles within
the submitted Biodiversity Mitigation, Monitoring and
Management Framework. The need for repeat surveys is

12/41
12/45

Y

Y

not justified to be completed every year. During the
production of a Reserved Matters Application the
suitability of the arable plant surveys (as with all surveys
completed in support of the outline) will be assessed.

- 7.36 — The OPA has already submitted a Biodiversity — Title of document to remain as
Mitigation, Monitoring and Management Framework. Reg 18 and agreed submission

12/42

g

Compensation is a specific form of mitigation (alongside document list for clarity.
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Policy

Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

Avoidance for example) so is an unnecessary change
from the agreed submission list and would aid in clarity
for those reviewing the OPA documents.

- 7.46/7.47

The rationale for an extra 5% (circa 29 units, with a value
of ~£580,000 using the AAP values, noting these are
different from site specific surveys completed by the
applicant which have been provided to WODC) being
added “due to the status of the site as a landscape and
green infrastructure-led ‘garden village’ and in
recognition of the need to aim high and achieve a greater
level of investment for the natural environment in order
to reduce the impact of the climate and ecological
emergencies” is not justified and not site specific. This is
an overreliance on a metric approach and does not have
an understanding of the current value on site. Beyond
this, the assertion that “the biodiversity net gain
requirement is not expected to affect the financial
viability of housing developments (up to the +20%
scenario)” also fails to recognise that the government’s
response to the consultation on biodiversity net gain
which states that “on balance, we believe requiring 10%
gain strikes the right balance between ambition,
certainty in achieving environmental outcomes, and
deliverability and costs for developers. Legislation will
therefore require development to achieve a 10% net gain
for biodiversity”.

Further justification is required to
demonstrate that 25% Biodiversity
Net Gain is deliverable (and
viable) on this site.

Prior + Partners Limited
Company number: 10463462
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42/46

42/47

quality will need to be
demonstrated through the
use of Building with Nature
standards; at the design
stage of development, a
Design Award accreditation
will be required, and in the
following stages the delivery
of exemplary Green and

Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.

- 7.53 — The AAP should not require specific management — This sentence should be removed
methods, notably the use of specialist wardens and/or to make sure the AAP is justified
rangers which the AAP references “must be and considers alternative
incorporated into this strategy”. This is one of many approaches to mitigation and
options for a management and mitigation strategy as management.
part of a condition of any outline permission.

- 7.66-7.75 — This section identifies a series of sites where the Council —  WODC to further evidence,
intend to spend the financial contribution provided by amend and redraft in revised AAP
the development. Further information would be (such as suggested modifications)
required in terms of delivery responsibility and the role in light of comment.
of key stakeholders (the AAP suggests TOE (Trust
Oxfordshire Environment), deliverability and further
work required to identify how the contribution is fairly
and reasonably related to development at the site and
how the obligation would be secured, notably in terms
of land acquisition).

Policy 10 — Achievement of this high —  This requirement (BwN) is already within Policy 7 — To beremoved to avoid

repetition.

42/48
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Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

Blue Infrastructure will be
required through the Full
Award - Excellent
accreditation.

— In terms of water demand,
an assessment is required of
the impact of development
on water demand.

— For wastewater and water
quality, a focused local
strategy is required to be
undertaken and submitted
with the outline planning
application, based on an
assessment of the
wastewater network
capacity, highway drainage
systems, water quality
conditions and flood risk,
including impact on the
receiving River Thames. The
strategy should set out
details of a comprehensive
waste water conveyance and
treatment solution for the
Garden Village, the phasing
of new waste water and

— This process is undertaken by Thames Water and is not
a requirement of any applicant. The responsibilities of
Thames Water in relation to this development are
already well outlined by national legislation and this
should not be a feature of this policy. The phasing of the
development will be governed by the occupation triggers
within the Section 106 and the wider Phasing Strategy
for the development. The role of the SuDS system is also
covered by earlier provisions of the policy.

—  To beremoved.

Prior + Partners Limited
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.
highway drainage
infrastructure and measures
to ensure there will not be
an adverse impact in water
quality or an increase in the
risk of sewer flooding as a
result of waste water flows
from the development.
Policy 10 - 7.78 The proposed Development / Area Action Plan is not — To beremoved. 42/50
Supporting able to control the water quality in the wider area.
et - 7.81/82 The West Oxfordshire Local Plan already identifies the — Unsubstantiated targets
need in the area to adopt the optional sustainable (especially where they differ
building regs compliant water usage of 110 litre per between two consecutive A2/31
person per day. Neither of these targets are included as paragraphs and also Local Plan (42152
policy requirements. Policy OS3/Policy 10) should be
removed or further evidenced.
- 7.85/7.86 Permitted discharge rates are the responsibility of the — To beremoved.
water authority, Thames Water, and it is not within
control of any applicant. As a result, the wastewater 42/53
42/54

study should not be referenced as Thames Water are
governed by national legislation and guidance. Any
applicant, by existing national legislation, must ensure
that an agreement is in place to provide capacity in line
with development. As a result, this paragraph should be
removed as it is redundant and misrepresents the role of

Prior + Partners Limited
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Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

the developer in the water quality of the surrounding
area.

Policy 11
Supporting
text

- 7.107/7.108

— The reference that the “Developer will need to consider
whether detailed air quality modelling would be needed
to inform an appropriate assessment” should be
removed. The role of appropriate assessment, and that
of the competent authority and applicant in this process,
is covered by the HRA regulations and the project is
already supported by a HRA prepared on behalf of the
council. Please also note that Natural England have
already confirmed, via their consultation response to the
OPA, that “Natural England considers that the proposed
development will not have likely significant effects on
the Oxford Meadows Special Area of Conservation and
has no objection to the proposed development”. Given
the position of the OPA, the lack of a ‘shadow’ HRA on
the agreed submission document list, the lack of request
from the Case officer for any information required to
undertake an appropriate assessment, the applicant’s
testing to support the application and the Natural
England response, this suggested obligation should be
removed.

—  To beremoved.

42/55
42/56

- 7110

— Opening sentence to be amended to clarify that light
pollution, rather than just lighting, can have negative
effects on human health.

— To be amended as per comment.

42/57
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.
- 7112 — This sentence should be updated to reflect the new — To beamended in line with
operator. Furthermore, the “noise issues” from the comment.
aggregate recycling facility should be clarified that the
operation is capped by planning conditions with limit 42/58
noise and are enforced the West Oxfordshire. These
rates, including consideration of a fully operational
facility, have been considered in the buffer areas and
mitigation proposals within the OPA proposals.
Policy 12 — A pro-active approach must — This element of the policy should be amended to include — To beamended in line with
be demonstrated in the form the proviso that this is only required where it is assessed comment.
of a Conservation that a heritage asset is impacted by a proposed
Management Plan which development and mitigation not identified. There is also
should consider the a significant level of overlap between many of the 12/59

significance of relevant
heritage assets, identify how
new development can make
a positive contribution to
local character and
distinctiveness and examine
and outline a suitable and
appropriate strategy for
future use, management and
maintenance of the heritage
assets with the purpose of
conserving and /or
enhancing their significance.

identified bullets which will be covered by other
documents required as part of any planning application,
notably the LVIA work.
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.
— Increasing public This element of the policy is dependent on the agreed — To be removed from policy.
understanding of the history mitigation strategy and will be determined through the
of the site through further DM process, not policy writing.
investigation and the
42
creation of an outdoor /60
education/heritage facility,
heritage trail and open days
during any archaeological
investigation
Policy 12 - 7.139 The nature of the waste in this location should be — Tobeamended.
. U . . 42/61
Supporting clarified in this sentence to provide greater clarity
text regarding the nature of the ‘waste’.
Policy 14 — A grade-separated crossing The underpass, including specific design criteria outlined — Policy to be sufficiently flexible to
(underpass) shall be in this supporting text, should not be a requirement in accommodate other grade
provided between the the AAP where a feasibility study/ design has not been separate crossings, such as a
Garden Village and proven to be possible or viable. bridge crossing option, potentially
Eynsham. The Salt Cross There should be an awareness, given the supporting text with additional text reflecting a
and West Eynsham Strategic need to equivalent attractiveness 42/63

Development Area
developers will need to
cover the design and
construction costs of the
underpass, with costs
reasonably apportioned.

referencing linking the delivery of the underpass with the
secondary school, that there should be a role of the
Highway Authority to forward fund this infrastructure to
avoid delaying the delivery of Salt Cross given the
current position of the West Eynsham Development
SPD.

to users, to allow alternative
solutions to crossing the A40 until
the deliverability of the proposed
solution is proven.

— As currently drafted, this policy is
insufficiently flexibility and does
not allow for the eventuality that
the obligation is undeliverable.
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.

— Any financial obligation in the
policy needs to reflect wider
obligations placed upon the site
and therefore needs to have
reference to as being subject to
viability. Alternative wording
should be “a financial contribution
towards the cost of the grade
separated crossing will be
obtained from the Garden Village
which is fair and reasonably
related to the development
proposals” as this does not
preclude funding from other
sources both developers and
public money.

— Segregated cycle and — Wording does not reflect land ownership or other —  Suggested amendment “Funding
pedestrian provision via deliverability considerations. for an off-carriageway cycle route
Lower Road to Hanborough on Lower Road up until the
Station shall be provided, railway bridge shall be provided. 42/64
with segregated facilities for The cycle route will utilise the
cyclists and pedestrians also existing highway verge. Where
the preference within the insufficient verge is available,
Garden Village under the railway and north of the

railway, on carriageway cycle
facilities shall be provided.
Segregated facilities for cyclists

Prior + Partners Limited
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Policy Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

and pedestrians will also be
delivered along the site frontage
with Lower Road and within the
Garden Village boundary”.

—  Specific cycle and
pedestrian zones will be
included within the
masterplan such that access
for motor vehicles will be
restricted at certain times
(or at all times) to specific
streets, or networks of
streets.

This policy should also allow for the potential of public
transport, emergency vehicles and disabled access to
use restricted areas as appropriate.

«

—  Suggested amended wording
Specific cycle and pedestrian
zones will be included within the
masterplan such that access for
motor vehicles will be restricted
at certain times (or at all times) to
specific streets, or networks of
streets with the exception of
public transport, disabled access
and emergency vehicles.

42/65

— Financial contributions
towards off-site cycle
parking provision will be
required including at
Hanborough Station,
Eynsham Park & Ride,
Eynsham Village Centre and
Oxford City Centre.

— Relationship of the proposed development and cycle
parking in Oxford City is not justified or reasonably
related to the development.

—  WODC to further evidence,
amend and redraft in revised AAP
(such as suggested modifications)
in light of comment.

42/66

— A40 Corridor improvements

— The detail of surrounding improvements should be
removed from the policy where contribution to the A40
improvements is already outlined.

—  To beremoved.

12/67

A
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.

Commentary on draft text

— The concept of ‘school
streets’ will be promoted,
including along Cuckoo Lane

The responsibilities of the Local Education Authority
should be clear in the delivery of the school (and these
design considerations and funding) and consistency with

«

Suggested alternative wording:
Upon the delivery of the western
access and connection to Cuckoo

and on other roads linking to the school access requirements further elaborated. Lane, the County Council will 42/68
the schools. Cuckoo Lane Policy 14 needs to reflect that the school street and endeavour to close the southern
will k?e clqsed to therUgh closure to through traffic on Cuckoo Lane is dependent end 9f CUICKOO Lanle to through
traffic whilst ensuring on the County Council accepting this approach as well traffic whilst ensuring properties
properties at the southern as the delivery of the Western access. The AAP should at the southern end are accessible
end are accessible. clarify that the approach to stopping up Cuckoo Lane
will be led by OCC and the location of the stopping up
and retained access considered further.
— Smart Technology: Provision It is not clear how this is related to the development and WODC to further evidence,
of infrastructure to enable the nature and costs of monitoring need to be further amend and redraft in revised AAP
the smart, real-time justified as part of the Framework Travel Plan. (such as suggested modifications) 42/69

monitoring of the take up of
sustainable transport modes
and car use must be
provided within the Garden
Village and on roads in the
vicinity of the site.

in light of comment.

— The speed limit along the
A40 in the vicinity of
Eynsham will be reduced
from the National Speed

The Mott evidence bases suggest a reduction to 40 mph,
rather than 50mph, and the difference is not explained
in the AAP.

WODC to further evidence,
amend and redraft in revised AAP
(such as suggested modifications)
in light of comment.

42/70
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.
Limit to a maximum of 50 It is not only the A40 where the speed limit will need to
mph. be reduced - there will also need to be reduced speed
limits on Lower Road, Cuckoo Lane and an extension of
the 30mph limit on the A4095
Policy 14 - 8.20 The last sentence appears to contradict with — Delete “and in particular be
Supporting requirements elsewhere to provide a permeable village / designed so that people are
text greenways. ‘funnelled’ towards using the A2/71
grade separate crossing” .
- 8.21 The reference to ‘provision’ of a segregated cycle route — To be amended to better reflect
should be amended to a financial contribution towards practical delivery mechanisms 42/72
given the applicant would be unable to deliver this route and recognise the role of the
as it is outside of the AAP boundary and will instead be applicant.
delivered by the Highway Authority.
- 8.22 Pre-application discussions were focused on improved — To be further outlined as a 42/73
PROW access to Freeland and not Church Hanborough. requirement of the development.
Policy 15 — The planning application for The Park and Ride application (still in determination) — To beremoved.
the Park & Ride includes an should respond to Local Plan Policy with the determining 12175

850-space car park, whilst
the Local Plan Policy allows
for 1,000 spaces.
Consideration should
therefore be given to

authority appraising its conformity with policy and up to
date evidence of need accordingly. As a result, the
remainder of the Garden Village site (in separate
ownership) should not be responsible for making up the
additional spaces. If additional spaces were to be

Prior + Partners Limited
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Policy Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

accommodating means for
future expansion of the site.

required, then OCC should consider how these could be
accommodated on the Park and Ride through decking
and future proof the layout accordingly without
implication for the public transport access to the Garden
Village.

— S106 planning obligations
will be required to secure
financial contributions
towards the A40 Corridor
infrastructure schemes and
the required repayment of
the HIF funding secured to
facilitate the delivery of
these schemes ahead of the
receipt of S106 funding.

Whilst the provision of a contribution towards these
works may be acceptable, it will depend on the scale as
well as the overall viability of the proposed
development.

— Level of proposed contribution
should be caveated as subject to
further viability testing given that
the AAP is not supported by up to
date evidence base.

42/76

— Land will be safeguarded
along the southern boundary
of the Garden Village to
support widening of the A40
to accommodate the bus
lanes and shared foot/cycle
paths.

Level of land to be safeguarded needs to be outlined.

—  WODC to further evidence,
amend and redraft in revised AAP
(such as suggested modifications)
in light of comment.

42/77

— Additional car parking at
Hanborough Station

Seeking a contribution towards additional parking at
Hanborough Station may undermine the utility and
desirability of the Lower Road Cycle route

—  Contribution further justified in
the round. WODC to further
evidence, amend and redraft in
revised AAP (such as suggested

42/78
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.
modifications) in light of
comment.
Policy 15 - 8.37 — Itis likely too far to expect residents / employees to —  WODC to further evidence,
Supporting walk to Hanborough Station and the text should be amend and redraft in revised AAP
text amended to reflect cycling and public transport. (such as suggested modifications)
—  Whilst the task force proposals are supported there is in light of comment.
no certainty these will be delivered. Itis unlikely that a #2179
commercial scheduled bus service will be deliverable
and there is no evidence that this is a realistic
proposition given the demand concerned and
operational challenge of connecting to train services
which at present are not high frequency. The evidence
base documents suggest DRT and the AAP wording
should better align.
Policy 16 — The areas of the site that will — 15%is not currently justified. 15% car free is 330 — To beremoved.
be car free development dwellings and whilst some of these may be able to be
(minimum 15% of total Retirement Flats this is still a very significant proportion 42/81
dwellings). and will reduce the attractiveness and have a
commercial cost as outlined in the body of this
representation. It should also be clarified that if there is
to be car free development it would seem appropriate
that this is exempt from any S106 in terms of the A40
improvements.
— Applications — Should be clarified that the Spatial Car Parking — To beamended.
Management Plan applies only to detailed design (for f2/82
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exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

example, digital mapping of the locations of car parking)
and not the outline planning application.

— Parking restrictions -
including any Controlled
Parking Zones (CPZs)
required within Salt Cross
and the wider Eynsham
area. This will include any
restrictions that may be
required to discourage
displaced parking to the
Park & Ride.

— It should be clarified that the OPA will only be able to
include these measures within its boundary and that
parking in the wider Eynsham Area and Park and Ride
are managed by others and subject to separate decision
making bodies. The management of the P&R will be for
OCC to determine and cannot be controlled by the
Garden Village promoters. Given the parking will most
likely be free and long-term it will be very challenging to
restrict people using the P&R in practice if the proposed
parking levels in the AAP are progressed.

—  To beremoved.

Y

— Provide for appropriate
levels of EV charging within
each parking area; EV
charging points must be
provided at the following
locations within the Garden
Village:

O Allresidential
properties with a
parking space

0 50% of non-

allocated parking
spaces

— Policy should include “have access to” as outlined in
8.45

—  To beamended.

12/83

A42/84
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Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

0 25% of non-
residential
development
parking spaces

— The absolute maximum car
parking provision shall be 1
space per 60 m2 of
employment space with
residential provision as
below:

O 1 bedunits - 0.75
non-allocated per
property

0 2 &3bedunits -1
off-street bay per
property

O 4+ bed units - 1 off-
street bay per
property plus the

equivalent of 1 non-
allocated bay per

property

— The employment suggested parking is not flexible to the
use and form of employment and would be very low for
this location for Class E office space (formerly B1a).
Displaced parking to P&R and Eynsham village is very
likely on this basis especially given the AAP seeks to
guide the location of the commercial areas.

— The text on the residential parking assumes that all the 1
bed units are unallocated, and all the 2 and 3 bed units
and 4 bed units have off street bays which is unduly
restrictive, lacks flexibility and is disproportionate for
policy purposes.

— The policy should not seek to
define parking arrangements
ahead of detailed design and
should refer to overall quantum of
car parking only (although this is
subject to the actual levels being
to be justified and effective at this
stage). The preferences for off
street bay parking are suggested
to be outlined in supporting text
as an alternative.

— An effective monitoring
approach will be required,
utilising smart technologies
which should be set out in an

— Thereis no need to include a requirement for a separate
innovation plan when Travel plans require details of
monitoring. Whilst comprehensive, it is not clear how
live monitoring will actually relate to the Travel Plan and

— Amendment to align with existing
OPA strategy and agreed
submission documents.

Prior + Partners Limited
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.
Innovation Plan and linked outcomes. Any costs associated with capturing data
into the Framework Travel should be considered in the round of S106.
Plan. Monitoring data will
need to be provided to the
Council directly via an
Application Programming
Interface (API) to enable live,
integrated monitoring of
travel patterns and Travel
Plan targets.
Policy 16 - 8.38 —  Whilst the principle of maximising containment is —  This should be removed from the
Supporting supported, the AAP should not reference the AAP.
text relationship between the phasing of housing and
employment delivery. These are separate markets and
supporting text should not be used to limit either
employment or housing delivery on a strategic site
without adequate justification.
- 849 — Targets for off-peak hours are undefined and - Delete reference to off peak
unnecessary. Travel plans should be focused on peak targets.
demand hours instead.
- 8.0 — Relationship of Subsidiary Travel plans to future — To be amended to clarify

applications should be clarified, outlining that subsidiary
Travel Plans submitted as part of Reserved Matters
Applications should cover individual land uses within
that application, and do not necessarily require a
separate Subsidiary Travel Plan for each land use. This

applicability of travel plans for
Reserved Matter Applications.

Prior + Partners Limited
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.
may be appropriate for large scale employers or schools
however.
Policy 17 —  Repetition — Policy 17 includes reference to the Innovation Plan — To beremoved.

referred to in Policy 16 and also includes reference to
the S106 obligations contained within Policy 15

42/91

— A spine road through the
site, accessed from the
‘Western Development
Roundabout’ on the A40,
west of the Park & Ride
access junction. This should
be a through road in at least
the early phases of
development although the
route should be future-
proofed to enable it to be
bisected (allowing for walk,
cycle and bus access only) in
future years if traffic
conditions on the external
road network enable this

— Given the layout of the site and distance involved there
is very unlikely to be a through route in the early phases
of development as that will mean building and
connecting from western roundabout to Lower Road.

— References to the phasing of
development will be enshrined in
the S106 and the AAP should be
amended to allow for the
deviation from a through route
when evidenced and deemed
acceptable.

— Measures to deter through
traffic travelling between the
A40 and A4095 via Cuckoo
Lane and Freeland village. A
change in priority on Cuckoo

— Changing the priority in this location cannot be safely
achieved as it would reduce forward visibility too much.

— To beremoved from the AAP and
a solution refined throughout the
identification of transport
mitigation as part of the
determination of the OPA

42/92
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to be made sound.

Lane to discourage traffic
routing through Freeland
village must be provided and
technologies to support
monitoring of the
effectiveness of this will be
required.

Development proposals
must be aligned and
integrated with the A40
Corridor Strategy and
proposed A40 Corridor
improvements along the
A40, in addition to other
infrastructure improvements
in the wider area.
Construction and phasing of
the development must be
co-ordinated with other
works on the A40. The
number of houses that can
be accessed via a single road
link should comply with
OCC'’s ‘Residential Road
Design Guide (2003) -
Second Edition (2015)

— This draft policy wording means this version of the
design guide is used indefinitely for the development in
this regard. That is not practical, and policy should
reflect the guide may change or be amended over time.
Indeed paragraph 6.25 of AAP text refers to new Street
Design Guide being produced by OCC and it would be
inconsistent to have two guides with different
approaches trying to be adhered to.

— The guide remains a material
planning consideration without
direct reference in policy. This
element of the policy to be
removed and individual planning
applications determined
accordingly with the most up to

date guidance produced by OCC.

Prior + Partners Limited
Company number: 10463462
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.
— All commercial uses at the The policy should identify a minimum threshold size/ To be amended to identify
Garden Village must be type for commercial uses which require a Delivery and threshold or add in ‘as agreed
supported by a Delivery and Servicing Plan to be fairly and reasonably related to the with the authority’ to allow
Servicing Plan to reduce and scale of the proposal. flexibility in application. #2/95
mitigate the impact of
deliveries on the local road
network e.g. through freight
consolidation.
— Any laybys impacted by “All costs” potentially includes any land acquisition costs It is not clear how proposals at
proposed access associated with securing a layby as well as the Salt Cross would be responsible
arrangements must be construction costs. OCC are currently reviewing the for, or fairly and reasonably
mitigated/ relocated with holistic nature of the A40 Strategy, including bus lanes related to development, for the
any associated costs of and junction improvements and laybys should be impact of the wider HIF 42/96
doing this funded by the Salt considered as part of the implementation process of the proposals. As a result, there is a
Cross/ West Eynsham SDA HIF schemes. need for AAP to further justify this
developments as requirement or remove this from
appropriate. the AAP.
— First occupation of Salt This policy would directly fetter the delivery of the Trigger points (commercial and
Cross (unless car-free) will Garden Village, especially to the increased delivery residential) to be explored
not be permitted until rates included as part of the draft AAP. The evidence through the section 106 and
completion of the A40 bus base to support the AAP does not test the impact of the package of mitigation works
lanes, and completion of the HIF/A40 proposals and has not tested any early phases associated with each phase, 42/97
junction improvements at of delivery to support this policy. rather than a Grampian
Pear Tree roundabout. This approach would add an unnecessarily restrictive condition/overreliance on third
approach not applicable to other housing proposals in party delivery which prevents
build out of the Garden Village.

Prior + Partners Limited

Company number: 10463462



Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.
the district who would also have an impact on the areas This policy as drafted represents
referenced. a significant impact to the
deliverability and early phase
marketing of the garden village
and should be removed.
Policy 18 —  Provision will be made at Policy does not reflect use class amendments. To be amended in line with
Salt Cross for a campus of Additional references to Class E should be added, suggested indicators.
around 40 ha set within an although the contribution of B class uses should remain
extensive network of green as they are an intrinsic part of the advanced
and blue infrastructure to manufacturing offer (this should also change paragraph
accommodate science, 9.7 and 9.29)
technology, engineering and The poli : : 42/98
. policy (and supporting text elsewhere in the AAP) 42/99
high-tech related B-class would be much easier to monitor if the policy referred 42/100
business floorspace. only to the 80,000m? in the policy to allow for
alternative proposals which could provide the same
quantum of floor space in a more efficient manner which
would require less developed land but still provide the
same economic benefits.
Policy 22 — Residential development It is inappropriate for the AAP to include a requirement Policy 22 should be limited to
proposals at Salt Cross will (notably additional documents) to demonstrate housing identifying the number of new
be expected to demonstrate delivery rates in excess of those provided by the homes expected on the site, as 42/101

exemplary design standards
alongside a commitment to
the acceleration of housing
delivery. This should be in

applicant to support the Local Plan and the Eynsham
Infrastructure Delivery Plan. It would also be useful for
WODC to outline how the evidence which has led to the

the relationship to the provision of
infrastructure outlined in the IDP
is covered by Policy 30. Reference

to detailed delivery mechanisms

Prior + Partners Limited
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provides opportunities for

the self and custom build housing. The AAP, like the

Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.
the form of a housing conclusion that non-traditional housing delivery can should be removed, as previously
delivery statement (or speed up delivery rates at Salt Cross. identified at earlier stages of the
equivalent) which includes AAP, to avoid fettering delivery or
consideration of the flexibility.
following measures:
Policy 23 — Affordable homes proposed — The remainder of this policy outlines affordable housing WODC to further define the term
as part of the overall mix of to national policy and types of affordable home. The (eg as an appendix or in 42/103
development should reference to ‘genuine affordability’ should be removed supporting text) or remove.
demonstrate ‘genuine as this does not align with any formal type of affordable
affordability’. housing and is not defined within the AAP.
— Affordable rent should be — To ensure longevity of policy, the reference to Table To be amended to remove
set having regard to the 10.2 and subsequent updates should be removed and reference to table 10.2.
living rents identified in replaced with a reference to the Local Housing
Table 10.2 and capped at no Allowance.
higher than the Local 42/104
Housing Allowance (LHA)
limits set out in Table 10.2
(and any subsequent
updates).
Policy 23 — 10.43-45 — The memorandum of understanding with Oxford City To meet the principles of Duty to
Supporting should be completed ahead of submission of the AAP. Cooperate considerations and for42/105
text the plan to be positively prepared.
Policy 25 — Toensure that Salt Cross — There are a number of forms of housing which fall into WODC to further evidence, 42/107

amend and redraft in revised AAP

Prior + Partners Limited
Company number: 10463462



Policy

Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

community-led housing and
individuals to build or
commission their own
homes, at least 5% of the
total number of homes will
be set aside as serviced
plots for the purposes of
custom and self-build
housing.

Local Plan, should include marketing requirements
should the opportunity not be taken up. An increase
over the 5% is currently unjustified and need not
identified. The 110 homes would be more than the
current District’s expression of interest and three times
the amount of EQOIls that have currently expressed an

interest in Eynsham (as referenced in paragraph 10.62).

Further details are required on what WODC mean by
serviced and how this is to be provided.

(such as suggested modifications)
in light of comment.

42/107

—  Serviced plots will be
expected to be provided in
clusters of 10 or more
homes, included as part of
each phase of development
across the garden village as
a whole and set out in a
Phasing Plan.

— It may not be appropriate to include custom and self-
build opportunities in each phase as this will be
dependent on location, cluster sizes and relative
infrastructure burden, amongst other considerations.
The form of housing delivery will be agreed on a phase
by phase basis as part of each Reserved Matters
Application, subsequent design coding and in line with
the development’s housing strategy.

—  To beremoved.

'S

12/108

— A mix of custom and self-
build housing tenures,
including the provision of
affordable homes will be
sought as a proportion of the
overall 50% affordable
housing requirement at Salt
Cross.

— To be effective, the policy should refer to “as a
proportion of the overall affordable housing
requirement”, covered and caveated separately in the
AAP.

— To be amended as suggested.

42/109

Prior + Partners Limited
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Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.
Policy 25 - 10.70 — It would be inappropriate to identify the location of — To beremoved.
Supporting custom and self-build opportunities without a further 49/110
text understanding of context derived through Reserved T
Matters Applications. The obligation to provide
(alongside associated parameters including marketing
and release conditions) will be included within the S106.
Policy 26 — Proposals for education and —  Whilst this policy suggests an in-principle support for —  WODC to further evidence,
employment-linked housing this form of specialist housing, there are no details or amend and redraft in revised AAP
will be supported as part of mechanisms provided for this will be provided on site or (such as suggested modifications) A2/111
the overall mix of housing at its relationship to Affordable housing provision. in light of comment.
Salt Cross.
Policy 26 - 10.88 — References to ‘relatively modest cost increases’ should — To beremoved.
Supporting be removed until this policy has been demonstrated in
text viability work, in line with national policy. The currently
open consultation on raising accessibility standards for
new homes suggests that an average of £1,400 per unit 42/112
is a more appropriate estimate from a building reg
compliant dwelling to a M4(2) compliant dwelling than
that referenced in the AAP housing strategy, which uses
older figures from the original consultation. Applying
this (as a simplistic calculation) to an additional 75% of
homes (beyond the local plan policy) is over £2 million
pounds.
Policy 27 —  Entire policy — This policy references aspects of existing policies and — To beremoved. 49/113

should not be included as part of the AAP to ensure
clarity, reduce inconsistency with other policies and to

Prior + Partners Limited
Company number: 10463462



Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.
aid the decision maker in the determination of polices
and their associated caveats.
— Accord with and not — Reference to agreed masterplan should be updated to — To be amended where applicable.

prejudice the delivery of, align with other references to the illustrative spatial

any agreed overall framework. 42/114

masterplan for the garden

village site;
Policy 27 - 1112 — To beupdated to align with the amended Use Class — To be updated.
Supporting order. 42/115
text
Policy 28 — An appropriate mix and — References to reservation of land for general medical — To beremoved.

guantum of community uses use should be removed as this does not reflect the latest

as part of the village centre position or sought obligation from the Oxfordshire CCG.

and neighbourhood centres, A2/116

including land which is to be

reserved for general medical

use to enable the future

expansion/re-location of

primary health care

facilities;

— A comprehensive, detailed — This element of the policy should be amended to include — To beamended to “An
masterplan will be required “An appropriately detailed masterplan...” to reflect the appropriately detailed 491117

at the outline planning
application stage, reflecting
the key elements of the

outline nature of the application.

masterplan...”.

Prior + Partners Limited
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Policy

Relevant text extract (non-
exhaustive) or reference in draft
AAP

Commentary on draft text

Suggested amendments, refinement
or identified need for additional work
to be made sound.

illustrative Spatial
Framework Plan

— Repetition

—  The number of homes, employment floor space,
sustainable transport hub, Green Infrastructure are
covered by previous policies.

— To beremoved.

D

2/118

Policy 28
Supporting
text

— Table11.1

— Use classes included for the employment zone are
inconsistent with the uses referenced in policy 18 and in
footnote 2 on page 151

— The reference to 850 car parking spaces is inconsistent
with the Local Plan policy and Policy 15 which
references expansion (although this is suggested to be
amended by this Appendix)

—  Whilst there is a need to ensure that Gl calculations and
public open space design should create usable spaces, it
is not clear why the uses in Table 11.1 have been
excluded from the overall projections, notably drainage
infrastructure and incidental open space.

— To be updated.

D

~ 1116

— The lllustrative Spatial Framework identifies a series of
key structuring principles to help guide the
determination of future planning applications. It is the
role of the Parameter Plans submitted as part of the
outline planning application which set the overall
parameters within which any more detailed design must
come forward.

— Suggest this paragraph is removed

and the AAP relies upon
Paragraph 11.15

41

12/119

2/120
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42/121

options should be explored
through the submission of a
Community Management
and Maintenance Plan
(CMMP) or equivalent which
will be required in support of
any outline and where
appropriate, detailed
planning applications.

strategy) that an appropriately detailed stewardship
strategy will be required to be approved at subsequent
planning stages, such as a condition of the outline,
ahead of occupation, or as part of the S106.

Policy Relevant text extract (non- Commentary on draft text Suggested amendments, refinement
exhaustive) or reference in draft or identified need for additional work
AAP to be made sound.

- 1142 — Clarity is sought on the role of ‘allocating’ a burial — If the AAP is identifying a burial
ground compared with the Eynsham IDP position as ground ‘allocation’, additional
outlined in that document and paragraph 11.72 feasibility evidence, identification

of need and costing estimates are

required to support this

requirement. WODC to outline if

this is a sought contribution.
Policy 31 — This and other suitable — Policy or supporting text to clarify (in line with OPA — Tobeamended in line with

comment.

42/122
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Respondent ID 43 - Railfuture Thames Valley
Comment ref: 43/01, 43,02

railfuture

THAMES VALLEY

Thames Valley Branch

Secretary
Andrew McCallum
]
I
I
[ ]
Tel
|
Planning Policy Team
West Oxfordshire District Council
Elmfield
New Yatt Road
Witney
Oxfordshire 0OX28 1PB e-mail to: planning.policy@westoxon.gov.uk
5th October 2020
Dear Sirs,

SALT CROSS GARDEN VILLAGE AT EYNSHAM - AREA ACTION PLAN CONSULTATION

| am writing on behalf of Railfuture* Thames Valley and thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
WODC Area Action Plan relating to the Garden Village proposals.

In general we support the proposal as, compared with Witney and Chipping Norton, it will locate new 43/01
housing closer to much of the employment in the County as well as providing employment within its own
boundaries and an opportunity for more sustainable transport.

We welcome the Plan overall as it is built around the importance of climate change and environmental
policies (e.g. electric charging points), reducing the need for travel by car, improvements to air quality
(policy 11) and opportunities for active travel.

As an organisation we are particularly interested in proposals for improving public transport and facilities
for walking and cycling. We are therefore limiting our comments to Section 8. 43/02

We are pleased that, compared with the first draft AAP in 2018, importance is now given to Hanborough
Station and links thereto. We welcome that financial contributions will be required for improvements to
the station and access and to the North Cotswold Line Transformation. However, it will be vital that these
improvements are in place before new houses and businesses are occupied so that new occupiers make
their travel decisions knowing about the actual rail services. Borrowing should therefore be put in place for
these contributions to achieve up front delivery, paid back from the s.106 contributions over time. This
would follow a similar approach to that set out in the first paragraph on page 148 for the delivery of the
A40 Corridor infrastructure schemes.

Whilst the AAP in Fig 8.1 states that it should be possible for buses to penetrate all areas of the Village, it
could be helpful to stress the design standards required (road widths, radii, absence of on street parking,
etc). We are concerned that bus stops could be more than 400m from dwellings if there is a high frequency
service. Passengers are less likely to walk such a distance in inclement weather, thereby going against the


mailto:planning.policy@westoxon.gov.uk

basic principle of the AAP to reduce the use of the private car. It will also be important to future proof
connections to Hanborough Station, for example by making infrastructure provision for autonomous

“pods” or similar. 43/02
cont.

It will be vitally important that the proposals and policies set out in the AAP are supported by the
independent examiner and are not watered down as a result of submissions from potential developers. To
that end it will be important that WODC has a very strong team at the Examination able to rebut
developers’ concerns about the required standards and the viability of the necessary financial
contributions. The scheme has the potential to be an exemplar development, future proofed to deal with
climate change and other environmental and health issues.

We should be pleased if you would take our comments into account but come back to us if you need
further clarification on the points we have raised.

This response has been researched and prepared by our committee member, Nigel Rose.

Yours sincerely,

Richard Stow,
Chairman

Railfuture Thames Valley Branch

* Railfuture is a national voluntary organisation, campaigning for improved rail services and promotion of
the contribution rail can make to sustainable transport. In the Thames Valley we have several hundred
members, including the affiliation of most local Rail User Groups. We are independent of the industry,
political parties and trades unions, and always seek to put rail users first, be they freight or passengers.

Railfuture Ltd is a (not for profit) Company
Limited by Guarantee. Registered in England and Wales No 05011634.
Registered Office: Edinburgh House, 1-5 Bellevue Road, Clevedon, North Somerset, BS21 7NP (for legal correspondence only)

GDPR privacy statement: www.railfuture.org.uk/Privacy

http://www.railfuture.org.uk
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Respondent ID 44 - Carl Rylett and Dan Levy
Comment ref: 44/01 - 44/07

Please find comments on the Area Action Plan for the proposed Garden Village of Salt Cross from
Councillors Carl Rylett and Dan Levy, in whose ward the village sits.

We are broadly speaking very supportive of the AAP, which if fully implemented, would enable Salt

Cross in many ways to be an exemplar Garden Village. It is however worth pointing out that we do 44/01
not believe that the location is appropriate for development, and although that particular argument

can no longer be won, we owe it to the residents of our ward to reiterate that we were opposed to

the development. Now that the development is almost certain to go ahead, we want it to be as

good as possible, both for new residents of Salt Cross and for the existing residents of Eynsham and

other parts of West Oxfordshire. We therefore have a number of observations to this end.

We support the overall ambitions of the AAP, to make Salt Cross a low-carbon, healthy, thriving
place. The existing Eynsham Community took an active part in developing the AAP, working closely
with the excellent WODC officer team over the past 2 years or so, and the AAP is a credit to them all.

Salt Cross was envisaged as a separate community to Eynsham, but this really does not reflect the
reality of its location, nor the benefits of the two communities working together. We are pleased
that this is, to some extent, recognised within the AAP, for instance by the secondary school having a
site in each of Eynsham and Salt Cross. Services and facilities should complement and avoid harm to
existing Eynsham — we want people to shop, drink and eat in each village, and in particular for
people to use the local retailers in Eynsham. In the fullness of time, we would expect Eynsham
residents to use shops, restaurants and pubs in Salt Cross. Medical Services will be provided in one
of the villages but not both. Sports facilities will continue to be delivered in Eynsham — eg the
gymnasium and football team — as well as potentially in Salt Cross. We support the requirement of a
Health Impact Assessment, learning from other recent projects e.g. Healthy New Towns, about how
good planning can benefit the health of residents

44/01
cont.

We want community cohesion in both villages and the villages combined, and would welcome the
development of measures to encourage community development in Salt Cross, including a
community centre, pleasant public spaces and adequate sport facilities to complement those in
Eynsham, and we hope used by residents of both.

To make both villages work there needs to be easy, direct, safe access to each from the other, for 44/02
people using bicycles, walking, wheelchair users, etc. Unaccompanied children must be able safely

to cross the A40 to get to and from schools and other facilities. The weakest part of the AAP relates

to the A40 crossings. It envisages an underpass to link Old Witney Road and Cuckoo Lane, on the

grounds that such a route is the most direct link between the two parts of Barthomew School
(notwithstanding that most pupils will be going to one or other and not both sites each day) and 3

at-grade signalled crossings between there and the Eynsham Roundabout. No improvement appears

to have been planned for the Eynsham Roundabout to make it safely usable for bike users and

pedestrians. We cannot see how under such conditions the A40 can be anything but a barrier



between the two halves of the community, unless traffic flows on the A40 are significantly impaired.
Only additional non-grade crossings or rerouting of the A40 can square this circle.

We welcome the AAP’s commitment to making the Garden Village a place in which car usage is
discouraged and active travel prioritised. There should be more detail about how this will be
achieved. We note that the County Council insists on the spine road being for through traffic —
however much through traffic is discouraged, given the probable congestion on the A40, we expect
the spine road to be used by drivers, and this is greatly to be regretted. Within the Garden Village,
walking and cycling must be quicker and more direct than the use of cars, and where cars and active
travellers meet, the latter must be given priority.

There is an assumption that the County Council will go ahead with the proposed Park and Ride and
bus lane project, and that this will encourage residents and users of the business facilities to use
public transport rather than private vehicles. As the P&R has yet to be given planning permission,
we would expect the AAP to provide alternative arrangements in the event of it not being built. In
any case, we think it unduly optimistic to think that the A40 will be able to cope with the new
development in the Garden Village, North Oxford. Witney and West of Eynsham— it is already highly
congested, as is the B4044. In addition, the AAP envisages but does not make mandatory, a bike
route and bus provision to Hanborough Station — both this and the B4044 bike route to Botley, plus a
safe bike crossing (which realistically would have to be a bridge or underpass) at Eynsham
Roundabout, ought to be part of the AAP. If safe and direct bike routes are available for use
between the two villages and between the villages and places people wish to go, then they will be
used.

We fully support the aim in Policy 2 of setting an obligation of net zero carbon emissions. The
Council's commissioned reports make it clear that this is achievable and viable, especially given high
house prices in the area. We would expect such a position even if it reduces the capital gain made
by the landowners, and this should not be used as a reason to diminish the quantum of affordable
housing. Particularly given the scale of the application and likely duration, it is important to
anticipate the raised environmental standards which government at all levels are virtually certain to
make to address the climate emergency, and to apply them even if central government lags behind
West Oxfordshire.

The Eynsham area also benefits from local expertise who together have the knowledge to help
implement a project to make local, green sustainable energy as long as appropriate policies are in
place to facilitate, e.g. Project Leo and Eynsham's Smart and Fair Neighbourhood.

Policy 4 and 7 -

44/02
cont.

44/03



We would like to see the 'Health promoting infrastructure' and 'Green Infrastructure' closely
integrated with existing Eynsham village for a wider benefit. Clearly this AAP only refers to the site
north of the A40, but the community of residents will cover both villages.

Policy 9

There may be opportunities for Eynsham to benefit from off-set biodiversity gain. We could argue a
25% gain really is achievable with some off-setting, especially considering the local Nature Recovery
Network community project and local expertise which is undertaking environmental work in the
older village.

Conclusion.

The AAP is an ambitious and commendable document, in the main. The area in which it is deficient
relates to transport and primarily to the crossing of the A40. While we recognise the difficulty of
finding solutions to this problem, without it there is a real danger that the Garden Village will not
properly develop, nor be sufficiently integrated with Eynsham, and ambitions for the Garden Village
to avoid car-dependency will be dashed — clear examples are that school pupils need to cross the
A40, people will have to get to the Medical Centre (whether it be on its existing site or elsewhere)
and it would be much better if people bought food in Eynsham rather than driving to Witney or
Oxford.

With the exception of this significant failing the AAP represents a blue print for an excellent garden
village, and we urge there to be no diminution to its key measures between this proposal and its
adoption, and for it to be used rigorously to inform future planning applications, with an expectation
that only applications fully in compliance with the AAP will be approved.

44104
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Respondent ID 45 - Scottish and Southern Electricity Networks
Comment ref: 45/01 - 45/03

From: Gaskell, Chris

To: Planning Policy (WODC

Cc: Chris Hargraves

Subject: Salt Cross Garden Village - Area Action Plan Consultation
Date: 30 August 2020 09:08:30
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Planning Policy / Chris Hargraves,

Thank you for your message below, together with your link, regarding the above topic /
location.

| can confirm that, at this present time, | have no further comments to make over and above 45/01
those already made in my letters, together with attachments, dated 5 September 2016.

If you are unable to ‘locate’ these letters, then if required / requested, | will be able to
provide electronic copies.

Regards,

=

cid:image002.jpg@01D1F864.3BEFBBCO

._E.

Chris Gaskell

Network Connections Planning Engineer
E

Intemalz-

- I
1 Woodstock Road, Yarnton, Kidlington, Oxfordshire, OX5 1NY

WWWw.ssen.co.uk
cid:image004.png@01D4FE99.3D58FB00

TimeToChange

From: West Oxfordshire Planning Policy Consultations (do not reply) <do-not-
reply@planningconsultation.westoxon.gov.uk>
Sent: 28 August 2020 15:01

Tor Gastel, s I
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] [OCGVAAP19] Salt Cross Garden Village - Area Action Plan Consultation -
Invitation to Join

WARNING: this email has originated from outside of the SSE Group. Please treat any links or
attachments with caution.

West Oxfordshire Planning Policy Consultations

Salt Cross Garden Village - Area Action Plan Consultation

You've been invited to participate in the Salt Cross Garden Village - Area Action Plan Consultation
consultation by the consultation manager, OMurray.

This consultation is open from 28 Aug 2020 at 00:00 to 23 Oct 2020 at 23:59.

Dear Sir/Madam

Salt Cross Garden Village Draft Area Action Plan (AAP)

You will be aware that land to the north of the A40 near Eynsham is allocated for development in the
West Oxfordshire Local Plan in the form of a new garden village. Known as ‘Salt Cross,’ the garden
village will be led by a new Area Action Plan (AAP).

The District Council has now prepared a final draft version of the AAP which it proposes to submit to
the Secretary of State for independent examination. The AAP establishes a vision for Salt Cross,
supported by a series of core objectives and policies which will be used to guide future development
proposals as they come forward.

Before the AAP can be submitted, it must be published for a statutory period of public consultation
which is running for 8-weeks from Friday 28th August 2020 until Friday 23rd October 2020.

The draft AAP and a range of supporting documents have therefore been published on the Council’s
website at www.westoxon.gov.uk/gardenvillage

Paper copies will shortly be made available in the following libraries which have re-opened following the
Covid-19 crisis:

e Carterton Library - 6 Alvescot Road, Carterton, OX18 3JH

¢ Chipping Norton Library - Goddards Lane, Chipping Norton, OX7 5NP

e Eynsham Library - 30 Mill Street, Eynsham, OX29 4JS

e Witney Library - Welch Way, Witney, OX28 6JH

* Woodstock Library - The Oxfordshire Museum, Fletcher's House, Park Street, Woodstock, OX20 1SN

For further information on library opening times please visit:
https://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/residents/leisure-and-culture/libraries/reopening-libraries

Should more libraries re-open during the 8-week consultation period, paper copies will be made
available in those locations accordingly.

We would very much welcome your comments on the draft AAP and these can be made in writing, or
by way of electronic communications.

The options for responding are set out below.

* Online by registering at http://planningconsultation.westoxon.gov.uk

* By completing and returning the AAP standard response form which can be downloaded at
www.westoxon.gov.uk/gardenvillage

* By sending an email to planning.policy@westoxon.gov.uk

¢ By writing to Planning Policy Team, West Oxfordshire District Council, EImfield, New Yatt Road,
Witney, OX28 1PB

As the consultation relates to the submission draft AAP, comments should be focused on three main
issues; whether the AAP is ‘legally compliant’, whether it is ‘sound’ and whether the Council has
complied with its statutory duty to co-operate. Further information is set out in a guidance note which is
available to download at www.westoxon.gov.uk/gardenvillage
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Any representations may be accompanied by a request to be notified at a specified address of any of
the following:

» the submission of the AAP for independent examination under section 20 of the Act,

« the publication of the recommendations of the person appointed to carry out an independent
examination of the AAP under section 20 of the Act; and

» The adoption of the AAP.

All representations received will be made publicly available and will also be made available to the
Planning Inspectorate and to the person appointed by the Secretary of State to conduct the
examination.

If you have any questions or require further clarification, please feel free to contact me on the number
above.

Yours faithfully

Chris Hargraves
Planning Policy Manager

Participate in this consultation

To change your email alerts, please visit the website
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The information in this E-Mail is confidential and may be legally privileged. It may not
represent the views of the SSE Group. It isintended solely for the addressees. Access to this E-
Mail by anyone else is unauthorised. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure,
copying, distribution or any action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance on it, is prohibited
and may be unlawful. Any unauthorised recipient should advise the sender immediately of the
error in transmission. Unless specifically stated otherwise, this email (or any attachmentsto it)
isnot an offer capable of acceptance or acceptance of an offer and it does not form part of a
binding contractual agreement.

Scottish and Southern Electricity Networks is a trading name of : Scottish and Southern
Energy Power Distribution Limited Registered in Scotland No. SC213459; Scottish Hydro
Electric Transmission plc Registered in Scotland No. SC213461; Scottish Hydro Electric
Power Distribution plc Registered in Scotland No. SC213460; (all having their Registered
Offices at Inveralmond House, 200 Dunkeld Road, Perth, PH1 3AQ); and Southern Electric
Power Distribution plc Registered in England & Wales No. 04094290 having its Registered
Office at No.1 Forbury Place, 43 Forbury Road, Reading, Berkshire, RG1 3JH, which are
members of the SSE Group

WWW.Ssen.co.uk
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Scottish and Southern

Energy
Your reference: Power Distribution
In Any Reply Please Quote: CIJG/EGV_Site OHL 1 Woodstock Road
Yarnton
Kidlington
WEST OXFORDSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL Oxfordshire
ELMFIELD OX5 INY

NEW YATT ROAD e N
WITNEY + evta

0X28 1PB
For the attention of :- PLANNING POLICY TEAM 5 September 2016
- Mr Andrew Thomson

Dear Sir,
Evnsham Garden Village (EGV)

| refer to the recent ‘Expression of Interest’ submitted to Government at the end of July
2016 regarding the above location.

This is a strategic growth option for housing and development land areas, which are typical
of a number of recent sites across Southern England, where insufficient discussion has
taken place between planning authorities and ourselves, prior to planning permission
being granted. | attach a copy of a letter sent to all chief planning officers in our licence
area in March 2012, which summarises the situation.

The land concerned is crossed by various 33,000 volt (ehv) overhead lines (solid green)
and 11,000 volt (hv) overhead lines (solid red), as detailed in the table below, which form
an essential and integral part of Southern Electric Power Distribution's wider network and
as such must be retained.

For your information and assistance, underground cables are indicated by a dashed line,
with red for hv and green for ehv.

Area 132kV ehv hv
Eynsham Garden Village 0 2 5

Development beneath the overhead lines or diversion / undergrounding of the overhead
lines may not be possible, in which case the development as planned would be unable to
proceed.

No contractual arrangements have been agreed with any developer for modification of the
above circuit/s. Therefore, any conditions imposed, should permission be granted, must be
on the developer and not the Distribution Network Operator, as is the case for other
existing infrastructure.

Scottish and Southern Energy Power Distribution is the trading name of: Scottish and Southern Energy Power Distribution Limited Registered in Scotland No.SC213459; Scottish
Hydro Electric Transmission Limited Registered in Scotland No. SC213461; Scottish Hydro Electric Power Distribution plc Registered in Scotland No. SC213460; S+S Limited
Registered in Scotland No.SC214382 (all having their Registered Offices at Inveralmond House 200 Dunkeld Road Perth PH1 3AQ); and Southern Electric Power Distribution plc
Registered in England & Wales No. 04094290 having its Registered Office at 55 Vastern Road Reading Berkshire RG1 8BU which are members of the SSE Group
www.ssepd.co.uk
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To ensure that the proposal is deliverable, you may consider it best to impose a
requirement on the developer to agree contractual arrangements with Southern Electric
Power Distribution for any modifications prior to permission being granted.

We would consider the granting of planning permission without further discussion and
agreement as to how our equipment can be accommodated within the proposal to be
unacceptable.

For your information and assistance, | have attached a copy of our GIS Mains Record
showing the equipment affected for the above location detailed in the above table.

Clearly, the above principles would apply to any development area, which is crossed by
ehv and/or hv overhead lines.

Yours faithfully,

Chris Gaskell
Network Investment Engineer

Scottish and Southern Energy Power Distribution is the trading name of: Scottish and Southern Energy Power Distribution Limited Registered in Scotland No.SC213459; Scottish
Hydro Electric Transmission Limited Registered in Scotland No. SC213461; Scottish Hydro Electric Power Distribution plc Registered in Scotland No. SC213460; S+S Limited
Registered in Scotland No.SC214382 (all having their Registered Offices at Inveralmond House 200 Dunkeld Road Perth PH1 3AQ); and Southern Electric Power Distribution plc
Registered in England & Wales No. 04094290 having its Registered Office at 55 Vastern Road Reading Berkshire RG1 8BU which are members of the SSE Group
www.ssepd.co.uk
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Scottish and Southern

Energy
Your reference: Power Distribution
In Any Reply Please Quote: CJG/EGV_Site DOM 1 Woodstock Road
Yarnton
Kidlington
WEST OXFORDSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL Oxfordshire
ELMFIELD OX5 INY

NEW YATT ROAD e N
WITNEY + evta

0OX28 1PB
For the attention of ;- PLANNING POLICY TEAM 5 September 2016

- Mr Andrew Thomson

Dear Sir,
Evnsham Garden Village

| refer to the recent ‘Expression of Interest’ for Eynsham Garden Village (EGV) that West
Oxfordshire District Council submitted to Central Government at the end of July 2016.

The EGV is a strategic growth option, which, at this stage, | can only provide general
guidance on the provision of electricity infrastructure and the treatment of any existing
infrastructure in relation to future development.

Connections for new developments from existing infrastructure can be provided subject to
cost and time-scale.

Where existing infrastructure is inadequate to support the increased demands from the
new development, the costs of any necessary upstream reinforcement required would
normally be apportioned between developer and DNO (Distribution Network Operator) in
accordance with the current Statement of Charging Methodology agreed with the industry
regulator (OFGEM). Maximum time-scales in these instances would not normally exceed
around 2 years and should not therefore impede delivery of any proposed housing
development.

Where overhead lines cross development site, these will, with the exception of 400 kV
tower lines, normally be owned and operated by Scottish and Southern Energy Power
Distribution (SSEPD).

In order to minimise costs, wherever possible, existing overhead lines can remain in place
with uses such as open space, parking, garages or public highways generally being
permitted in proximity to the overhead lines. Where this is not practicable, or where
developers choose to lay out their proposals otherwise, then agreement will be needed as
to how these will be dealt with, including agreeing costs and identifying suitable alternative
routing for the circuits. The existing customer base should not be burdened by any costs
arising from new development proposals.

Scottish and Southern Energy Power Distribution is the trading name of: Scottish and Southern Energy Power Distribution Limited Registered in Scotland No.SC213459; Scottish
Hydro Electric Transmission Limited Registered in Scotland No. SC213461; Scottish Hydro Electric Power Distribution plc Registered in Scotland No. SC213460; S+S Limited
Registered in Scotland No.SC214382 (all having their Registered Offices at Inveralmond House 200 Dunkeld Road Perth PH1 3AQ); and Southern Electric Power Distribution plc
Registered in England & Wales No. 04094290 having its Registered Office at 55 Vastern Road Reading Berkshire RG1 8BU which are members of the SSE Group
www.ssepd.co.uk
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To ensure certainty of delivery of a development site, any anticipated relocation of existing
overhead lines should be formally agreed with SSEPD, prior to submission of a planning
application.

Conclusion

| trust the above is helpful to you at this current stage of your deliberations, but you can
contact me directly on the above telephone number should you require any further advice.

However, for your information and assistance, please see the attached Appendix A,
which includes additional information in respect of the EGV.

Yours faithfully,

Chris Gaskell
Network Investment Engineer

Scottish and Southern Energy Power Distribution is the trading name of: Scottish and Southern Energy Power Distribution Limited Registered in Scotland No.SC213459; Scottish
Hydro Electric Transmission Limited Registered in Scotland No. SC213461; Scottish Hydro Electric Power Distribution plc Registered in Scotland No. SC213460; S+S Limited
Registered in Scotland No.SC214382 (all having their Registered Offices at Inveralmond House 200 Dunkeld Road Perth PH1 3AQ); and Southern Electric Power Distribution plc
Registered in England & Wales No. 04094290 having its Registered Office at 55 Vastern Road Reading Berkshire RG1 8BU which are members of the SSE Group
www.ssepd.co.uk
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APPENDIX A
The identified areas are :-

Area Comments
Eynsham Garden Village See Note 1
NOTES

1) It is anticipated at today that there may be sufficient capacity available to be able to
supply this development from our Eynsham 33/11kV primary substation and the
existing hv distribution network, but will be subject to off-site reinforcement works to
the existing hv distribution network.

Scottish and Southern Energy Power Distribution is the trading name of: Scottish and Southern Energy Power Distribution Limited Registered in Scotland No.SC213459; Scottish
Hydro Electric Transmission Limited Registered in Scotland No. SC213461; Scottish Hydro Electric Power Distribution plc Registered in Scotland No. SC213460; S+S Limited
Registered in Scotland No.SC214382 (all having their Registered Offices at Inveralmond House 200 Dunkeld Road Perth PH1 3AQ); and Southern Electric Power Distribution plc
Registered in England & Wales No. 04094290 having its Registered Office at 55 Vastern Road Reading Berkshire RG1 8BU which are members of the SSE Group
www.ssepd.co.uk
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John Stambollouian

Head of Development Control Policy
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister
4/H2 Eland House

Bressenden Place

London SW1E 5DU

OFFICE OF THE
DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER T —
Fax: I
Chief Planning Officers in England GTN: I
-

Web site: www.odpm.gov.uk
Our Ref: PDC 31/2/1

25 November 2002

Dear Colleague
CIRCULAR 11/95: USE OF NEGATIVE CONDITIONS

| am writing to draw your attention to the advice in paragraph 40 and the footnote on page
16 of the Annex of Circular 11/95 on The Use of Conditions in Planning Permissions. The
advice is on conditions worded in a negative form, prohibiting development until a
specified action has been taken.

Following the High Court case Merritt v SSETR and Mendip District Councif we need to
amend the advice in Circular 11/95. Until we are able to amend the Circuldr, please
would you note the following advice when imposing negative planning conditions.

The advice in Circular 11/95 on conditions depending on other's actions (Annex
paragraphs 38 and 39), says that it is unreasonable to impose a condition worded in a
positive form which developers would be unable to comply with themselves, or which they
could comply with only with the consent or authorisation of a third party. Similarly,
conditions which require the applicant to obtain an authorisation from another body

should not be imposed.

Although it would be ultra vires to require works which the developer has no powers to
carry out, or which would need the consent or authorisation of a third party, it may be
possible to achieve a similar result by a condition worded in a negative form, prohibiting
development until a specified action has been taken.

The way the advice is currently worded in paragraph 40 is that such a condition should
only be imposed on a planning permission if there are at least reasonable prospects of
the action in question being performed within the time-limit imposed by the permission.

As a result of the Judgement in Merritt, paragraph 40 should be amended to read, "It is
the policy of the Secretary of State that such a condition may be imposed on a planning
permission. However, when there are no prospects at all of the action in question being
performed within the time-limit imposed by the permission, negative conditions should not
be imposed. In other words, when the interested third party has said that they have no
intention of carrying out the action or allowing it to be carried out, conditions prohibiting

Negative(Grampian) CPO let Nov02_.doc



development until this specified action has been taken by the third party should not be
imposed." '

The foot note at the bottom of page 16 should be replaced with: "A policy of refusing
permission where there was no reasonable prospect of planning conditions being met
could be lawful, but sound planning reasons for the refusal should be given and it should
be made clear that this was only a starting point for consideration of cases."

Yours sincerely,

JOHN STAMBOLLOUIAN

Negative(Grampian) CPO let Nov02_.doc



Draft Letter to Planning Authorities

Consultation re-proposed major housing/commer cial developments

Planning permission has recently been granted for a number of housing or industrial /
commercia developments on land crossed by overhead lines which are owned and
operated by Southern Electric Power Distribution (SEPD). SEPD is concerned that
insufficient discussion has taken place between SEPD and Planning Authorities
concerning the future of these lines prior to the granting of planning permission.

These overhead lines generally afford supplies to other locations beyond the
development, even whole towns or parts of cities in some instances and are carried on
either steel towers or wood poles. These structures and the overhead conductors they
support have been placed in accordance with planning permission in the form of a
Section 37 (Electricity Act 1989) consent granted by the Secretary of State. This
consent can only be granted following initial consultation with the Local Planning
Authority.

For Planning Authorities to not properly consult and to impose conditions such as
“the overhead lines are to be removed”, which developers would be unable to comply
with themselves would effectively be ultra vires. We believe this issue has been
previoudy highlighted in the letter from the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister to
the Chief Planning Officersin England dated 25 November 2002. (copy enclosed)

As such, SEPD believes that in these circumstances, the Planning Authority should
impose a condition prohibiting development until such time as the developer has
reached agreement with the Distribution Network Operator (DNO) (@) as to how the
development can be laid out such that the ling(s) can be retained in their current
position or (b) such that contractual arrangements have been agreed to modify the
overhead lines.

It is for Planning Authorities to consider how best to achieve this when land is first
being considered for development. For example it may be that Planning Authorities
consider imposing conditions on developers requiring them to conclude arrangements
for modifying the existing overhead lines before submission of their Planning
Application or prior to any planning permission being granted.

| would be pleased to recelve any comments you may have and discuss further, (if
necessary by meeting with you) how to improve consultation on this important issue.

| look forward to hearing from you.

Y ours faithfully

Mark Smith
Network Operations and Planning Manager



Respondent ID 46 - Siemens
Comment ref: 46/01

SIEMENS .-,
Healthineers ‘-

Name Ralph Seidler
Department MR Magnet Technology
West Oxfordshire District Council Telephone
Woodgreen Fax
Witney Mobile
0X28 1NB E-mail
Date 17" August 2020

To Whom It May Concern

As a provider of innovative healthcare technology, and the largest employer in the Eynsham area,
Siemens Healthineers Magnet Technology is pleased to voice its support of the Oxfordshire Cotswolds
Garden Village as detailed in the Area Action Plan and public consultation. Siemens Healthineers
supports the infrastructure and quality of life improvements the proposed development will bring and
believes it can also play a significant part in supporting

this project and the local community. 46/01

With increasing demand for its superconducting magnets, Siemens Healthineers as world market leader
in magnetic resonance imaging, is looking to further expand its manufacturing capability. As a result, the
company is looking for suitable locations, that would house both a new high-quality development and
production facility and create additional job opportunities for the local community.

With magnet development and production facilities currently located in Eynsham, Siemens Healthineers
would like to extend its contribution to the area as a high-tech and scientific hub. The Garden Village
presents a mutually beneficial opportunity; the company is able to expand its mission to manufacture
medical equipment that transforms healthcare and the lives of people across the globe, while
simultaneously bringing the associated benefits of a local presence to Eynsham's community and
economy.

Yours faithfully

Ralph Seidler

Managing Director
Siemens Healthcare Limited
MR Magnet Technology

Siemens Healthcare Limited Wharf Road, Eynsham, Witney Phone: +44 (0)1865 880880
Oxford OX29 4BP siemens.co.uk/healthineers
United Kingdom

Registered No. 09567186
Registered Office: Faraday House, Sir William Siemens Square, Frimley, Camberley, GU16 8QD
VAT Number. GB479985260



Respondent ID 47 - Sport England
Comment ref: 47/01

Representation received by: Sport England
Dated: 20 Oct 2020

"I welcome the inclusion of Active Design as one of the foundations for good healthy placemaking in
the new Garden Village. | would urge WODC to creating/including one of Sport England's Leisure
Local Facilities, within the masterplan for the village. The local leisure offer consists of a small pool
either 15 x 8m or 20 x 8m, 2 multi-purpose rooms which can become one, changing rooms, foyer
and 100m?2 fitness studio. It has been designed following best practise and sound business
modelling. Other items such as a cafe, climbing wall, soft play offices, meeting rooms can be easily
added to the foot print. | have discussed the local leisure concept with Rachel Biles and Janice
Bamsey and have forwarded copies of the design to them. Unfortunately, | am unable to attach the
document here.” - 20 Oct 2020 08:04 (Providing opportunities for healthy active play and leisure)

“l am concerned with the proposed playing fields arrangements shown and | did raise this in
discussion with the promoters of the site. The cricket pitch is stand alone with limited

opportunity for secondary spend. We have found this does not work - | refer you to Upper Heyford
in Cherwell, where the developers created a cricket pitch at a cost of over £250,000 and who are
now having to replace it with open space due to lack of use, BUT having to replace it as part of a
sports hub. The football pitches are cramped and will require a high amount of maintenance. It
would be better to create a sports hub either with or without a leisure local offer, and make it a
destination. Again | have discussed this in the past. What is being advocated is not in our
experience sustainable.” - 20 Oct 2020 08:13 (Green Infrastructure)

"It is important that the sports facilities are self-financing and this can only be achieved through
creating viable and sustainable sports hubs which has a wide offer. Sport England has depth of
experience in this and would be happy to work the WODC and the promoters of the site." - 20 Oct
2020 08:17 (Appendix 5 — Summary of Key Infrastructure requirements)

47/01



Representation received by: Edward Stuart

Dated: 9 October 2020

Policy

Edward Stuart Policy Yes Yes Yes

Bearing in mind the need for
local housing and the need
to limit the impact on
Witney and West
Oxforsdhire, | think this
scheme is well thought out
and creates minimum
impact on residents of
Eynsham yet maintains
good access links to Oxford
and London without creating
congestion further to the
West

Respondent ID 48 - Edward Stuart
Comment ref: 48/01

No, | do not wish to
participate at the oral
examination.

No, I do not wish to
participate at the oral
examination.

48/01



Respondent ID 49 - Sue Osborne
Comment ref: 49/01

Representation received by: Sue Osborne
Dated: 02 September 2020

AAP Section: Protecting and enhancing environmental assets — ‘At a glance’

"You have completely overlooked that there was a recent DMMO completed which reinstated part

of FP 206/10 as a public right of way. Fig.7:1 clearly shows this public footpath, running n/w - s/e 49/01
adjacent to New Wintles Farm. Fig.7:3 ignores it. Please ensure this right of way is retained. | look

forward to your response. Thank you." - Sep 2020 09:09 (Protecting and enhancing environmental

assets — ‘At a glance’)



Respondent ID 50 - Thames Water

Comment ref: 50/01 - 50/03

Sent by email: planning.policy@westoxon.gov.uk thameswaterplanningpolicy@savills.com

@ 0118 9520 500

22 October 2020

West Oxfordshire District Council — Salt Cross Garden Village Area
Action Plan (AAP) — ‘Preferred Options’ Consultation

Dear Sir/Madam,

Thank you for consulting Thames Water Utilities (Thames Water) regarding the above. Thames
Water are the statutory water and sewerage undertaker for the Garden Village are, and are hence
a “specific consultation body” in accordance with the Town & Country Planning (Local
Development) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments on the Area Action Plan:

General Comments

Thames Water seeks to co-operate and maintain a good working relationship with local planning
authorities in its area and to provide the support they need with regards to the provision of water
supply and sewage and wastewater treatment infrastructure.

Water and wastewater infrastructure is essential to any development. Failure to ensure that any
required upgrades to the infrastructure network are delivered alongside development could result
in adverse impacts in the form of internal and external sewer flooding and pollution of land and
water courses and/or low pressure.

A key sustainability objective for the preparation of Local Plans and Neighbourhood Plans should
be for new development to be co-ordinated with the infrastructure it demands and to take into
account the capacity of existing infrastructure. Paragraph 20 of the revised National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF), February 2019, states: “Strategic policies should set out an overall
strategy for the pattern, scale and quality of development, and make sufficient provision
for... infrastructure for waste management, water supply, wastewater...”.

Paragraph 28 relates to non-strategic policies and states: “Non-strategic policies should be
used by local planning authorities and communities to set out more detailed policies for
specific areas, neighbourhoods or types of development. This can include allocating sites,
the provision of infrastructure...”.

Paragraph 26 of the NPPF goes on to state: “Effective and on-going joint working between
strategic policy-making authorities and relevant bodies is integral to the production of a
positively prepared and justified strategy. In particular, joint working should help to
determine where additional infrastructure is necessary...”.

Registered address: Thames Water Utilities Limited, Clearwater Court, Vastern Road, Reading RG1 8DB
Company number 02366661 Thames Water Ultilities Limited is part of the Thames Water Plc group. VAT registration no GB 537-4569-15
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The web based National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) includes a section on ‘water supply,
wastewater and water quality’ and sets out that Local Plans should be the focus for ensuring that
investment plans of water and sewerage/wastewater companies align with development needs.
The introduction to this section also sets out that “Adequate water and wastewater
infrastructure is needed to support sustainable development” (Paragraph: 001, Reference
ID: 34-001-20140306).

New Infrastructure Charging Regime

The way water and wastewater infrastructure will be delivered has changed. From the 1% April
2018 all off site water and wastewater network reinforcement works necessary as a result of new
development will be delivered by the relevant statutory undertaker. Local reinforcement works will
be funded by the Infrastructure Charge which is a fixed charge for water and wastewater for each
new property connected. Strategic water and wastewater infrastructure requirements will be
funded through water companies’ investment programmes which are based on a 5 year cycle
known as the Asset Management Plan process.

It is important to consider the net increase in water and wastewater demand to serve the
development and also any impact that developments may have off site, further down the network.
The AAP should therefore seek to ensure that there is adequate water and wastewater
infrastructure to serve all new developments. Thames Water will work with developers and local
authorities to ensure that any necessary infrastructure reinforcement is delivered ahead of the
occupation of development. Where there are infrastructure constraints, it is important not to under
estimate the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network
upgrades take around 18 months and Sewage Treatment & Water Treatment Works upgrades
can take 3-5 years.

Paragraph 7.86

Thames Water support the inclusion of text encouraging developers to liaise with them prior to
submitting a planning application. In order to strengthen the support text at paragraph 7.86, we
request that the following text is incorporated within the AAP:

“Developers need to consider the net increase in water and waste water demand to serve their
developments and also any impact the development may have off site further down the network,
if no/low water pressure and internal/external sewage flooding of property is to be avoided.

Thames Water encourages developers to use our free pre-planning service
(https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-your-
development/\Water-and-wastewater-capacity). This service can tell developers at an early stage
if we will have capacity in our water and/or wastewater networks to serve their development, or
what we'll do if we don't.

The developer can then submit this as evidence to support a planning application and we can
prepare to serve the new development at the point of need, helping avoid delays to housing
delivery programmes”.

50/01
cont.

50/02


https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-your-development/Water-and-wastewater-capacity
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-your-development/Water-and-wastewater-capacity

Site Specific Comments
Please find attached a table which provides site specific comments.

We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Stefania
Petrosino on the above number.

Yours sincerely,

Thames Water Utilities Ltd



Site ID  |Site Name Net Gain |Net Foul [Net Net Net Net Water Response Waste Response
to Water Property |Increase (Increase |Property
System |Increase |Equivale [in in Peak |Equivale
(/day) to nt Demand |Demand |[nt
System |[Increase -(l/day) (IIs) Increase
(IIs) Waste Water
53647 Land North Of A40 3408240 |39.45 3188 930000 |[32.29 2657 The scale of development/s in this catchment is likely to require Infrastructure at the wastewater treatment works in this area is unlikely to be

A40 Section From
Bernard Gate To
Eynsham Roundabout
(Pending)

upgrades of both the water supply network and water treatment
works. It is recommended that the Developer and the Local
Planning Authority liaise with Thames Water at the earliest
opportunity to agree a housing phasing plan. Failure to liaise with
Thames Water will increase the risk of planning conditions being
sought at the application stage to control the phasing of
development in order to ensure that any necessary infrastructure
upgrades are delivered ahead of the occupation of development.
The housing phasing plan should determine what phasing may be
required to ensure development does not outpace delivery of
essential network and treatment upgrades to accommodate future
development/s in this catchment. The developer can request
information on the network and treatment infrastructure by visiting]
the Thames Water website
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-
site/Planning-your-development. Planning, either by email
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 02035779998 or in writing
Thames Water Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham Way,
Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 95SQ

able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Significant
infrastructure upgrades are likely to be required to ensure sufficient treatment
capacity is available to serve this development. Thames Water would welcome
the opportunity to work closely with the Local Planning Authority and the
developer to better understand and effectively plan for the sewage treatment
infrastructure needs required to serve this development. It is important not to
under estimate the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For
example: Sewage Treatment Works upgrades can take 18 months to 3 years to
design and build. Implementing new technologies and the construction of a
major treatment works extension or new treatment works could take up to ten
years The wastewater network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to
support the demand anticipated from this development. Strategic drainage
infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought
forward ahead of the development. Where there is a wastewater network
capacity constraint the developer should liaise with Thames Water and provide a
detailed drainage strategy with the planning application, informing what
infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered

50/03



Respondent ID 51 - The Eynsham Society
Comment ref: 51/01, 51/02

The Eynsham Society

Chairman: Eleanor Chance |GG

Hon. Sec.: Jolyon Cox

B sccretary@eynshamsociety.org.uk

Salt Cross Garden Village - Area Action Plan Consultation
23" October 2020.

This is the response of the Eynsham Society to the Salt Cross Garden Village Area Action Plan:
Pre-Submission Draft Consultation (28 Aug — 23 Oct 2020). It is not a direct response to the
content of the PDF document “Salt_Cross_AAP_presubmission_August_2020_online.pdf”,
because that document has proved impossible to download from the WODC website — four
different web browsers all report “network error” on an excellent ultrafast broadband
connection. We request that this problem be rectified ASAP and the submission deadline
extended appropriately.
51/01

The AAP includes both a 1000-home expansion to the west of Eynsham (in itself an unwelcome
50% increase in the size of the village), and the new Salt Cross settlement (larger than the existing
village). We note that between them these two developments will destroy the rural setting of
Eynsham: at present, there are views over the A40 to farmland to the north, while on the west it is
still possible to walk uninterruptedly into open countryside. Both these amenities will be lost.

We continue to oppose the siting of the “Garden Village” for a number of reasons:

e The original application for Garden Village funding was carefully conducted in secret, with no
prior consultation of local residents — even District Councillors were embargoed.

e The true motive for the proposal was to accommodate WODC’s share of Oxford City’s “unmet
housing need”, based on growth figures which have never been substantiated and have
since been discredited. It therefore starts out not as an independent settlement but effectively
a dormitory housing estate for Oxford. This is borne out by the insistence on siting it at Eynsham,
i.e. as close as possible to Oxford but just outside the Green Belt. Inevitably many of the
residents will need to commute to Oxford.

e The site is only a few yards from Eynsham, so that it is difficult to view it as a separate settlement
at all — rather, it constitutes more than a doubling in the size of the existing village and is
considerably larger in area. No other village in Oxfordshire has been expected to accept

and survive this scale of expansion. 51/(:1
cont.
e This level of development on the A40 corridor is completely unsustainable given the level of

congestion encountered at all times of day on the A40, which get steadily worse as more housing
is built at Witney and further west. Although now formally detrunked, the A40 still serves as one
of the main routes between London, Gloucestershire and Wales. There should be a complete
embargo on major development along the A40 corridor until the transport infrastructure
has been improved, e.g. by creating a new railway line to replace the Winey Branch Line which
has short-sightedly been built over.

e Oxfordshire County Council plans to reduce A40 congestion via a bus lane part of the
way to Oxford, together with a Park and Ride at Eynsham, are risibly inadequate. The “bus

1



lane to nowhere”, which reaches neither Witney nor Oxford, will do nothing to improve commuter
journeys to the major employment sites in south-east Oxford, while a Park and Ride at this site
will increase commuter traffic through Eynsham and do nothing to achieve true modal shift. At
the very least the proposed dual carriageway extension to Eynsham — which simply moves the
congestion point eastwards - should be scrapped and replaced by a bus lane back to Witney.
Similarly, links to Hanborough station will not address Oxford commuter needs until the Cowley
Branch Line is reopened — and even then there is a real risk that open-market housing will be
shapped up instead by London commuters with higher purchasing power.

e However well-intentioned the plans may be, there will inevitably be severe environmental impact
on this ecologically sensitive site, and possible flood risk to the A40 and Eynsham. 51/01

e The proposal to include local employment provision in the plans is confusing. For a truly cont.

independent settlement it would of course be essential, but if the residents of this settlement are
employed locally rather than commuting to Oxford it is difficult to see them as part of Oxford’s
“‘unmet housing need”, or to understand why the settlement could not be located a little further
away from Oxford on a less sensitive site. There is already underused commercial space in
Eynsham’s southern industrial area, largely because of the poor transport links.

To summarise: both the housing numbers and the choice of site are deeply flawed.

However, it appears that the plans will go ahead regardless and the following comments assume
this.

The general design principles and “green” measures expressed in the consultation document are in
themselves unexceptionable and in many cases self-evident, and if they are followed in practice it
will no doubt be a pleasant place in which to live as well as an interesting experiment in building a
low-emission community. We note with approval that there is not excessive emphasis on car-free
development: the COVID-19 pandemic has amply demonstrated that relying solely on public
transport (even assuming that everyone can use it, which is not the case) is not realistic. The area
is already poorly served by public transport (except from Witney to Oxford city centre), and low-
carbon private transport will continue to be essential for many journeys. 51/02

However, little or no account seems to have been taken of the inevitable effect that so large
and close a settlement will have on the existing village. There is real and well-founded concern
that the overall impact on Eynsham will be severely negative and that village resources will be
stretched beyond breaking-point unless strong measures to mitigate this are built in from the outset.

In particular:

e Community facilities such as schools and a medical centre must be up and running before
any houses are occupied. Eynsham’s existing facilities have no spare capacity, and it is not
acceptable for Eynsham residents to lose access to their own village facilities because of
pressure from a supposedly separate community.

¢ In the same vein, new facilities in the Garden Village must supplement those in Eynsham
rather than replacing them. It is not acceptable to re-site schools or the health centre beyond
walking distance from central and southern Eynsham.

e Eynsham is an ancient village mentioned in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle for A.D. 571. It is
essential that it does not become relegated over time to a minor excrescence on the edge
of a Greater Eynsham Conurbation centred on the Garden Village site.

e Improved bus services along the A40 must not be at the expense of the existing S1 service
through Eynsham and Farmoor — there is a risk that the bus company will want to reduce the
S1 service because of the inconvenience of negotiating narrow Eynsham streets and Swinford
Toll Bridge. A40 bus stops will be beyond walking range of much of Eynsham (just as the S1
service is beyond easy walking range of north-east Eynsham at present).



e We do not believe that adequate attention has been paid to flood risk to Eynsham and the
A40. When Eynsham experiences severe flooding (as in 2007), the floodwater comes down
from the high ground to the north. However carefully Salt Cross is built, here is bound to be an
increase of surface-water runoff from former pasture which delayed the flow and spread it out in
time. Hence there is a high risk that building Salt Cross on this environmentally-sensitive site

will trigger more frequent flooding in Eynsham and even (as in 2007) on the A40 itself. 51/22
cont.
e If Eynsham is to derive any benefit from the proximity of this large new settlement (and indeed

vice versa), provision must be made for local north-south transport links — residents should
not have to drive, and while walking and cycling should be strongly encouraged they are not
options for everyone even in fine weather. Itis particularly essential that residents of the Garden
Village should not drive to Eynsham and park there — the village is desperately short of parking
and much of what exists is taken up by bus commuters to Oxford.

e We do not believe that a pedestrian/cycle underpass would be an adequate north-south
connection: it would be liable to flooding (the A40 is built on a causeway to raise it above the
water table, with huge culverts to let water flow underneath). In addition, many people would be
nervous of using it after dark when it could be a muggers’ paradise. A bridge must be provided
instead.

e Excellent north-south links could be provided by a fleet of small, frequent battery-electric
shuttle buses running through Eynsham, across the A40 to Salt Cross and back again, with
suitable recharging points at the ends of the routes. By connecting also with bus services on
the A40, these shuttles could obviate the need for a Park and Ride, using the proposed site for
a bus hub instead, particularly if the shuttle service were extended to nearby villages with no
current bus service. This would provide true modal shift, unlike the proposed Park and Ride — a
bus journey which begins with a short (and currently highly-polluting) car journey in no way
gualifies.

[ End of document ]

Yours sincerely,
(signed)

Jolyon Cox
Hon Sec., The Eynsham Society



Respondent ID 52 - Angie Titchen

Comment ref: 52/01,52/02

FOA Joan Desmond
Planning Policy West Oxfordshire District Council New Yatt Road
Witney OX28 1PB

Garden Village Area Action Plan Consultation: Changing language to reflect
culture change

I am writing, not only to applaud the culture change towards taking positive Climate Action
in person-centred and community-based development that WODC is clearly promoting in
the pre-submission AAP, but also to offer small, but significant suggestions, on language use
where language unsupportive of the culture change you are working hard on creeps in, |
imagine unintentionally. | do not want to appear patronising, as | know how hard it is to
change our language consistently! | base suggestions on my experience of enabling culture
change in health and social care practice, education and research over three decades in the
UK and internationally. | focus on the Healthy Place Shaping theme, but the points | make
are possibly relevant anywhere in the AAP documents. | offer this feedback in the spirit of
helping WODC to take our largely disaffected communities with them in this significant
change.

The AAP has Climate Action at its heart with seven core themes, all of which require massive
cultural change in policy, planning, developing, constructing and evaluating, if the polices in
each core theme are to be achieved. | assume that this is your intention as you say in Policy
4, Adopting Healthy Place Shaping Principles:

‘Development at the Garden Village will be required to deliver a high quality,
sustainable community where a health-promoting environment is created that
enables healthy day-to-day behaviours as the ‘norm’ [my italic] and supports local
services, facilities (including green and blue infrastructure) and supports community
networks to sustain health, social and cultural wellbeing’. (p. 57)

Your use of the word, ‘norm’ shows up your intention to bring about cultural change and
systems change to address our Climate and Ecological Emergency and within that our own
health, social and cultural wellbeing. You are explicit about creating conditions that will
enable healthy everyday behaviours to become a new ‘norm’. This is great — you are on the
right track. It is good to see that this cultural change evident in the kinds of evidence used to
support the policies and their core objectives. For example, the language and content of the
background justification for the checklist of 10 Healthy Place Shaping Key Principles
supports the cultural change to the norm of incorporating activity into daily life by ‘making
the active choice the easy choice’ (6.30).

| am sure you are aware that bringing about cultural change or changing ‘norms’ requires
changes in beliefs and values which have reciprocal changes in language. Language is a
culture bearer which reveals tacitly, how we think about things, what we value and what we
believe in. There is powerful evidence of language change in the AAP which shows me that
WODC is working actively to change the way planning is done and the changes in behaviour,
values and beliefs that it expects from the landowners, developers and builders of Salt

52/01
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Cross who will use this document when they make their planning applications and then how
they develop their sites.

Occasionally and not surprisingly however, as | say above, there are places where the
language slips back perhaps into old ways of thinking/valuing. This is only human and | point
them out here as exemplars, in the context of what | have said above.

In relation to Natural Capital theory (5.21), whilst the theory contains appropriate concepts
to address climate resilience and adaptation, the terminology of this theory conveys the old
norm that our natural world provides us humans with ‘services’. This notion of ‘services’ is
based on values and beliefs that the planet is ours and everything on it, is here just for us to
‘exploit’ (p.39) only for our own health and well-being. It does not fit with new (indigenous!)
norm underpinning Climate Action to develop Salt Cross in harmony with Nature for the
mutual benefit and very survival of people, wildlife and a planet that supports life.

Another example, is in Figure 6.1.1 ‘Checklist of 10 Healthy Place Shaping Key Principles at
Salt Cross’. In this admirable principle, the word, ‘could’ has been used instead of ‘should’,
in the following sentence, ‘To create a sense of belonging, an important tool could be the
adoption of a community development strategy which contains actions to encourage
community cohesion ...”. The word ‘could’ in this and in other places throughout the AAP, as
pointed out in the EPIC/GreenTEA response, gives developers an opportunity to wriggle out
of doing the right thing (usually for financial reasons) in realising, in this case, the vision of
community cohesion. If the wording was changed to ‘should’, the statement signals that it is
genuinely part of Policy 4, a component that must be adhered to. And it still leaves plenty of
room for a range of community development strategies to be considered by those
concerned.

In EPIC’s response to the 2019 consultation to the WODC Preferred Options document for
the Garden Village, it was noted that using the term, ‘the elderly’, is disrespectful and non-
person-centred. The term ‘older people’ was suggested for future iterations. It seems as if
that suggestion was heard as it appears elsewhere in the AAP, but in the Check list of 10
Healthy Place Shaping Key Principles at Salt Cross (Figure 6.1.4) (which is to be used
explicitly in Policy 4), the term is being used again. ‘All age groups’ is sufficient and is more
inclusive in tone. Such changes in language at this early stage will support health, social and
cultural enrichment and well-being in the future development. Also concerning inclusivity
and avoiding discrimation, active travel of people who use mobility vehicles needs to be
considered (in Figure 6.1.4), as stipulated in the Eynsham Neighbourhood Plan. Being out
and about independently to interact with others and nature enables people with mobility
difficulties to be more active too.

The next example regards community partnership and using language that can be taken as
disempowering, rather than empowering communities:

It is for the new users of Salt Cross to determine the specific focus of their
‘strategies’ but a community development officer can empower and support them in
shaping their community and neighbourhoods (6.22).

52/02
cont.
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cont.



When a person with authority says, “l will empower you”, they actually take people’s power
away! So 6.22, could be changed to: ‘ It is for the new users of Salt Cross to determine the
specific focus of their ‘strategies’ but a community development officer can help people
empower themselves and support them in shaping their community and neighbourhoods as
they see fit.’

This point is also relevant to the wording about the community development officer of
Policy 5 (p.61; para 4).

Language changes such as these may seem unnecessarily pedantic and small, but the
cultural change they will start to bring about in the development world is potentially huge!

Dr Angie Titchen



Respondent ID 53 - Trust for Oxfordshire's Environment
Comment ref: 53/01

TOE
Trust for Earth Trust Centre,
Oxfordshire’s Little Wittenham, Abingdon,

Oxfordshire, OX14 4QZ

Environment Tel: 01865 407003

Response: Consultation on the pre-application submission for the Salt Cross Garden
Village Area Action

The Trust for Oxfordshire’s Environment (TOE) supports the policy position to require a 25%
biodiversity net gain for the Garden Village.

The pre-application submission for the Salt Cross Garden Village has thoroughly and

thoughtfully considered the impact on biodiversity. This is reassuring given the prevailing
backdrop of continuing biodiversity losses and continual pressure for housing development

across Oxfordshire. Currently the land is a fairly rich mosaic of various habitats with some

areas having high biodiversity value, and there are many opportunities to protect and 53/01
enhance these in the designs for the village development.

The overarching ambition of the Defra 25 Year Environment Plan is to ‘leave our environment
in a better state than we found it and to pass on to the next generation a natural environment
protected and enhanced for the future’ (A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the
Environment. Defra 2018) For this ambition to materialise in reality, it is essential for all
development to deliver a biodiversity net gain. The Environment Bill is expected to require all
developments to result in a 10% net gain for biodiversity. Oxfordshire’s Biodiversity Advisory
Group and the Oxfordshire Environment Board proposes that all development (such as Salt
Cross) in the Recovery zone of the Nature Recovery Network is required to deliver 20%
biodiversity net gain. It is believed by these two groupings of environmental organisations
that the 10% requirement falls short of what is required to make a significant contribution to
enhancing biodiversity in Oxfordshire, bearing in mind the scale of past and ongoing loss.

Within the vision for the Garden Village there is the expectation that the plans should be
ambitious “[Salt Cross] will be known for its emphasis on the environment, quality and
innovation and will tackle the challenges presented by climate change ‘head-on’ adopting a
zero-carbon and natural capital based approach providing a model example of how to plan a
new community for the 21st century in a logical, organic and sustainable way. The perfect
setting for wildlife and people to flourish together.”

With a target of 25% biodiversity net gain underpinning this vision there is a real possibility ~ 53/01
for the Garden Village to be a national (and international) exemplar for how forward thinking cont.
design can enable biodiversity to be enhanced and to thrive while meeting local demand for

housing and infrastructure. TOE believes that where the biodiversity net gain requirements

can not be met on site, the District Council should ensure sufficient off-site biodiversity net

gain is secured to ensure the Garden Village development makes an appropriate contribution
towards nature’s recovery in the district.

TOE would also like to impress upon the District Council the requirement for a long term
biodiversity gain. Biodiversity net gain requires the gain to be created and managed for a
period of at least 30 years. It is the ambition of TOE, along with that of the Biodiversity
Advisory Group and the Oxfordshire Environment Board, that biodiversity net gain (on-site
and off-site) is delivered in perpetuity. The impact of development is forever, and net gain
provision should operate on the same premise. TOE works with partners and landowners to
deliver gains which will be there for the long term. It is our intention to ensure that

www.trustforoxfordshire.org.uk | admin@trustforoxfordshire.org.uk | Registered number: 7492087 | Charity number: | 140563



TOE

Trust for Earth Trust Centre,
Oxfordshire’s Little Wittenham, Abingdon,
Environment Oxfordshire, OX 14 4QZ

Tel: 01865 407003

biodiversity net gain is not simply used as a mechanism for delaying the loss of biodiversity
for 30 years. TOE would like to recommend to the District Council that an ambition of
securing the required biodiversity gain in perpetuity is also embraced.

Lynn Parker
Programme Manager
Trust for Oxfordshire’s Environment

23rd October 2020

www.trustforoxfordshire.org.uk | admin@trustforoxfordshire.org.uk | Registered number: 7492087 | Charity number: | 140563



Respondent ID 54 - David Carrington
Comment ref: 54/01 - 54/12

Salt Cross Garden Village REF:
Area Action Plan
Publication Stage Representation Form (For Official Use Only)

Name of the Document to which Salt Cross Garden Village Area Action Plan

this representation relates:

Please Return to West Oxfordshire District Council by 5pm, Friday 23 Octcber 2020

By Post: Planning Policy, Or by Email: planninz.policy@westoxon.gov.uk
West Oxfordshire District Council,

Elmfield,

New Yatt Road,
Witney,

Oxon.

OX28 IPB

This form has two parts-

PART A — Personal Details

PART B - Your Representation(s).

Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation you wish to make

PART A
I.  Personal Details 2. Agent's Details (If applicable)
Title Mr Mr
First Name David Stephen
Last Name Carrington Pickles
Job Title Policy Planner
Organisation VWest Waddy

Address Line | The Malthouse

Line 2 60 East St Helen Street
Line 3 Abingdon

Line 4 Oxon

Post Code 0OX14 5EB

Telephone Number

Email Address




Salt Cross Garden Village REF:
Area Action Plan

Publication Stage Representation Form {For Official Use Only)

PART B - Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Name or Organisation: [Pavid Carrington

3. To which part of the Area Action Plan does this representation relate!

Paragraph Policy Policies Map
1.4

4. Do you consider the Area Action Plan is:

4. (1) Legally Compliant Yes No
4.(2) Sound Yes No v
4. (3) Complies with the Yes No

Duty to co-operate

5. Please give details of why you consider the Area Action Plan is not legally compliant or is
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Area Action Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Paragraph 1.4 states that 'the AAP has been prepared with extensive community
and stakeholder engagement....'

This is not true with regard to the land owned by David Carrington, which is at the
heart of the proposed Garden Village, but who has not been consulted by the
council or contacted at all during the preparation of the AAP. This conflicts with the
Council's adopted Statement of Community Involvement which states in paragraph
3.22 that it will seek to engage with developers and landowners in the preparation of
planning policy documents: 'As these groups are often critical to delivery of policies
and proposals, they have an important part to play....'

Paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that one of the tests
of a plan being 'sound’ is that it is 'effective’, that is 'deliverable over the plan period'.
The omission of all consultation/liaison with the landowner of a key area covered by
the AAP prior to the publication of the proposed submission version means that the
plan as it relates to his land is undeliverable as he objects to the identified uses for
his land as detailed in the other representations submitted on the AAP.

54/01




Salt Cross Garden Village REF:

Area Action Plan

Publication Stage Representation Form

{For Official Use Only)

6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to malee the Area Action Plan
legally compliant or sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters you
have identified at 5 above. (Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each
modification will make the Area Action Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be

as precise as possible.

There needs to be consultation with David Carrington to discuss the proposed uses
relating to his land and where access would be provided; how it relates to adjoining
development areas; and the potential for it to assist with transport improvements to
the A40 corridor, in order to comply with the council's Statement of Community
Involvement.

As the site contains Woodstock Car Sales and Kingsley Cars it partly consists of
previously developed land, and the proposals should therefore include development
and not simply green infrastructure, in order to accord with the advice in paragraph
117 of the NPPF.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification(s). You should
not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make submissions.

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he or she identifies for examination.

54/01
cont.




Salt Cross Garden Village REF:
Area Action Plan

Publication Stage Representation Form (For Official Use Only)

7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the AAP, do you consider it necessary to
participate in examination hearing session(s})?

No, | do not wish to participate Yes, | wish to participate in
in hearing session(s) Ve hearing session(s)

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in hearing
session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm your request to participate.

8. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

David Carrington owns a key site covered by the Salt Cross Garden Village AAP,
and therefore it is of critical importance to him that he is present and/or represented
at discussions about the future use of his land.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate in hearing session(s). You may be asked to confirm your wish to
participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination.

9. Si D
L ¢ 122.10.20




Salt Cross Garden Village REF:

Area Action Plan

Publication Stage Representation Form (For Official Use Only)

Name of the Document to which Salt Cross Garden Village Area Action Plan

this representation relates:

Please Return to West Oxfordshire District Council by 5pm, Friday 23 Octcber 2020

By Post: Planning Policy, Or by Email: planninz.policy@westoxon.gov.uk
West Oxfordshire District Council,

Elmfield,

New Yatt Road,
Witney,

Oxon.

OX28 IPB

This form has two parts-

PART A — Personal Details

PART B - Your Representation(s).

Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation you wish to make

PART A
I.  Personal Details 2. Agent's Details (If applicable)
Title Mr Mr
First Name David Stephen
Last Name Carrington Pickles
Job Title Policy Planner
Organisation VWest Waddy

Address Line | The Malthouse

Line 2 60 East St Helen Street
Line 3 Abingdon

Line 4 Oxon

Post Code 0OX14 5EB

Telephone Number

Email Address




Salt Cross Garden Village REF:

Area Action Plan

{For Official Use Only)

Publication Stage Representation Form

PART B - Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Name or Organisation: [Pavid Carrington

3. To which part of the Area Action Plan does this representation relate!

Paragraph Policy Policies Map
7 Figures 6.3;
73875
4. Do you consider the Area Action Plan is:
4. (1) Legally Compliant Yes No
4.(2) Sound Yes No v
4. (3) Complies with the Yes No
Duty to co-operate
5. Please give details of why you consider the Area Action Plan is not legally compliant or is

unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Area Action Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please see attached statement relating to Green Infrastructure. 54/02




Salt Cross Garden Village REF:

Area Action Plan

Publication Stage Representation Form

{For Official Use Only)

6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to malee the Area Action Plan
legally compliant or sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters you
have identified at 5 above. (Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each
modification will make the Area Action Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be

as precise as possible.

The AAP must consider the land owned by David Carrington in a holistic way as part
of the overall masterplan for the site in accordance with Garden City principles.
David Carrington considers that his land is most suitable for housing asitisin a
sustainable location at the heart of the Garden Village, close to the proposed

to be provided delivering significant planning gain as detailed in David Carrington's
representations relating to the Framework Plan. This would be an 'effective’ and
justified' use for the site whilst also according with national policy that prioritises the
use of previously developed land.

services and facilities, and this would enable pedestrian/cycle and bus improvements

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification(s). You should
not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make submissions.

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he or she identifies for examination.

54/02




Salt Cross Garden Village REF:
Area Action Plan

Publication Stage Representation Form (For Official Use Only)

7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the AAP, do you consider it necessary to
participate in examination hearing session(s})?

No, | do not wish to participate Yes, | wish to participate in
in hearing session(s) Ve hearing session(s)

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in hearing
session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm your request to participate.

8. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

David Carrington owns a key site covered by the Salt Cross Garden Village AAP,
and therefore it is of critical importance to him that he is present and/or represented
at discussions about the future use of his land.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate in hearing session(s). You may be asked to confirm your wish to
participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination.

9. Si D
L ¢ 122.10.20




Salt Cross Garden Village REF:

Area Action Plan

Publication Stage Representation Form (For Official Use Only)

Name of the Document to which Salt Cross Garden Village Area Action Plan

this representation relates:

Please Return to West Oxfordshire District Council by 5pm, Friday 23 Octcber 2020

By Post: Planning Policy, Or by Email: planninz.policy@westoxon.gov.uk
West Oxfordshire District Council,

Elmfield,

New Yatt Road,
Witney,

Oxon.

OX28 IPB

This form has two parts-

PART A — Personal Details

PART B - Your Representation(s).

Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation you wish to make

PART A
I.  Personal Details 2. Agent's Details (If applicable)
Title Mr Mr
First Name David Stephen
Last Name Carrington Pickles
Job Title Policy Planner
Organisation VWest Waddy

Address Line | The Malthouse

Line 2 60 East St Helen Street
Line 3 Abingdon

Line 4 Oxon

Post Code 0OX14 5EB

Telephone Number

Email Address




Salt Cross Garden Village REF:

Area Action Plan

{For Official Use Only)

Publication Stage Representation Form

PART B - Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Name or Organisation: [Pavid Carrington

3. To which part of the Area Action Plan does this representation relate!

Paragraph Policy Policies Map
28 Figure 11.6

4. Do you consider the Area Action Plan is:

4. (1) Legally Compliant Yes No
4.(2) Sound Yes No v
4. (3) Complies with the Yes No

Duty to co-operate

5. Please give details of why you consider the Area Action Plan is not legally compliant or is
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Area Action Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please see attached sheet

54/06
54/07




Salt Cross Garden Village REF:

Area Action Plan

Publication Stage Representation Form (For Official Use Only)

6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to malee the Area Action Plan
legally compliant or sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters you
have identified at 5 above. (Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each
modification will make the Area Action Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

An amendment to Figure 11.6 to incoporate David Carrington's land within the areas
proposed for 'gennuinely affordable, mixed tenure, beautiful & imaginately designed
zero carbon and energy positive homes with gardens; including opportunities to grow
food,' because it is currently a partially previously developed site which should be
prioritised for development in accordance with the NPPF. It also currently contains a
large area of surface car parking associated with the existing businesses which will
not create an attractive entrance into the new Garden Village, where the new
crossing over the A40 is proposed from the existing village of Eynsham.

54/06
54/07

For further justification please see the response to question 5.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification(s). You should
not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make submissions.

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he or she identifies for examination.
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Publication Stage Representation Form (For Official Use Only)

7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the AAP, do you c