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Growth Board 26th July 2017
Public participation
Contact: Paul Staines: Growth Board Programme Manager 
E- mail: Pstaines@Oxford.gov.uk

To: Oxfordshire Growth Board

Date: 26 September 2017
Title of Report: Public participation - requests to address the meeting 

and questions submitted have been listed in the order 
submitted.

Introduction 

1. Members of the public can address or ask questions of the Oxfordshire Growth 
Board. 

2. Addresses and questions submitted by the deadline are listed below in strict order 
of receipt by the host authority.

3. Where written responses are available, these will be circulated at the meeting. The 
Chair may give a verbal response in place of or in addition to this. If no response is 
available for the meeting a written response will be sent and circulated to all Board 
members within ten working days of the meeting.

Addresses and questions

1. Question from Colin Thomas, the Need Not Greed (Oxfordshire) Coalition – 
Agenda Item 6 OXIS (read by David Illingworth of the North Abingdon Local Plan 
Group)..............................................................................................................................1
2. Question from Helen Marshall, CPRE Oxfordshire – Agenda Item 8 O2C (read by 
Dr Peter Collins, Chairman of CPRE Oxfordshire) ..........................................................2
3. Question from Helena Whall, CPRE Oxfordshire – Agenda Item 10 Government 
consultation on Objectively Assessed Need (read by Dr Peter Collins, Chairman of 
CPRE Oxfordshire) ..........................................................................................................3
4. Address from Peter Rutt, co-ordinator of the Expressway Action Group ..................4

1. Question from Colin Thomas, the Need Not Greed (Oxfordshire) Coalition – 
Agenda Item 6 OXIS (read by David Illingworth of the North Abingdon Local 
Plan Group)

The OxIS report makes it clear that priority is being given to schemes that promote 
growth and connectivity, with green infrastructure relegated to a possible but 
unspecified ‘specialist strategy’.   This appears to work against all the principles of good 
sustainable development, with plans for economic growth racing ahead and 
environmental interests at best parked in a silo and at worst forgotten about.   This is 
despite the fact that the report clearly acknowledges a key message from the recent 
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consultation that more emphasis should be placed on Green Infrastructure, the historic 
environment and understanding the economic environmental value of Oxfordshire.
What active steps is the Growth Board taking to mitigate its approach to ensure that the 
quality of life of the existing residents of Oxfordshire is not being compromised by the 
dash for growth?
Response
Today’s report to the Board recommending the approval of OxIS makes two important 
points. Firstly it demonstrates the importance of developing connectivity to the county 
and secondly it highlights that developing enhanced connectivity is only in a suite of 
issues necessary for planning authorities to address to ensure sustainable growth.
In this context, OxIS could be seen as a base document that offers us a vision of how 
Oxfordshire could grow and the issues that need to be addressed to ensure that this 
growth is sustainable. Examples of where we need to build on OxIS are given in the 
report and green infrastructure is highlighted as an area where the Board wishes to 
focus its attention next. 
At its next meeting on 30th October, specifically convened for the purpose the Board will 
consider a proposal to take forward a countywide Joint Spatial Plan (JSP). A key 
element of the evidence base for the JSP will be an assessment of current green 
infrastructure and its role in ensuring sustainable growth for Oxfordshire. The JSP will 
therefore provide a vehicle for us to consider the future provision of green infrastructure 
alongside other key issues, for example energy usage, that the Board recognise as 
necessary for sustainable growth.

Cllr Price added that the consultation responses would be incorporated into the OXIS 
report.  He assured the speaker that green infrastructure would be included in the 
development planning stages.

2. Question from Helen Marshall, CPRE Oxfordshire – Agenda Item 8 O2C (read 
by Dr Peter Collins, Chairman of CPRE Oxfordshire)

 it is noted that the councils are actively working with the NIC on plans to create an 
Oxford Cambridge Growth corridor involving a million more houses and an 
Expressway. Can we be advised:
a) Why it was not thought appropriate to consult with Oxfordshire’s residents on a plan 

that would transform the rural nature of the County into a growth hub before this 
work started?

b) Why Councils have been to put it mildly less than forthcoming about the numerous 
work streams when directly asked?

c) Whether the public will be consulted at all on the principle of this growth plan before 
it becomes irreversible, and before any commitment is made to the Government or 
its Agencies and if so when?

Response
The National Infrastructure Commission or NIC is a government advisory body charged 
with considering longer term national strategic infrastructure requirements necessary to 
help the Ox-Cam corridor achieve its economic potential.
As part of this work last year it published a report on the potential for growth in what’s 
called the Oxford- Cambridge Growth Corridor and set about considering what the 
strategic infrastructure requirements would be for a range of growth scenarios in this 
corridor.
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All councils in the corridor have been engaged with the NIC on helping them 
developing their vison and we will be discussing an update on this work at today’s 
meeting. But importantly it should be stressed that the NIC are developing a report to 
advise government on what growth in this corridor could look like and what the 
implications might be. If out of this longer term strategic vision proposals for the corridor 
should come forward then they will still need to be subject to the full rigours of the 
planning policy system. 

Cllr Price added that the NIC is charged with delivering long term economic growth and 
had identified the corridor as a key element, which was why the Growth Board was 
working on this and why it interlinked with the OXIS. Some of the decisions were not for 
any local planning process but would be for central government who would manage the 
public consultation once the proposals were announced.

3. Question from Helena Whall, CPRE Oxfordshire – Agenda Item 10 
Government consultation on Objectively Assessed Need (read by Dr Peter 
Collins, Chairman of CPRE Oxfordshire)

The new Government Housing numbers have exposed the SHMA (Strategic Housing 
Market assessment) for what CPRE Oxfordshire always said it was – over-exaggerated 
and deeply flawed.   It shows the SHMA was never the assessment of housing need it 
pretended to be, but a mask for the Growth Board’s scheme, about which we had never 
been consulted on or even told about, to change rural Oxfordshire into an industrial 
hub. The Government now says that Oxfordshire’s twenty-year housing target is not the 
100,000 houses in the SHMA but less than 70,000. Numbers for all Districts are 
dramatically reduced and, crucially, the City numbers are almost halved from 28,000 to 
15,000.   The Government also acknowledges that the Green Belt and Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty prevent Councils from meeting housing need. 
In light of this, will the Growth Board now:
a. Call a temporary halt to all Local Plan proceedings currently underway - to avoid 

surplus allocation of land which allows developers to cherry-pick the ‘best’ sites?
b. Update the Oxfordshire SHMA, based on the new methodology, including proper 

acknowledgement of Green Belt and AONB constraints?
c. Ensure any proposed uplift for economic growth ambitions are subject to full 

democratic consultation?  
d. Take this opportunity to draw a line under the diverse Local Plans and commit to the 

production of a Joint Spatial Plan, allowing the proper consideration of the 
cumulative environmental and social impacts of development across Oxfordshire? 

Response
The question highlights that last week the government published a proposed new 
methodology for the Objective Assessment of Housing Need or OAN entitled   Planning 
for the Right Homes in the Right Places: consultation proposals. The Consultation 
closes on the 7th November.
Oxfordshire has always followed recommended guidance in the assessment of housing 
needs and has not shied away from attempting to address the challenges of for 
example a lack of affordability and the impact of development on our county. We will of 
course be responding to the government’s consultation and will be reporting on the 
conclusions and its implications to our next meeting.
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In answer to your specific points.
a) Local plans are a matter for District Local planning Authorities, or the County 

Council for minerals and waste planning and matters concerning their local plans 
progress or timing need to be addressed to them. Notwithstanding this, it should 
be noted that not proceeding with local plans leaves districts potentially exposed 
to unplanned development with a loss of opportunity to secure necessary 
infrastructure and affordable housing.

b) Any decisions on whether the Board should commission an updated Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment will await the conclusions of the consultation on 
OAN and the decision to move forward with a joint strategic planning approach 
where the commissioning of such work can be planned for and undertaken 
collectively.

c) All OAN calculations should take into account the impact of all types of growth 
for example population, economic growth, net migration etc. These calculations 
underpin local plan decisions on where growth should be sited and are therefore 
already subject to scrutiny and challenge in the Local Plan examinations. The 
preparation of economic policy through the Strategic Economic Plan process 
has democratic engagement through the LEP Board where the Oxfordshire 

d) As mentioned earlier, the development of a Joint Spatial Plan will be the subject 
of an additional meeting of the Board on 30th October

Cllr Price added that this was a consultation document and so he saw no basis for 
changing the housing numbers until these were finalised. Cllr Wood said it was 
important to be clear about what the consultation was and was not.  The 
consultation had to result in a change to the NPPF before anything changed, and 
that if the process set out in the consultation was followed councils would still end 
up with similar numbers. Local Plans beyond, at or near examination were not 
affected by this change.

4. Address from Peter Rutt, co-ordinator of the Expressway Action Group

Statement on behalf of the Expressway Action Group to the Growth Board attached 
separately.
Response
Cllr Price thanked Mr Rutt for his address and said that his points were noted and 
discussions were at a very early stage. Cllr Hudspeth added that the Board was 
responding to overtures from Highways England about their long-term plans: there 
were no secretive decisions or deals. As well as providing the corridor, the proposal 
may also help provide a solution to the current problems with the northern stretch of the 
A34.  Preliminary discussions were ongoing with Highways England and the NIC and 
as this progresses there will be consultation with those affected by this significant 
proposal.
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Statement on behalf of the Expressway Action Group to the Growth Board.

My name is Peter Rutt and I am co-ordinator of the Expressway Action Group. 
Our members currently include 14 Parish councils of the Baldons, Cuddesdon & 
Denton, Garsington, Great Haseley, Horspath, Little Milton, Newington, Radley, 
Stadhampton, Tiddington, Warborough, Waterperry, Waterstock, and Wheatley.  

The group was established when we discovered that the National Infrastructure 
Commission, Highways England and local Councils had been collaborating for 
months on plans for a new ‘Expressway’ motorway through the Oxford Green 
Belt. The proposals incorporate provision for up to 100,000 new homes in 
Oxfordshire. (source: NIC 2016 – document here)

The National Infrastructure Commission documents show that some of the 
Expressway route options would run for over 10 miles through protected Green 
Belt land, cutting key wildlife corridors and damaging the Thame flood plain. I 
have the map here.

 
Source: NIC Expressway Competition publication 30th June 2017 

1. We understand that some Councillors and officials have been promoting a 
Southward route for the Expressway, which would leave the A34 near 
Abingdon and run through the protected Oxford Green Belt.
 

2. It is difficult to understand the logic of this when there is a viable, cheaper 
and quicker option to the North along the existing dual-carriageway A34.

3. Having read the NIC’s own reports and figures, it is clear that the 
‘Southern Route’ has the following major disadvantages :

a. It costs £400 million more  (see NIC Stage 3 Report p 47 *) 

b. It would separate the new Expressway from the Rail corridor and 
the new stations at Oxford Parkway and Bicester,
 

c. It would run along the southern edge of the Growth Corridor 
rather than down its centre:
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d. Most important, it would ruin 10 miles of Oxford Green Belt, 
causing massive damage to rural lands and wildlife.  It would 
change the character of the area for ever. 

e. There cannot be any business case which would outweigh the 
magnitude of the damage it would cause

4. Growth Board minutes show that the Growth Board and its Councils have 
been collaborating with the NIC for months on detailed ‘workstreams’ to 
facilitate these plans And yet..

5. At no time have our County or District Councils consulted with our 
member Parish Councils. All Freedom of Information requests to the NIC 
and Highways England have been refused. 

6. A full and open public discussion on ALL the route options should have 
been undertaken months ago before any recommendations are made.

7. We are fearful that at the end of all this secret work we will be presented 
with a ‘fait accompli’ and only a single route option, on a ‘take it or leave 
it’ basis. This could be catastrophic for the environment and amenity of 
this Green Belt area.

The resulting public outcry would inevitably give rise to a full legal 
challenge: it is bound to result in full disclosure of all documents and 
discussions

8. We therefore ask that the Growth Board and its member Councils :

a. engage with the Parish Councils and the wider public immediately 
and effectively; and

b. encourage the National Infrastructure Commission and Highways 
England to do the same.  

9. We cannot envisage any circumstances in which forecast economic 
growth could outweigh the certain environmental harm an Expressway 
and associated development through the Green Belt would cause, 
especially when there is a clear alternative.

I will of course provide the Growth Board with written copies of this 
statement for their Minutes.

// PLR 26 Sept 2017

References: 
*Item 2 / NIC Stage 3 Report: table of costings for Expressway options – see p47 :
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/
571353/oxford-to-cambridge-expressway-strategic-study-stage-3-report.pdf
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OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF OXIS 
 

OxIS Aims: 
• To set out the infrastructure investment needed to support jobs and 

housing growth in Oxfordshire 
• To shape & influence investment strategies and plans at a national, sub- 

regional and local level 
• To plan for infrastructure over a longer time horizon to 2040 and beyond 
OxIS Purpose: 
• Support the delivery of different types of infrastructure;  
• Maximise the use of available and planned infrastructure capacity;  
• Help make better informed choices about the future location of growth;  
• Better position Oxfordshire in funding discussions with Government;  
• Inform and enhance strategic developer funding negotiations;  
• Inform and facilitate dialogue with communities, developers and key 

stakeholders on the impact of growth. 
• Sell the Oxfordshire ‘brand’ and demonstrate the attractiveness of 

Oxfordshire as an investment location - regional, national and 
international;  

• Identify areas where further research and strategy is required  
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PROJECT MILESTONES 
 

 

• Stage 1 Report (infrastructure evidence base) – October 2016  to April 2017  
 

• Stage 2 (Assessment and ranking of infrastructure) – May to Sept 2017 
 

• Stakeholder and Public Engagement – July to September 2017 
 

• Growth Board – 26th September 2017 
 
• Finalisation – October 2017 
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STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 
 

TECHNICAL WORKSHOPS: 
• Local Authorities, County Council Services, infrastructure providers, 

Environment Agency, OxLEP etc. 
• Stage 1 Evidence Base Review Workshops by theme 
• Stage 2 Project List and Prioritisation Criteria review by theme 

 

DROP IN EVENT: 
• Half day Drop in Event at Said Business School  
• Technical stakeholders plus wider groups of stakeholders (civic, 

environmental, business etc) 
• Review emerging stage 2 outputs and feedback to project team 

 
ON LINE: 
• Stage 1 Report published on Growth Board Website (April) with 

feedback option 
• Stage 2 emerging outputs published on Growth Board Website 

(July) with feedback option 
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STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT FEEDBACK 
 

HEADLINE MESSAGES: 

• Majority support the development of a countywide strategy that examined needs 
beyond the individual Local Authority boundaries.  

 
• Some question the timing of its production, and would like to have seen the 

infrastructure strategy developed ahead of Local Plan site allocations.  
 
• Some question the growth forecasts in light of past figures of housing and job 

delivery.  
 
• Concern for towns becoming ‘dormitory’ towns for commuters heading to London 

(e.g. Didcot) or, more locally, commuters to Oxford (e.g. Witney) if employment is 
concentrated in the cities.  
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STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT FEEDBACK 

• Some question the value of major investment in new highway schemes, such as the 
Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.  

 
• Clear support for investment in active modes and public transport (including rail and 

rapid transit) to ensure sustainable and healthy communities 
 
• More emphasis required on green infrastructure, the historic environment, the circular 

economy and understanding the economic environmental value of Oxfordshire.  
 
• Some question the strategic approach towards future electricity grid supply in order to 

meet growth demands sustainably.  
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OXFORDSHIRE GROWTH 

HOUSING GROWTH: 
 
 
 
 
 
ECONOMIC GROWTH: 
 
 
 
 
POPULATION GROWTH: 
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THE NEED TO ASSSESS AND RANK INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS 

 
• Limited public sector funding and developer contributions available, resulting in a gap in 

funding. 
 
• Need to extract the most value and efficiencies from the limited funding we have 

available. 
 

• A need to focus investment that support sites that will deliver the required economic and 
housing growth. 

 
• To demonstrate to Government and funding providers that the investment requirements 

are clear for Oxfordshire. 
 

• Demonstrate to our residents our infrastructure requirements 
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INFRASTRUCTURE COST AND FUNDING 

Headlines: 
• 2016 – 2040 infrastructure costs:                         

£8.35 billion 
 

• 2016 – 2040 identified funding:                                 
£1.21 billion (limited to known 
secured funding) 
 

• Funding Gap will reduce but still be 
considerable 

 
• Funding does not include likely 

developer contributions / NHS 
Funding or Utility Company Funding 
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OXIS MULTI CRITERIA ASSESSMENT (MCA) APPROACH 
 

• Multi Criteria Assessment applied to OXIS = MCA 
 
• MCA Components: 

o Infrastructure Scales 

o Assessment Criteria and scoring 

o Infrastructure Project List 

 
• MCA Components presented and tested with technical stakeholders through 

workshops and steering group 
• Tool shared with local authorities and service leads to undertake assessment of 

projects against criteria. 
• MCA finalised with feedback from stakeholders 
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OXIS MULTI CRITERIA ASSESSMENT (MCA) USES 
 

• Assessment based on balanced score card approach to reflect the broad remit of the OXIS 
Scope and future uses of the strategy 

 
• OXIS should be seen as a baseline assessment, from which bespoke ranking iterations can 

be produced for specific purposes, i.e: 

o Funding bids related to housing growth (such as a Housing and Infrastructure Funding 
Bid)  

o Generating priority actions plans to support enabling and unblocking infrastructure 
projects  

o Supporting the infrastructure planning within a specific Local Plan IDP or aspect of the 
Joint Spatial Strategy 
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OXIS MCA CRITERIA 
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INFRASTRUCTURE SCALES 
 
1. Regional Infrastructure: 
• Of National or Regional importance 
• Crossing or adjoining Oxfordshire 
 
2. Countywide Infrastructure: 
• Of Countywide importance,  
• Crossing multiple local authorities  
 
3. Local Infrastructure Corridors: 

1. Knowledge Spine North 
2. Knowledge Spine South 
3. A44 Corridor 
4. A4074 Corridor 
5. A40 Corridor 
6. A420 Corridor 
7. A4260 Corridor 
8. Oxford 
9. M40 Corridor Eastern 
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REGIONAL PROJECT ASSESSMENT 
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REGIONAL PROJECTS 
 • Didcot to Oxford Capacity Improvement 
• East West Rail Phase 2 
• A34 Upgrades – Short Term (Botley and Pear Tree 

interchanges) 
• Oxford Station Redevelopment Phases 1-3 
• Western Rail Link to Heathrow 
• Didcot East Grade Separation 
• Cotswold Line Upgrade (inc. Hanborough Station) 
• A34 Upgrades - Longer Term (Oxford to 

Cambridge Expressway) 
• Wantage & Grove Station and new interregional 

service 
• Strategic Thames Water Supply Solution (2 

current options within Oxfordshire) 
• Freight consolidation centre(s) and Interchange 

at Graven Hill 
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COUNTYWIDE PROJECT ASSESSMENT 
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COUNTYWIDE PROJECTS 
 • Oxford Rapid Transit Lines 1 - 3 

• A40-A44 Link Road 
• Culham to Didcot River Crossing  
• Didcot Science Bridge & A4130 Capacity Improvements 
• Park and Ride Expansions 
• Cowley Branch Line 
• A40 Strategy - Dual Carriageway Witney to Eynsham P&R 
• Super Cycle Routes 
• Better Broadband for Oxfordshire Programme   
• A41 Bicester to Aylesbury 
• Upper Thames Floodplain Restoration Project   
• Electricity Substations (i.e Bicester and Cowley to Witney 

132kV network) 
• Special Education Needs provision 
• Oxford Flood Alleviation Scheme   
• The Oxfordshire Forestry Programme (OFP)  
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LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE EXAMPLE – KNOWLEDGE SPINE SOUTH 
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TAKING OXIS FORWARD 
 

• Continued joint working between the Oxfordshire authorities through the Oxfordshire 
Growth Board and other local authorities and England’s Economic Heartland (EEH) area on 
strategic issues and priorities. 

 
• Use the study as a tool for engagement with Central Government and continue dialogue 

with the National Infrastructure Commission (NIC). 
 
• OXIS to support the development of an overarching joint spatial plan for growth 

throughout the county. 
 
• Detailed assessment of secured and potential funding sources and in doing so reduce the 

identified funding gap. 
 

• Identify appropriate funding pots from which tailored funding bids can be made. 
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• Platform to support development of more detailed strategies and policies - for example 
Green Infrastructure and Energy Strategies. 

 
• Potential OXIS Engagement Forum between Oxfordshire authorities and stakeholders – i.e 

the health sector, utility companies, Environment Agency, Highways England, Network Rail 
etc 
 

• Joining up of infrastructure modelling across a larger geography - i.e transport models, 
waste water modelling, social infrastructure assessments. 

 
• Enable the data and GIS mapping data collated in the production of the OXIS to be 

accessed by all relevant partners to inform their respective infrastructure planning work. 
 

TAKING OXIS FORWARD 
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TECHNICAL SLIDES  
FOR REFERENCE IF NEEDED 
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CORRIDOR 1 - KNOWLEDGE SPINE NORTH 
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CORRIDOR 2 - KNOWLEDGE SPINE SOUTH 
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CORRIDOR 3 – A44 CORRIDOR 
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CORRIDOR 4 – A4074 CORRIDOR 
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CORRIDOR 5 – A40 CORRIDOR 
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CORRIDOR 6 – A420 CORRIDOR 
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CORRIDOR 7 – A4260 CORRIDOR 
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CORRIDOR 8 – OXFORD 
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CORRIDOR 9 – M40 CORRIDOR EASTERN 
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Bev Hindle 
Strategic Director for Communities, Oxfordshire County Council 

 
OXFORDSHIRE GROWTH BOARD 

26 September 2017 
 

SUBMISSION OF EXPRESSION OF INTEREST TO THE HOUSING 
INFRASTRUCTURE FUND 

 
Report Purpose 
 
1. The Department for Communities and Local Government announced a national 

Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) during July 2017, with full details on the application 
process published in August.  
 

2. County Council officers, in close partnership with colleagues at the City and District 
Councils and officers from Oxfordshire’s Local Enterprise Partnership, have reviewed 
the requirements of the fund and developed candidate schemes for assessment and 
submission.  
 

3. In order to access the programme, the County Council is required to submit 
Expressions of Interest for candidate schemes by 28 September.  
 

4. This report notes the recent report to the County Council’s cabinet, updates the 
growth board on officer assessments of viability and prioritisation and seeks the 
Growth Board’s endorsement for the Expressions of Interest to be submitted.   
 

Recommendations 
 

5. That the Growth Board: 
 

I. Endorses the HIF bids that the County Council propose to submit, pending 
final assessment and approval; 
 

II. Asks the chair of the Growth Board to write to government in support of these 
bids, on behalf the board. 

 
Background to the Housing Infrastructure Fund 
 
6. The £2.3bn Housing Infrastructure Fund is split into two elements: 
  

• The Marginal Viability programme for bids up to £10m, to unlock housing sites 
which are being held back because of the costs of installing basic 
infrastructure. This funding is available to the City and District Councils 

 
• The Forward Funding programme for bids up to £250m, with the intention of 

pump-priming major development schemes by bringing forward infrastructure 
investment to generate market confidence. This funding is available only to 
the County Council. 

7. This report deals only with the Forward Funding programme.  
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8. The bid process for the Forward Funding programme is competitive and applications 
will be assessed by government on how well they meet the following criteria:  

 
• That the proposal takes a strategic approach, with strong local leadership and 

joint working to achieve higher levels of housing growth in the local area, in 
line with price signals, and supported by clear evidence;  

• That the proposal is value for money, on the basis of an economic appraisal ;  
• That the proposal can be delivered. This is about both delivering the 

infrastructure and how the infrastructure will then lead to the delivery of new 
homes.   

9. As the programme name suggests, the funding is to be used to forward-fund 
infrastructure schemes and, in some cases, is expected to represent a significant 
proportion of the upfront development costs.  The intention is to create confidence at 
an early stage in housing schemes that will attract other private and public sector 
money, and bring new land forward for development.  The guidance encourages 
funding to act as the initial investment capital for a “revolving fund” whereby it is used 
to forward fund infrastructure, the cost of which is recovered from future 
development, to create a funding pot for future infrastructure investment beyond that 
covered by the initial bid. 
 

10. The application process is in two stages: 
 

i. Firstly, eligible local authorities must submit expressions of interest by 28 
September 2017;  

 
ii. Secondly, expressions of interest will be assessed, and the highest ranking 

schemes will go through to a second stage. In the second stage, local authorities 
will develop business cases for submission in spring 2018. Business cases will 
be assessed with funding awards announced from summer 2018. 

 
11. The imminent completion of a comprehensive infrastructure strategy for Oxfordshire 

puts local authorities in a strong position as a partnership to submit a cohesive set of 
bids aligned to agreed priorities. These priorities in themselves are linked to 
economic objectives, Local Plans and the Local Transport Plan, and allow the County 
Council on behalf of Growth Board partners to confidently promote the case for large 
scale strategic infrastructure investment in Oxfordshire to unlock and manage 
growth.  

 
Proposed Bids 

 
12. In developing candidate schemes, officers considered infrastructure priorities 

identified the emerging Oxfordshire Infrastructure Strategy, that sat together as 
strategically linked initiatives that offered the prospect, as required through HIF, of a 
‘step-change’ in housing provision in a defined area. Candidate schemes clearly also 
needed to be likely to meet HIF criteria and be within the funding limit. (For example, 
some potential packages of schemes require infrastructure investment significantly 
beyond that which HIF investment would release.) The OxIS model of showing 
spatial, economic and infrastructure connectivity along strategic growth corridors is 
best illustrated by the plans developed to support the OxIS work, in particular the 
countywide plan which illustrates the main growth corridors in the County, which is 
shown in Annex A. 
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13. In this way, the following schemes were identified as candidates for assessment: 
 

14. Didcot Garden Town – The bid would support the delivery of over 22,000 homes in 
Didcot, Culham, Harwell and Berinsfield.  The bid would be for £171m for transport 
improvements including Didcot Science Bridge and A4130 Dualling, a new River 
Crossing at Culham and Clifton Hampden Bypass.  Additionally up to £70m of cycle 
and other sustainable transport improvements from the Garden Town Masterplan 
could be considered for inclusion in the bid plan. 

 
15. West Oxfordshire – This bid would support the delivery of over 10,000 homes in 

Witney & Carterton, and around Eynsham.  The bid would be for £135.4m for further 
upgrades to the strategic A40 transport corridor, building on existing schemes and 
based on the approved A40 Long Term Strategy including development of the Rapid 
Transit network and additional highway capacity on the corridor. 
 

16. North of Oxford – This bid would support the delivery of 5,570 homes in Woodstock, 
Begbroke/Yarnton and Northern Gateway.  The bid would be for £152m for transport 
infrastructure plus education requirements (as yet un-costed). The transport 
infrastructure includes development of Rapid Transit lines on upgraded A44 and 
A4260 corridors, new Park & Ride, , and strategic cycle infrastructure. 

 
17. At its meeting of 19 September 2017, the County Council’s cabinet agreed that 

officers should submit these bids, subject to completing an evaluation of the 
robustness of governance arrangements and levels of assurance on deliverability.  
 

18. Where more than one bid is submitted, government requires that the bids are 
prioritised. Cabinet approved a prioritisation process based upon the assessment 
criteria published in the DCLG guidance with higher weightings given to value for 
money and the number of homes delivered. According to this prioritisation, if all bids 
are submitted they will be prioritised in the following order:  
 

First priority:   Didcot Garden Town 
Second priority:  West Oxfordshire 
Third priority:   North of Oxford  

 
19. Maps showing the extent of each bid package are attached as Annex B. Summary 

details of each bid and a description of the prioritisation process undertaken were 
published within the relevant Cabinet report.  
 

Conclusions 
 

20. Subsequent to the County Council’s cabinet meeting, further discussions have been 
held with the City and District Councils to complete the evaluation of governance and 
deliverability risk of the three proposed bids. Subject to final analysis, the County 
Council expects to submit all three bids in the priority order set out above.  
 

21. Individual councils have been asked to express their support for the HIF bids as 
required through the bidding process. The Growth Board is now also asked to 
support the bids as being in the interests of Oxfordshire as a whole.  
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