Headington

_ our
J plan

HEADINGTON
NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM
(headingtonplan.org.uk)

CONSULTATION
STATEMENT

FOR OXFORD CITY COUNCIL

Headington Neighbourhood Plan — Consultation Statement



DOCUMENT CONTROL SHEET

HNF Document Control Sheet

Document Title HNF Consultation Statement

Draft Number v.4

Task Group and Authors Project Manager

Date of Version 6. July 2016

Status Final Draft

Date of Public Issue

Visibility For Oxford City Council official Consultation
File Type PDF
File Name HNF Consultation Statement edit 6-7-16

Headington Neighbourhood Plan — Consultation Statement

20




CONTENT

Introduction

Issues and Options Consultation
Business Consulation

Draft Plan Consultation

Statutory Consultees Consultation
Conclusion

oukwnpeE

Supporting Documents

Annex 1 — Community Engagement Strategy

Annex 2 — Issues and Options Consultation Report

Annex 3 — Draft Plan Consultation Responses and Feedback

Annex 4 — Steering Committee Meeting Notes in Response to Statutory Consultees Responses
Annex 5 — Statutory Consultee Responses Collated

Appendix 1 — Letter sent to Stakeholders
Appendix 2 — List of Businesses, Social and Community Organisations Consulted

Headington Neighbourhood Plan — Consultation Statement

21



1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. This Consultation Statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of the
Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012. Section 15(2) of Part 5 of the Regulations sets out what a
Consultation Statement should contain:

(a) contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed

neighbourhood development plan;

(b) explains how they were consulted;

(c) summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted;

(d) describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant,

addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan.

1.2. At the start of the process Headington Neighbourhood Forum (HNF) identified the
importance of consultation, and produced a Community Engagement Strategy (Annex 1) to guide
their consultation process. Following on from this, a much greater level of consultation has been
undertaken than the legislation requires, and this is set out in detail in the reports that are submitted
in support of this Consultation Statement. It is not the intention of this Consultation Statement to
replicate what is in these detailed reports.

1.3. The aims of the Headington Neighbourhood Plan consultation process were:

e to ‘front-load’ consultation, so that the Plan was informed by the views of local people and
other stakeholders from the start of the neighbourhood planning process;

e to ensure that consultation events took place at critical points in the process where
decisions needed to be taken;

e to engage with as wide a range of people as possible, using a variety of events and
communication techniques; and

e to ensure that results of consultation were fed back to local people and available to read
(on the website) as soon as possible after the consultation events.

1.4, Continuous engagement of various stakeholders has taken place throughout the
neihgbourhood planning process, and has involved meetings, workshops and other events with the
following consultees:

o Headington Forward (Oxford Brookes University, Oxford University, Oxford University

Health Trust, Oxford Health Trust)

© Local Residents Associations and Groups

o Headington Neighbourhood Forum meetings which have been open to residents

o Oxford City Council

1.5. Formal consultation was undertaken by the Forum members of the Headington
Neighbourhood Forum, with some facilitation provided by Symons Consulting. Formal consultation
events took place at the following stages in the neighbourhood planning process:

e an Issues and Options Consultation from September 2014 to October 2014 — 6 weeks;

e aseries of focus groups with local businesses during October 2014;

e astatutory consultation stage in accordance with Regulation 14 on the draft Plan between
30" May 2015 and 16" July 2015; and
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e afurther consultation with statutory consultees in accordance in accordance with
Regulation 14 on the draft Plan between 7" December 2015 and 25" January 2016.

1.6. This Consultation Statement provides an overview of each of the above stages of
consultation in accordance with Section 15(2) of Part 5 of the Regulations. Full details are provided in
the reports that support the Consultation Statement.
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2. ISSUES AND OPTIONS CONSULTATION

2.1. The Issues and Options Consultation was launched on the 11" September 2014, once the
Forum had been officially designated by Oxford City Council. Although not a statutory requirement of
the neighbourhood planning process under the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012, the
consultation lasted until 24" October 2014, following the standard 6 week statutory consultation
timescale.

2.2. Following the requirements set out in the Community Engagement Strategy, the I&0
Consultation aimed to facilitate the community and stakeholder engagement needed to produce an
informed and relevant community-led Neighbourhood Development Plan for Headington through the
following actions:

e All local media were informed of the consultation through press releases.

e All households in the designated Headington Neighbourhood Forum Area (6,500) had a full
colour 4—page A5 leaflet delivered to them, with a FREEPOST response with which
responses could be returned.

e Anonline survey was developed, launched and publicised through publicity materials and
the Headington Neighbourhood Forum website.

e The Headington Neighbourhood Forum website also contained further detailed information
to help explain the leaflet and online survey.

e Community engagement events were held across Headington to help publicise the
consultation, engage with residents and give out consultation leaflets.

e Aletter (See Appendix 1) and leaflets were sent to a range of interested parties including
businesses and representative social and community organisations (especially those
representing 'hard to reach' groups - See Appendix 2).

e Meetings were held with various Headington stakeholder groups, including local education
and healthcare institutions, to explore the issues highlighted in the consultation leaflet.

2.3. The results of this consultation helped us gather views about what should be included in
the plan. Nearly 500 responses were received.

2.4, We analysed these responses, categorised them into specific areas, and submitted these
responses to each of the six policy working groups in order for them to incorporate into their policy
development process.

2.5. A report was produced to reflect the results of the consultation (Annex 2), and how HNF
proposed to respond to the various consultation comments.
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3. BUSINESS CONSULTATION

3.1. In October 2014, the Business and Retail Policy Working Group contacted a large number
of local businesses to try to understand some of the issues related to these organisations within the
HNPA.

3.2. Each organisation was sent a questionnaire asking them about the most important issues
for them in the local area. 32 responses were received, and these were collated in order to feed into
the policy working group process.

3.3. Businesses in Headington were also asked whether they might be interested in a follow-up
meeting to discuss the issues raised. Of those who agreed to this, 9 businesses attended a follow-up
focus group. The Business focus group meeting was held on 2™ February 2015.

3.4. Parking was identified as the main issue by Headington businesses. Other issues raised
were traffic, the security of businesses in relation to shop-lifting, and the need for a business
association to represent businesses.
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4. DRAFT PLAN CONSULTATION

4.1. The draft Headington Neighbourhood Plan was consulted on through a statutory
consultation stage in accordance with Regulation 14 on the draft Plan between 30" May 2015 and
16" July 2015. The following actions to publicise the consultation took place:

o All local media were informed of the consultation through press releases.

e All households in the designated Headington Neighbourhood Forum Area (6,500) had a full
colour 2—page A5 leaflet delivered to them, explaining the consultation, and where they
could attend the consultation drop-in sessions.

e Anonline survey was developed, launched and publicised through publicity materials and
the Headington Neighbourhood Forum website.

e The Headington Neighbourhood Forum website also provided further detailed information
to help explain the leaflet and online survey.

e Six Plan Consultation drop-in sessions were held at the Hub on London Road to get
feedback from residents on the proposed Plan.

o Leaflets were sent to a range of interested parties including businesses and representative
social and community organisations, especially of hard to reach groups.

e Various social media and online forums were engaged to raise the profile of the
consultation and to stimulate debate.

e Large poster boards and publicity materials were produced to provide information to drop-
in session attendees.

4.2. Over 280 specific responses from over 80 respondents were received through the various
media channels used. These responses were once again fed into the policy working group process and
influenced which policies were to be put forward in the Final Plan.

4.3. A full list of all responses is provided in Annex 3, with the proposed actions that the Forum
has taken to respond to these responses, including in one instance, the deletion of one Plan Policy
related to bus transport.
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5. STATUTORY CONSULTEES CONSULTATION

5.1. A further consultation with statutory consultees, in accordance with Regulation 14, was
held on the draft Plan between 7" December 2015 and 25" January 2016.

5.2. The following Statutory Consultees were sent the draft Plan for comment through email:

e Oxford City Council

e Oxfordshire County Council

e Risinghurst and Sandhills Parish Council
e The Homes and Communities Agency
e Natural England

e The Environment Agency

e Historic England

e The Highways Agency

e Vodafone and 02

e Three

e [E

e Oxford University Health Trust

e Scottish and Southern Energy

e British Gas

e Thames Water

5.3. Responses were received from:

e Oxford City Council (verbally through formal meeting on 14" January 2016)
e Oxfordshire County Council

e The Environment Agency

e Historic England

e The Highways Agency

e Scottish and Southern Energy

e Thames Water

5.4. The responses from these consultees has been collated in Annex 5.

5.5. The responses of these statutory consultees were reported to the Headington
Neighbourhood Forum Steering Committee on the 8" March 2016 (See Annex 4 for meeting notes),
and a series of recommendations to change the Plan were made following the results of this
consultation.
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6. CONCLUSION

6.1. This Consultation Statement and the supporting consultation reports are considered to
comply with Section 15(2) of part 5 of the 2012 Neighbourhood Planning Regulations.
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1.2

1.3

1.4

2.1

2.2

2.3

Headington Neighbourhood Forum — Planning for the future

Introduction

This Strategy has been prepared to help guide the process of community and
stakeholder engagement needed to produce an informed and relevant community-led
Neighbourhood Development Plan for Headington (map of the area provided in
Appendix A). It explains the neighbourhood planning process, and the relevance of
community engagement within this process.

This document also sets out a range of activities and actions that will be taken to
draw information from the community in and around Headington. Effective engagement
with local residents, community groups, businesses, institutions and service providers in
Headington and adjoining areas is a crucial aspect in creating a credible plan.

The document describes the processes and methods that may be employed in
community engagement activity; and presents a set of commitments to the community
about how we will seek to inform, communicate with and involve them throughout the
project.

An Action Plan (Appendix B) is attached to the Strategy which sets out in greater
detail a proposed programme of community engagement activity and various actions
needed to deliver that programme. The Action Plan will evolve as the project develops
over time.

What is a Neighbourhood Plan?

The Localism Act 2011 introduces statutory Neighbourhood Planning in England. It
enables communities to draw up a Neighbourhood Plan for their area and is intended
to give communities more of a say in the development of their local area (within certain
limits and parameters).

These plans will be used to decide the future of the places where people live and
work, giving opportunities to:

¢ choose where people want new homes, shops and offices to be built;
¢ have a say on what new buildings should look like; and

¢ grant planning permission for the new buildings you want to see go ahead.

Neighbourhood plans allow local people to get the right type of development for
their community, but the plans must still meet the needs of the wider area. This will
mean that neighbourhood plans will have to take into account the local council’s
assessment of housing and other development needs in the area.

HEADINGTON NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM — COMMUNYENGAGEMENT STRATEGY 4



2.4

2.5

2.6

3.1

Headington Neighbourhood Forum — Planning for the future

However, it goes beyond traditional ‘land-use’ planning activity, which tends to
focus on regulation and control of development. Neighbourhood planning allows
greater scope for plan makers, acting with the community, relevant agencies and
service providers to promote and manage change in an area. This is why we need to
ensure that extensive, appropriate and well-planned engagement takes place at all
stages of the plan-making process.

As with all plan-making, the project requires leadership. Where Town and Parish
Councils do not cover an area, The Localism Act has given that leadership role to
Neighbourhood Forums. Neighbourhood forums are community groups that are
designated to take forward neighbourhood planning in areas without parishes. It is the
role of the local planning authority to agree who should be the neighbourhood forum
for the neighbourhood area. Oxford City Council has agreed that Headington
Neighbourhood Forum should be the designated forum for the area outlined in the
Headington Neighbourhood Area (see Appendix A).

This carries significant responsibility in terms of producing a plan that is
representative of the community. The way in which the process is led and implemented
will need to secure confidence from the community in the Headington area and those
organisations and businesses that serve our needs. Confidence in the process and
support for the outcomes will be more certain by starting this process in a
demonstrably transparent way and continuing in that way through all stages of plan
preparation. We will do this by:

¢ showing a willingness to openly encourage opinions and suggestions from all
individuals and organisations within the community whether or not these present
potentially conflicting, challenging or critical views of the Plan or the process;

¢ presenting a reasonable, realistic, evidence based and cogently argued case to support
the Plan at each stage of its preparation;

¢ making every effort to understand all views expressed from all individuals and groups
and respond clearly on all matters raised in a timely manner; and

¢ demonstrating, in a form that is readily accessible and easily understood by the whole
community, how the Plan reflects the views and opinions expressed during each stage
of engagement and, where those views cannot legitimately be taken into account,
explaining why that is the case.

Why do we need an Engagement Strategy?

The Engagement Strategy is a way of explaining the steps we intend to take, from
the start to the end of the process. The Strategy has been prepared to demonstrate
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3.2

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

Headington Neighbourhood Forum — Planning for the future

from the start that this is a process that needs community involvement and that the
community knows this.

It describes the processes and methods that may be employed in community
engagement activity and presents a set of commitments to the community about how
we will seek to inform, communicate with and involve them throughout the project.

Why is community engagement so important in the neighbourhood planning process?

In the past all statutory spatial plans have been prepared by the local planning
authority, Oxford City Council. These plans are collectively known in legal terms as ‘the
Local Plan’ and will remain in place. These plans were prepared in consultation with
local communities. Neighbourhood Plans will be prepared by the community.

Through the Localism Act we will now have the opportunity to actually prepare the
plan that shapes how the Headington area looks. We can say what type of
development we wish to encourage, how much development should take place (subject
to generally conforming with higher level strategic plans), where and when that
development should take place, and what we want to see protected in the long term.

We will do this by establishing what the community says it most expects the area to
look like over the coming years. We will then look to establish how relevant delivery
organisations in the private, public, community and voluntary sector are able to meet
those expectations.

Preparation of plans within a statutory framework will need to follow certain steps.
These are normally prescribed in national regulations, policy and guidance from the
Government. We will need to follow those regulations at appropriate stages in the
process and will be guided through this by Oxford City Council.

Provided certain steps are taken during the preparation of the Headington
Neighbourhood Plan, it will have a clear legal status and be used to make decisions on
all planning matters coming forward in Headington and its adjoining areas (in relation
to development proposals that may have a potential impact upon the Headington area
and its community).

The Engagement Strategy provides a framework to show how we will approach the
task of ensuring community participation and involvement at all stages of the project.
An Action Plan (Appendix B) sets out what these engagement steps are, including the
legal requirements for adoption of a neighbourhood plan.

HEADINGTON NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM — COMMUNB¥IENGAGEMENT STRATEGY 6



5.

5.1

5.2

6.1

Headington Neighbourhood Forum — Planning for the future

The Community Engagement Framework

Community and stakeholder participation in any planned activity can take place on a
number of different levels. These range from providing information to empowering
individuals and groups to take decisions on relevant matters (and for those responsible
for implementing plans to stand by those decisions). Community participation in plan-
making is most likely to happen if the following processes and activities are planned to
be included from the start of the project:

*

¢

Inform: Provide information about processes, events, issues and
proposals;

Consult: Obtain feedback and analysis on options and proposals;

Involve: Work directly with the community throughout the process to

ensure their issues and concerns are consistently understood and considered;

Collaborate: Create partnership with the community in each aspect of decision
making including development of options and analysis of alternatives; and

Empower: Final decisions on all matters lie with the community.

Each step is normally dependent upon previous activity having been carried out. For
example, successful consultation would normally follow earlier dissemination of
information, and so on. It is intended that this Engagement Strategy will focus action on
ensuring as much public participation and community engagement as possible is
achieved. In designing each event we will ensure that involvement is encouraged by
embedding all of the following key features in the process:

€ awareness raising: to secure maximum participation.

€ timely engagement: when involvement can make a difference.

€ inclusive engagement: so everyone has a voice but none dominate.

¢ feedback: to show how participation makes a difference.
Inform

Participation and engagement can take place at an individual level; with self-forming
groups having a shared interest; or through pre-arranged facilitated group discussion.
Where groups form or are created as a result of the project, given sufficient support,
these can usefully evolve to the extent that collaboration takes place on specific
matters.
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Headington Neighbourhood Forum — Planning for the future

6.2 A number of interested members of the community have already formed policy
groups in the following areas:

€ Amenities

Education

Housing

Identity

Jobs and Development
Retail & Business

Transport

LB AR AR R K 4

6.3 Direct community involvement in the Headington Neighbourhood Plan is possible
through membership of these policy groups or participation in workshops planned
through these groups.

6.4 These policy groups will provide the framework for informing the community about
planned activities. They will effectively 'launch' the Headington Neighbourhood Plan
through a programme of informal drop-in events in May and June 2014 across the plan
area. The launch event programme is designed to raise awareness of the Headington
Neighbourhood Plan, and plan making process, and to encourage direct involvement in
its preparation.

6.5 This should be the start of a continuous process of information sharing and
relationship building and should allow appropriate messages to get to the right people
at the right time. Techniques will include:

€ written correspondence: letters, leaflets and newsletters giving information to
individuals, groups and organisations; posters displayed in the local area.

€ media coverage: drafting press releases, advertisements about events and
maintaining dialogue as necessary to secure media coverage to maintain a public
media profile throughout the life of the project.

€ public exhibitions: mainly in the form of informal drop-in sessions where
information can be provided and initial opinions gathered.

€ face-to-face meetings: planned discussions with local groups and people in the
community.

HEADINGTON NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM — COMMUNDENGAGEMENT STRATEGY 8
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7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

8.

8.1

Headington Neighbourhood Forum — Planning for the future

Consult

The consultation phase of the project will include two formal legally required
processes to consult the community, and an ongoing informal engagement and
consultation process.

During the first formal process, we will produce a draft vision and aims of the
neighbourhood plan. We will also identify, following on from the 'informing' process
carried out through the policy groups, the issues and options in the Headington
Neighbourhood Plan Area. This document, the Vision, Aims, Issues and Options Report,
will help us gather views about what should be included in the plan. This process is
programmed to start in July 2014 and to last for 6 weeks.

Once we have carried out our Community Engagement programme, and identified
and evaluated all the available evidence, we will produce a draft Headington
Neighbourhood Plan. This is programmed for October 2014. We will then formally
consult on this plan for a further period of 6 weeks. Further comments and information
provided by the community will be used to finalise the Plan.

Once the final Draft Headington Neighbourhood Plan is produced, which is
programmed for January 2015, Oxford City Council are required to consult on it for a
further 6 weeks. They will publicise the document, inviting comments on the content of
the document.

Throughout this process, we will continue to informally consult the community using
a range of appropriate techniques:

€ community profiling: creating a shared picture with the community of the
physical, human, social, economic and community characteristics, assets and
issues found in an area.

€ organised discussion groups: such as focus groups which allow small group
discussions that give in-depth consideration to relevant local issues surrounding
specific topics.

€ surveys: such as resident opinion polls and questionnaire based surveys where
responses to questions about specific issues are gathered in writing. These can
take the form of door-to-door or street interviews; postal questionnaires; web-
based, electronic and social media hosted surveys; and telephone interviews.

Involve

Moving towards a position where we involve the community we will need further
intensive dialogue with the community and will need to establish mechanisms to give a
voice to those who wish to comment on or contribute towards plan-making, and to
seek to engage with those who are often more difficult to reach. Techniques used when
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Headington Neighbourhood Forum — Planning for the future

we inform and consult with the community will be relevant as will additional activities
including:

€ networking: which is about identifying and talking to a range of different
individuals and interest groups in the community and developing and nurturing
relationships with those people

€ public events: such as ‘Open House’ events which involve the use of a local
venue as a drop-in centre, allowing people to gather information and share their
views. Interactive displays and project leadership presence offers further
opportunities to gather comments and information. It also gives an opportunity
to develop personal relationships with people and groups who may wish to
increase their involvement

0. Collaborate

9.1 An initial step where collaboration has already taken place is the creation of a
stakeholder group (the Forum) where various voices in the community have helped in
forming a draft shared vision for the area.

9.2 As the project develops we can explore further opportunities to collaborate with the
community. This level of participation is generally resource intensive for both the lead
plan-making body and the community and is likely to involve only a few dedicated
groups or individuals. We have not identified a formal process for collaboration, but
welcome the opportunity to engage in this intensive discussion with stakeholders.

10. Empower

10.1 The final decision as to whether the Headington Neighbourhood Plan is adopted lies
in the hands of the community. We believe that through this engagement process we
will empower the community to become involved in developing the plan, and in
agreeing it. A final referendum on whether the plan should be adopted will be held on
the 7" May 2015, and all people registered to vote in local elections within the
Headington Neighbourhood Plan Area will be eligible to cast a vote as to whether this
plan is adopted.

11. Our Commitments

111 Headington Neighbourhood Forum as the lead organisation in the Headington
Neighbourhood Plan project, through the wider Steering Group, has agreed to adopt a
set of key commitments on community and stakeholder engagement revolving around
transparency and inclusivity, but subject to proportionality. These are presented as an
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Headington Neighbourhood Forum — Planning for the future

agreed set of actions and approaches to engagement that we will offer to the
community as part of this project:

*

¢

2

*¢ & o o

11.2 In

Undertake a Launch Event Programme to raise awareness of the Headington
Neighbourhood Plan and encourage engagement in the process

Undertaking a 6 week consultations on a Vision, Aims, Issues and Options Report
and a formal 6 week consultation on the Draft Headington Neighbourhood Plan

A website will be provided for information sharing prior to the launch of the
project and will be maintained throughout the plan making process

Regular press releases will be provided giving activity updates
Information will be provided through local newsletters
All information collected to inform plan making will be openly available

Local permanent exhibitions and displays will be provided in accessible locations
to support events and give information throughout the period of all publicised
consultation events

Communication will take place in a form best suited to each person or group as
expressed by them

An open agreement to meet with individuals and groups throughout the project
whatever their views and opinions as resources reasonably allow

Respond within a reasonable time to all written representations demonstrating
how comments have been taken into account and how the plan has been
informed by those comments

Explore all opportunities to involve anyone in the community in preparing the
plan at all stages of the project

Where comments and suggestions are made that are not directly relevant to the
Neighbourhood Development Plan we will record these and pass the comments
on to the appropriate person or organisation for action

return we will ask only that anyone seeking to participate by providing

information, opinions or analysis of proposals at any stage of the project is prepared to
do so in writing to ensure that all comments can be properly noted as a true record of
their views. Once we reach the stages in the process where statutory guidance has to
be followed we will be required to publish comments made about the Plan.

HEADINGTON NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM — CORBEUNITY ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY 11



Headington Neighbourhood Forum — Planning for the future

HEADINGTON NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM — COMMUNAOENGAGEMENT STRATEGY

12



Appendix A — Headington Neighbourhood Plan Area map
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Appendix B — Community Engagement Action Plan

Date(s)

Responsible Group

Stakeholder/s Engaged

Method of Engagement

Method of Feedback

Comments

29/01/14

ISG

Forum

Report

Comments on Project
Plan and CES

This is an Example
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Headington Neighbourhood Forum — Planning for the future

Introduction and Background

This Headington Neighbourhood Forum was designated as the neighbourhood forum for
the Headington area (Annex A) on the 9" September 2014, the area having previously
been designated on 28" March 2014.

In preparation for designation, the Interim Steering Group (ISG) of the proposed Forum
produced a Project Plan which set out the timescales and milestones of the
neighbourhood plan process.

The ISG set out the need to undertake multiple public consultations in the Project Plan.
A Community Engagement Strategy was produced by the Interim Steering Group of the
proposed Forum on 18" August 2014.

The Project Plan identified the need to carry out an initial consultation with Headington
residents, and other stakeholders, in order to identify the most important issues in
Headington, as well as identify potential solutions. Hence, the title of the consultation
was the ‘Issues and Options Consultation’ (I&0 Consultation). The results from this
consultation are to inform the draft Headington Neighbourhood Plan.

The Forum, through forum discussions and community engagement, identified the need
to develop six particular policy areas: transport, housing, education, retail & business,
amenity & public space, and character & identity. For each of these policy areas a Policy
Working Group (PWG) has been set up.

Policy development for the Headington Neighbourhood Plan is delegated to these six
PWGs. They examine the available evidence, consider the local issues and propose
potential policies.

As part of this process, the PWGs have each identified three specific Headington issues
which have been used during the consultation process. The PWGs have also produced
materials for the consultation process, organised events, and helped to promote the
consultation.
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2. Methodology

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

The 1&0 Consultation was launched on the 11" September 2014, once the Forum had
been officially designated by Oxford City Council. Although not a statutory requirement
of the neighbourhood planning process under the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations
2012, the consultation lasted until 24™ October 2014, following the standard 6 week
statutory consultation timescale.

Following the requirements set out in the Community Engagement Strategy, the 1&0
Consultation aimed to facilitate the community and stakeholder engagement needed to
produce an informed and relevant community-led Neighbourhood Development Plan
for Headington.

All local media were informed of the consultation through press releases. (See Annex B)

All households in the designated Headington Neighbourhood Forum Area (6,500) had a
full colour 4-page A5 leaflet (See Annex C) delivered to them, with a FREEPOST
response with which responses could be returned.

An online survey was developed, launched and publicised through publicity materials
and the Headington Neighbourhood Forum website.

The Headington Neighbourhood Forum website also contained further detailed
information to help explain the leaflet and online survey.

Community engagement events (Annex D) were held across Headington to help
publicise the consultation, engage with residents and give out consultation leaflets.

Meetings were held with various Headington stakeholder groups, including local
education and healthcare institutions, to explore the issues highlighted in the
consultation leaflet.

A number of the PWGs also carried out more tailored surveys which specific
stakeholders during the consultation period. For example, the Business and Retail PWG
surveyed local businesses about specific retail issues. The survey and results from this
survey are included in this report, and can be found in Annex E.
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3. The Consultation Leaflet

3.1 The consultation leaflet, and associated information, was produced by the ISG in
partnership with the PWGs. The ISG provided the structure and the design of the
consultation leaflet, while the PWGs each proposed three ‘Issues’ (18 in total) to help
stimulate discussion (See Table 1 below for key), and which could be rated by residents
and stakeholders.

3.2 Residents and stakeholders were asked to rate each of the identified ‘Issues’ with a
score from 1-5. (5 being highest importance, 1 being lowest importance). Residents
and stakeholders were also asked to state which ‘Issues’ had not been covered in the
consultation leaflet, and to provide a ‘Solution’ to how to resolve the ‘Issues’ they had

identified.
Table 1 — Proposed Issues

Issue Code Issue Text
E1 Increase number of places in schools.
E2 Bring providers together in order to raise educational attainment.
E3 Enhance provision of training and development, and apprenticeships.
A1 Strengthen Headington’s distinctive identity to foster a sense of community.
A2 Identify and develop the special characteristics of different districts.
A3 Balance conservation and innovation within planning and development.
C1 Conserve Green Spaces, and increase biodiversity and public access.
c2 Increase access to cultural & sports facilities in private and public ownership.
C3 Provide a community and cultural centre in central Headington.
T1 Reduce congestion by facilitating cycling, walking and car sharing.
T2 Reduce through traffic and speeds in residential streets.
T3 Strive to reduce noise and improve air quality.
R1 Improve provision of parking to encourage shopping.
R2 Strengthen the local shopping identity.
R3 Encourage retail variety.
H1 Provide housing mix and tenures to meet specific social needs.
H2 Ensure that Houses in Multiple Occupation comply with regulations.
H3 Build housing appropriate to the local character.
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4. Collecting Responses

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

Although the consultation was due to close on the 24™ October, the deadline for the
consultation close was extended to November 1* to allow for any late responses.

Consultation leaflet responses were delivered to the Forum using a FREEPOST address
printed on the consultation leaflet. It was also possible to return leaflet responses by
hand.

Online responses were collected using Qualtrics software via the Headington
Neighbourhood Forum website.

Some text based responses were also received via email.

Numeric responses were collated to identify the ranking of the issues that the PWGs had
identified. Text based responses were categorized, then placed in subject groups (i.e.
transport, housing, etc.)
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5. Responses

5.1 A total of 470 responses were received. 149 responses were received via the online

survey. 317 responses were received via the FREEPOST leaflet. 4 responses were
received directly via email.

5.2 It should be noted at this stage that although 470 responses were received, not all
respondents completed all sections of the consultation. Some completed the numerical

section, and provided no text suggestions, while others provided text suggestions
without completing the numerical section

5.3  Chart 1 shows the breakdown of responses by means of response.

M Online
W Postal
Email

Chart 1 — Breakdown of 470 Consultation Responses

5.4 The online survey allowed respondents to identify what their relationship to Headington
was. The results from this are presented below, and show that the majority of
respondents (106/142) lived in Headington, and carried out a range of activities, while
30 respondents worked in Headington but did not live in the area.
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A

M | live here
B | work here but don't live here
| work here and live here
M | study here but don't live here
B | study here and live here
| travel through Headington
B Other

Chart 2 — Breakdown of the situation of Online Consultation Respondents
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6. Analysis

6.1 The I&0O Consultation focused primarily on identifying the most important issues for
residents and stakeholders in Headington. In order to facilitate this, the PWGs identified
18 of what they considered to be the most important issues in Headington, and asked
consultation respondents to rate the importance of these issues, from 1-5 (5 being
highest importance, 1 being lowest importance).

Highest Ranking Issues

6.2  Of the 470 respondents, 46 provided no numerical response whatsoever, with a further
significant number providing partial numerical responses. Out of the 18 issues
identified, the most responded to issue was ranked 410 times, while the least
responded to issue was ranked 370 times.

6.3  The issue which was ranked as the most important was ‘Conserve Green Spaces, and
increase biodiversity and public access’” which had an average score of 4.47 with a
standard deviation of 0.95. The issue which was ranked as the least important was
‘Identify and develop the special characteristics of different districts” which had a score
of 2.83 with a standard deviation of 1.37.

6.4 The full result of this ranking process, together with the standard deviations can be
found in Annex F. A graphical representation of these results is shown below in Chart 3.

Issues & Options Consultation- Average Responses (+/- 15.D.)

5.00
4.00
3.00
2.00
1.00
Bl E2 E3 Al A2 A3 C1 C2 C3 T1T1 T2 T3 Rl R2Z R3 H1 H2Z H3

Chart 3 — Average Rating and Standard Deviation for each Proposed Issue

6.5 Spearman’s correlation was used to assess how closely respondents viewed each issue.
A full analysis of the consultation results using this analysis can be found in Annex G.

6.6  The two issues which ranked closest (0.58 correlation coefficient) were ‘Strengthen the
local shopping identity’ with ‘Encourage Retail Variety’. The two issues which ranked
least close (-0.12 correlation coefficient) were ‘Improving the provision of parking to
encourage shopping’ and ‘Reduce congestion by facilitating cycling, walking and car-
sharing’.
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Other Issues Identified by Residents

6.7 254 out of 470 respondents responded to the consultation with additional text
comments about issues. A total of 311 comments were made, which were categorized
into 105 categories. These categories were then ordered into policy areas, and are
presented in Annex H

6.8 The most mentioned issue was that there were ‘Too many supermarkets/lack of retail
variety’ in Headington, with 26 respondents identifying this issue.

6.9 A graph showing the top 14 issues mentioned is set out below (Chart 4).
Other Options Identified by Residents

6.10 260 out of 470 respondents responded to the consultation with additional text
comments about options. A total of 309 comments were made, which were categorized
into 175 categories. These categories were then ordered into policy areas, and are
presented in Annex |.

6.11 The most mentioned option was to ‘Install Speed Indicator Devices/Humps/Chicanes/
Cameras/Signs/Mirrors/Trees’ to reduce speeding, with 14 respondents identifying this
option.

6.12 A graph showing the top 10 options mentioned is set out below (Chart 5).
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Chart 4 — Top Issues Raised by Respondents during Consultation
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Chart 5 — Top Options Raised by Respondents during Consultation
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7. Discussion

7.1 The PWGs and the Forum SG are meeting on the 29" November to discuss the results
from the consultation. Without wanting to prejudice the discussion, there are some
interesting trends which will be pointed out to help discussions:

» Not only did the proposed issues ‘Conserve Green Spaces, and increase biodiversity
and public access’ have the highest rating, but it had the lowest standard deviation,
meaning that respondents uniformly thought that this was the most important is-
sue.

* That proposed issues in their policy groups were more closely correlated generally.

* That the proposed issues which were least closely correlated tended to be those
which proposed dealing with transport issues and those which proposed improved
facilities for retail use.

¢ Respondents tended to identify issues which had an immediate to themselves and
their local community, such as shopping, traffic congestion, speeding a litter. In con-
trast, respondents were more ‘imaginative’ in what options could be employed to
deal with these issues, and therefore there were 70% more options identified than
issues.

e That a significant number of respondents did not add any additional issues or op-
tions to the proposed issues list published in the consultation leaflet.
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8. Areas of Improvement for the Consultation Process
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9. Conclusion and Next Steps
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Annex B — Press Releases to Promote Issues and Options Consultation

Annex C — Consultation Leaflet

Annex D — Proposed Community Engagement Events

Annex E — Business Survey Details

Annex F — Final Ranking Results

Annex G — Final Correlation Results

Annex H - Final Respondents Issues and Options
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Email Responses

Email Consultation Responses from Draft Plan Consultation

Consultee Policy Area

Comment

Suggested Changes

Forum Response

Joanne Carr, Oxford

Oxford Brookes is supportive of the vision and objectives of the draft Headington Neighbourhood Plan and appreciates

19

Brookes General the opportunity to comment on its policies and proposals. No change required NOTED
The plan provides a thorough examination of some of the key considerations for the Headington community but we
General have a number of comments to make on individual policy proposals and these are outlined below. NOTED
In addition, we would like to flag the inopportune timing of this consultation. Unfortunately, holding a consultation at
this time of year effectively excludes a large proportion of our student population who, as you note in the plan, are an Our previous consultation was held in October
important constituent part of the Headington community. To add to this, whilst efforts have been made to publicise last year in particular to cover this constituent
this consultation to staff through our internal newsletter, again the timing of the consultation is such that many are not part of Headington. We have tried to run
on campus. We would ask that future consultation events of this nature are held at a time which enables more consultations to cover all constituent elements
General thorough involvement of University staff and students who have much to contribute on these important issues of Headington.
The proposed policy provides that: 'Development will not be permitted
where it results in the loss of publicly accessible green space unless it
can be demonstrated that development on that space is unavoidable
and:
i. a publicly accessible green space(s) of an equivalent size and
amenity in an identified area(s) of need in the HNPA is provided; and or
ii. improvements and enhancements are made to existing publicly
accessible green space(s) in the HNPA; and or
. L . . . iii. access to new publicly accessible green space(s) of an equivalent
The University is supportive of the need to protect the character of Headington and agrees that green space is an size and amenity in the HNPA are provided; and or These comments, together with other
integral part of this. However, it would seem sensible to include a caveat in this policy which states that there is a iv. access to the public of existing private green space(s) of an comments have been taken on board, and the
presumption against development on green space unless there are accompanying plans to adequately re provide this  equivalent size and amenity in the HNPA are provided. suggested changes have been made to the
GSP1 green space elsewhere within the Neighbourhood Plan area. Policy.
Again, whilst Oxford Brookes supports the retention of green space in the neighbourhood, the figure of 20% here is
considered too great. The existing 10% requirement is more appropriate. In addition, the University would not support The Policy has been amended to reduce the
the designation of all green space on its halls of residences as publicly available. It is important that students feel safe requirement for green space and to clarify
in their dwellings and this requirement would bring with it a number of considerations including the potential need for Consideration of the 20% figure and a need to justify the figure in the 'where publicly accessible green space should
GSP2 additional security patrols. written text. be provided.
Policy suggested to be amended to read'All mature trees will be
conserved unless their removal is unavoidable as a result of
development. In such instances, the developer will ensure that an
The first two lines of this policy are contradictory and we would suggest including a caveat to state — all mature trees equal number of appropriate varieties are planted at designated This Policy has been amended to provide
GSP4 will be conserved where possible. site(s) within the Headington Neighbourhood Plan area clarification and protection of mature trees.
The university supports this policy but suggests an additional emphasis should be placed on the management of This could help to differentiate and build on Policy CS11 of the Core | This Policy has been removed as it was felt tha
GSP6 drainage once schemes are implemented — particularly drainage on public highways. Strategy. it did not fit well within the Plan.
The University actively encourages community use of its facilities on campus. It must be noted, however, that there are
AMP2 some facilities on campus where the University would charge for usage. NOTED
Oxford Brookes is working towards a series of space reduction targets and does not own significant plots of land which
GSsc2 could be made available for use as allotments. NOTED
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Business and
Retail

Further development of this section would be helpful, including some details on issues such as deliveries and
servicing.

Agree, this is a small section for such a big topic area. If it is to remain Additional text and Policies have been
a small section, it should have some explanation as to why it is so briefdeveloped for this section.

The University welcomes policy CIP3: Innovative design and would ask that innovation be reflected in CIP1 as a

NOTED - although innovation not reflected in

CIP1 consideration alongside layout, form and other factors. CIP1.
NOTED - although the Plan only covers the
HNPA. The aim of the Education Group is to
allow the expansion or addition of new facilities
within the general context of local education
provision. Changes will be allowed, but the
policy only encourages provision aimed at
It is restrictive to limit this policy to provision for those in the Headington Neighbourhood Plan area. The policy should  The Plan needs to explain that it specifically for the Headington education for which at least some part is
EDP1 reflect the wider role Headington plays in the life of the city and region. Neighbourhood Plan area. intended for local children.
TRP1 A clarification of the term ‘adequate unused capacity’ would be helpful here. Need to clarify 'adequate unused capacity.' Term clarified in supporting text.
The University recommends that businesses are also specifically referenced here as having a duty to complete travel
plans. Itis right that residential developments should be required to develop a travel plan but the requirement should
be proportionate and a minimum unit number should be applied to this policy — for example 2 bed developments Policy changed to reflect comments and to
TRP4 should not face the same requirements as significantly larger-scale developments. Such a policy would be difficult to enforce. provide a minimum threshold for developments.
Provision of cycle storage should be proportionate and evidence-based. The number of spaces required will depend
on location, the type OF dE\l‘eICJ.pmen.t and the other‘sustainable transport options a\{ailable to site users (e.g. Many policies provide figures that developments must conform to i.e. | The Policy has been changed to more closely
Brookesbus). The University is dedicated to ensuring adequate cycle storage provision for staff and students but the number of parking spaces allowed, the amount of green space to bjreflect the need for storage of bicycles, and to
strongly opposes the application of one figure (75%) across the board. In reality, encouraging sustainable travel provided and so on. All these figures require justification and encourage increased use, rather than a specific
TRP6 options is more complex than this and provision should be based on the information available in travel plans. background evidence as to why they are given. figure across the board.
We would encourage the Headington Neighbourhood Plan to ask for evidence-based promotion of car-sharing This section has been changed to provide a
schemes rather than the application of a one size fits all approach. The policy adopted by each organisation needs to more flexible approach to delivering active
TRC1 reflect a number of considerations. The PWG may want to consider this point. transport proposals.
The University supports this policy but there may well be exceptions making certain routes unsuitable for conversion to
Public Rights of Way. It is therefore recommended that a caveat is added, stating ‘These routes should be made This section has been changed to provide a
Public Rights of Way where practicable.’ It would also be helpful to include section references for the Oxford Local more flexible approach to delivering active
TRP3 Plan. The PWG may want to consider this point. transport proposals.
The University knows that the Gipsy Lane stop for London services is very popular and is concerned that the removal
of this stop from the route could exacerbate rather than reduce vehicle traffic. The University recommends that a This section has been changed to provide a
thorough assessment and audit of the benefits and potential impacts of such proposals be undertaken prior to any The PWG may want to consider this point and if supported may more flexible approach to delivering active
TRC5 implementation. suggest that an impact assessment be undertaken. transport proposals.
Oxford Brookes is moving towards the introduction of a charge-per-use policy as a result of consultation with staff on
use of cars. However, the University would advise against a blanket policy of this nature as such an approach would
not necessarily have the desired outcomes across the piece. Institutions need to be able to make their own evidence-
based decisions on these issues and the University would suggest that the focus of the Headington Neighbourhood This section has been changed to provide a
Plan should be to encourage individual institutions and businesses to regularly consider ways they might reduce car more flexible approach to delivering active
TRC8 journeys to site based on their knowledge of the contributory factors. The PWG may want to consider this point. transport proposals.
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Rebecca Horley,

Email Responses

In our review of the HNP, we have some general concerns about the approach being taken currently with
regard to the drafting of the policies. We also have some concerns regarding the conclusions that are
drawn by the assessors undertaking the tasks required for the character assessments that form part of
the HNP as they have drawn opinions rather than made objective assessments. The University has a
particular interest in Character Area 10 relating to Highfield and Old Road though we make reference to

Significant changes have been made to both
There have been many proposed changes to the drafting of policies  the policies and the Character Assessments, i
and it may be appropriate to undertake another consultation following  particularly CA10 to reflect concerns from all

n

Oxford University  General other character assessments when highlighting examples. the changes that have been proposed. consultees.
The proposed policy provides that: 'Development will not be permitted
where it results in the loss of publicly accessible green space unless it
can be demonstrated that development on that space is unavoidable
and:
i. a publicly accessible green space(s) of an equivalent size and
amenity in an identified area(s) of need in the HNPA is provided; and or
ii. improvements and enhancements are made to existing publicly
Policy GSP1 regarding the retention of public accessible green spaces, for example, is considered to be  accessible green space(s) in the HNPA; and or
too rigid and would not allow for the flexibility required to address scenarios which, when balanced iii. access to new publicly accessible green space(s) of an equivalent )
against other equally important issues, would point to the loss of a green space being the preferred size and amenity in the HINPA are provided; and or These comments, together with other
A ! N i A iv. access to the public of existing private green space(s) of an comments have been taken on board, and the
option. There may be situations where, for example, some other contribution could off-set the loss or equivalent size and amenity in the HNPA are provided . suggested changes have been made to the
GSP1 remaining land could be improved as a result of the loss of some green spaces. Policy.
Throughout the HNP, there are several examples where we consider that the principle of “conformity” has
not been observed. For example, policy GSP2 states that it seeks to set a higher standard for
development (the requirement for 20% of the total site area to be given over for publicly accessible green
space is double the Core Strategy requirement). This is unlikely to be acceptable to the City Council. In
our view, the principles laid down in section one of the HNP, relating to where development opportunities
lie, what they should be like, and providing general support for appropriate new development have not The proposed amended policies now positively set out what }
been carried through to the draft policies which appear to be more restrictive. It is noted that the HNP development would be welcomed or encouraged. For the most, they - The Policy has been amended to reduce the
) ) . . A o L now state what could be done to mitigate against any loss or harm if |requirement for green space and to clarify
aims to provide opportunities to “provide a framework for these opportunities” but this is not apparent from | geyelopment was to occur. This should all ensure that the policies are where publicly accessible green space should
GSP2 the rest of the document. not overly restrictive. D94 be provided.
Policy GSP3 would benefit from some clarification of the words ‘significant’ and ‘direct or indirect harm’ to ) o
. It has been suggested that the the meaning of 'significant' needs to be
ensure that the effects are enforceable and measurable and to enable the developer to anticipate and clarified. Examples of ‘direct or indirect harm' could also be provided inClarification of these terms has been made
GSP3 mitigate if necessary. the written text. within the Policy.
Policy GSP4 is an example of the lack of flexibility in the policy which may cause problems for users of
the HNP in the future. It suggests that all mature trees will be conserved without any qualification. It may
be necessary to remove trees for reasons other than as a result of development. Being a living entity,
trees will inevitably change and may become unsafe if diseased or dying. It should be further noted that This Policy has been amended to provide
GSP4 age may not be a measure of biodiversity value. The PWG may want to consider this point. clarification and protection of mature trees.
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Policy GSP6 is an example of a policy which pre-judges a situation and we cannot agree to the first and

last statements in the policy. There may be other engineering solutions to a problem. It is concerning

that the reasoning given relates to erosion of the Lye Valley SSSI when this is unproven. The usual

reason for the requirement of SuDs is for highway safety. More technical evidence is required to enable

a proper understanding of this assertion and the document does not provide this. Ordinarily the planning

application process would enable this sort of consideration to be made in a balanced fashion as it would

generally be weighed against other equally important interests of acknowledged importance. It is likely

that all projects at the Park Hospital will demonstrate a decrease in infiltration but will be fully compliant This Policy has been removed as it was felt tha
GSP6 with the Environment Agency limits on the site. The PWG may want to consider this point. it did not fit well within the Plan.

Policy AMP1 is an example of where there may be possible conflicts with legal requirements. It is not
appropriate to seek “developer contributions” which could conflict with the NPPF (reference paragraph It hasbbeen Sufgges‘es thallt!e Pfi‘icy only SefEkS deV@'?PET .
. P . . contributions for 'residential developments' of a particular size. The
204). Planning obligations should qnly be §ought wherfe they meet all of the following tes',ts. necgssary 015G has been asked (o consider what size developments should
make the development acceptable in planning terms; directly related to the development; and fairly and provide developer contributions and provide a reasoned justification forThe Policy has been adjusted to ensure that

AMP1 reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. that size. equivalent replacement facilities are provided.

Similarly Policy AMP2 could lead to unlawful situations because the NPPF makes it clear in paragraph
206 that planning conditions should only be imposed where they are necessary, relevant to planning and
to the development to be permitted, enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other respects. The
current drafting of Policy AMP2 pre-empts all those considerations. Paragraph 15 of the NPPF states
that “Policies in Local Plans should follow the approach of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development so that it is clear that development which is sustainable can be approved without delay. All  The proposed conditions of policy AMP2 may not be ‘fe]evant' toa
plans should be based upon and reflect the presumption in favour of sustainable development, with clear | d€velopment on the sites stipulated. Moreover, it is not reasonable’ to

L A ) ) ) N i . A N enforce such conditions on 'any' development on these sites. AMC1

policies that will guide how the presumption should be applied locally”. It is considered that this policy, encourages access to private on site sports and leisure facilities of

AMP2 as currently drafted, conflicts with this advice. major institutions and this is more appropriate. This Policy has been removed.

¥9

This policy could be clarified to read 'sthe major institutions in

The comments made above with regard to policy GSP1, relate also to Policy GSC2. As such, as Headington will be encouraged to increase the level of public
access to their green spaces and encouraged to make land

currently worded we cannot give our support to it. It suggests that if there were any land available then it | oyaijable for allotments for the benefit of their staff and of The Policy has been adjusted to reflect the
GSsC2 should be given over for allotments which would then take precedent over perhaps a better use. Headington residents.’ Suggested Changes proposed.

We fully support Policy GSC4 and it is certainly the University’s intention to increase the corridor value of
GSC4 the Old Road Campus. NOTED

Consideration has been given to the terminology used under the section which identifies the issues in this

area. The use of the term “institutional creep” has negative connotations and does not hold meaning in a

planning sense. It suggests that development is oversized and unplanned when it is neither, being

controlled by the requirements for planning permission. The institution, referring to the University as well

as the hogpnals, is part of the cl:ommunltly and cannot be readily sectloneq off in the way thag is described This term has been removed, and the Characte
cipL—AREA because it only serves to highlight the differences as opposed to celebrating the long-standing Assessments adjusted to reflect the concerns
10 interactions, both social and physical, that exist with the residential areas. expressed.

Page 4



G9

Email Responses

It is implied that the “institutions” are the cause of many of the negative issues identified in the
neighbouring residential areas including reduction of privacy, loss of sunlight, harm to views, noise
pollution, light pollution, harm to ecosystems, contamination, increased traffic, rat-running and on road
parking. However, all these are addressed by the requirements for planning permission which balances
these issues against the development needs before making an assessment. In many ways, the future
development at Old Road Campus may provide an opportunity to improve these long standing problems
or issues through the outline planning permission and the masterplan, but that has not been appreciated
in the HNP.

The Character Assessments have been
adjusted to more accurately reflect the issues
within each area.

The Old Road Campus includes the building known as Boundary Brook House, one of the Park Hospital
buildings. Under the section “Proposed Assets”, Boundary Brook House is highlighted as a Heritage
Asset but as far as the University is aware it has not been considered under the Heritage Asset
assessment process and is not included on the local list of approved assets nor on the list awaiting
consideration. Further, the planning consent issued under 12/02072/OUT approves a Masterplan layout
which shows that it will be demolished in accordance with condition 3. It would be difficult to reconcile
the statement in the HNP with this planning permission which was granted in accordance with the
development plan. It is for this reason that the University considers that the reference to Boundary Brook
House should be removed from the heritage assets part of the HNP.

This reference has been removed, and the
Character Assessments adjusted to reflect the
concerns expressed.

This leads to the broader point as to whether or not any of the more architecturally or historically

interesting houses, which are not actually heritage assets, should be noted and listed under the heading

Heritage Asslets X Th!s approach has thel appearance gf instantly elgvat|ng thg|r status. IF is suggested Agree. Heritage Assets' is a formal designation used by English
that the heading remain simply “Assets” given that “Heritage Assets” is a technical term with legal Heritage'. It is strongly recommended that another terminology be
meaning. adopted.

Term changed to 'Historical Assets’

Another theme which appears to feature throughout the assessments is the tendency to make subjective
judgements of the present to determine what should happen in the future without all the evidence. We
set down below some examples:

Subjective judgements have been removed
from the Character Assessments.

CIP1 - AREA
15

Under the issues statement, it is stated (and highlighted) that “Large scadevelopment of any of these nearby sites could
compromise the special atmosphere of the Meadow.” We consider that by highlighting sections draws attention to the statement and
inappropriately elevates its significance. Also, this statement is pre-judging the situation as a development scheme could emerge
which may not compromise the Meadow. The University is of the view that the document should focus on describing the character of
the area noting points of interest that should be reflected in future development. It is not considered appropriate to take a subjective
view on potential future outcomes. This is supported by Government guidance which states that the documents should positively
support Local Plan policies and not promote less development (Reference: paragraphs 183 to 185 of the NPPF).

Subjective judgements have been removed
from the Character Assessments.

In general terms we seek assurance that the HNP is not seeking to stifle development which would otherwise be
appropriately considered under Policy SP59 of the Sites and Housing Plan which is permissive towards development
for healthcare related facilities alongside other uses as listed in that policy.

The Forum can assure the consultee that the
HNP is not seeking to stifle development, but is
looking to develop a better future for
Headington.
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Again, with reference to the “Issues” section, the University recognises that this is an environmentally sensitive area but
that, in the spirit of the brief for developing neighbourhood plans, statements such as the following should be avoided
because they are expressions of opinion and not statements of fact: “Any new development within the catchment of
springs — i.e. within plan areas Warneford, Churchill Hospital, Girdlestone and areas of adjacent Wood Farm — may be
detrimental to the Lye Valley fen via reduction in spring water. SUDs are only short term solutions”. This statement
leaves no opportunity to provide evidence to address the identified issue or to contradict the summation. Ordinarily

this would form part of a planning application offering an opportunity to perhaps improve an ongoing issue. We would

CIP1-AREA |suggest that this should be re-worded in a more positive way to state that any development/redevelopment at the sites Subjective judgements have been removed
20 should seek to maintain the level of run off to the Lye Valley fen. from the Character Assessments.

Returning to the core document of the HNP, we sympathise with the views expressed under the Housing chapter but

cannot agree to the approach being taken with regard to seeking to “supersede” the requirements of the City Council’s Agree. It has been suggested that the policy does not supersede that ¢

policies. We agree that there is an urgent need to review the development of housing for key workers and indeed to the Core Strategy but rather works within its remits. However, the

acknowledge a broader definition but the University would suggest that this is not an appropriate forum to open such a | Neighbourhood Plan does have powers to propose policies on key

debate as we consider this to be a strategic matter. In the meantime, it should be noted that the University is keen to worker housing. The proposed two options for this policy provide This Policy has been adjusted to enable the
HOUSING encourage and support development and the provision of key worker housing. provision for both affordable and key worker housing. provision of affordable homes for key workers.

With regard to the transport planning policies, reference is made to Policy TRP1 andte University shares the goals of the HNP

to reduce traffic congestion and transport related emissions of carbon and air pollutants; these are key aims of the

University’s Transport Strategy so we are already working towards shared objectives. As required by the NPPF, any

development likely to generate movement in the area would be subjected to a Transport Assessment (TA) which will

determine what, if any, impact the proposals would have on the highways network and devise an appropriate

movement solution and Travel Plan as necessary. Secti.on 32 of NPPF s?ates that “Development should only be Clarification of this Policy has been made in the

prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe.” supporting text to reflect comments by a

Furthermore, the “Parking Standards, Transport Assessment and Travel Plans Supplementary Planning Document” number of consultees. Traffic is an important

adopted in 2007 and a material consideration in the determination of planning applications, specifies the maximum concern of Headington residents, and the

allowable number of parking spaces according to floorspace and/or staff numbers. Therefore, this policy appears to Forum will continue to promote car parking

run counter to the Local Plan and is unnecessary given the requirements in the NPPF to ensure that the development  The PWG may want to consider this point. However, it could be controls if the highway network is unable to
TRP1 is sustainable in the first place which will be met through a TA and Travel Plan. argued that TRP1 is in general conformity with the Local Plan. accommodate traffic growth.

Whilst policy TRP2 may not directly impact on the University, as a general point we would support the

concept of car club bays in residential developments but we are unsure where the figure of 1 car per 10 It would be useful for the written text of the policy to provide evidence 'Additional information has been provided in the
TRP2 spaces is derived from and therefore how robust it is. for the figures of 1 car per 10 spaces. supporting text.

We support the statement in TRP3 but would expect the TA and Travel Plan process to identify these

connections in any case. We would like clarity that further development contributions would not
TRP3 unreasonably be sought. NOTED

Again the University supports this policy statement in TRP4 but would expect it to happen as part of the

planning process, as part of the TA. It should be noted that the Local Plan specifies thresholds per land

use category over which the Travel Plan would be required and for developments below the threshold a

Travel Plan would only be required if significant traffic was expected to be generated. As a general point,

the provision of information to employees on travel options is something the University would do Policy changed to reflect comments and to
TRP4 regardless of the size of the development through its own Transport Strategy. provide a minimum threshold for developments.

We fully support policy TRP5 regarding the provision for people with disabilities to use active forms of
TRP5 transport. NOTED
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We consider, with regard to policy TRP6, the requirement to have enough cycle parking spaces for 75%
of employees to be unrealistic and substantially in excess of the current cycle parking standards of 1
space per 5 staff. The University has historically exceeded this requirement by providing 1 space for 2.8
staff at Old Road Campus, which ties in with the current commuting mode share for cycling across the
University of 32%. We would welcome a policy that would seek to regularly review cycle parking
provision so it continually stays ahead of observed mode share, perhaps increasing the current 1 in 5to 1

in 3 to match existing but stepping up at each Plan review period. A target of 75% may be counter- The requirements for the numbers of cycle parking spaces should be The Policy has been changed to more closely

backed up by evidence. The City Council may hold such evidence. reflect the need for storage of bicycles, and to

productive as it would likely result in unutilised cycle parking, suggesting to casual observers that not The policy may need to be revised accordingly. The written text will  encourage increased use, rather than a specific
TRP6 many people were cycling to the site and not making best use of the development site nor resources. need to cite such evidence. figure across the board.

The University is generally supportive of the community policies regarding transport. With regard to
TRC8 TRC8 we observe that: NOTED

The University currently operates a parking charging system based on an annual permit which is very
effective in both managing demand and fairly allocating spaces.

We would not currently support a per-use charging system due to the administrative and infrastructure
costs of dispensing with an effective system and replacing with an unproven and costly arrangement.
Instead, we will shortly be consulting upon increasing the current parking charges.

We have some general concerns about the degree of conformity between the HNP and the adopted Local Plan, which comprises theMore flexibility should be added to the proposed policies which The Suggested Changes have been taken on
Oxford Core Strategy 2012 and the Oxford Sites and Housing Development Plan Document 2013. In these representations, we generally state what development proposals would be welcomed, whatboard to make the proposed policies more
Wayne Heal — support the intent of many of the HNP policies but request changes to the wording so that the policies can be applied flexibly in the 'proposals would not be permitted, and what could be done if flexible, and to address any issues related to
Oxford Health (NHS)  General future to ensure that balanced planning decisions can be reached. development was unavoidable. general conformity.
We consider that the HNP should be reviewed to ensure that all its policies reflect the presumption in favour of sustainable This review was part of the way in which the
General development contained within the NPPF. Forum has responses to consultee responses.
A proposed policy has been put to the PWG to develop policy GSP1 in
the instance that development is unavoidable and would result in the
loss of publicly accessible green space. If GSP1 is developed then thiy
will provide more flexibility and general conformity with the Oxford Loc
Policy GSP1 requires that all currently publicly accessible green space in the HNP area will be retained as publicly accessible greefpjan. with regard to GSP2, the PWG has been advised to provide
space. Policy GSP 2 requires that developments of ten or more residential units will provide at least 20% of the total site areaas |evidence and justification for this figure. The NPPF requires that
publicly accessible green space. These policies raise the issue of conformity with the Local Plan. The requirements of Policies CS Z'Neighbourhood Plans must be in general conformity with the strategic For GSP1, these comments, together with othe
and HP9 in respect of the provision of green space are significantly more flexible than the HNP policiesThese policies are not policies of the Local Plan' (NPPF 184) It can be argued that policy comments have been taken on board, and the
in conformity with the Local Plan either in their general intent or in the specific requirement to provide 20% (GSP2is in general conformity with strategic policy CS21 as strategic | suggested changes have been made to the
open space which is twice the level of provision required in the Local Plan. We therefore respectfully policy CS21 provides that "The City Council will seek to maintain an - Policy. For GSP2, the Policy has been
. , i o overall average of 5.75 ha of amended to reduce the requirement for green
request that these policies are revised to provide more flexibility and to conform to the Local Plan publicly accessible green space per 1,000 population.” The policy doe space and to clarify where publicly accessible
GSP1-2 requirements. therefore not provide a requirement figure for green space. green space should be provided.
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Policy GSP4 of the HNP requires that all mature trees will be conserved. However, mature trees may be diseased or dying or be of
low biodiversity value such that they could be removed and replaced for the long term benefit of the landscaping and biodiversity val
of the site. In the Oxford Core Strategy, several policies which allocate sites for major development state that ‘important trees’ should
be retained. This wording in the Core Strategy provides an opportunity for a professional assessment of each tree to be undertaken
to determine the importance of each tree and for the findings to be considered both for the site as a whole and for the individual trees.
GSP4 It is recommended that similar wording is used in the HNP. The PWG may want to consider this point.

This Policy has been amended to provide
clarification and protection of mature trees.

The requirement in respect of surface water run-off set out in the HNP is therefore considerably more
stringent than that set out in the Local Plan and should be amended to conform to the Local Plan
GSP6 requirements.

This Policy has been removed as it was felt tha

The PWG may want to consider this point. it did not fit well within the Plan.

While we understand the intent of this policy, it should be noted that Paragraph 204 of the NPPF sets out the tests which should be

applied to developer contributions. The tests are whether the developer contributions ard: Necessary to make the development

acceptable in planning terms2. Directly related to the development; and3. Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the

development. Similarly, Policy AMP 2: Provision of Public Access to Sports and Leisure Facilities, requires provision of public

access to on site private sports and leisure facilities on new developments at the major commercial, health and educational sites in | The proposed conditions of policy AMP2 may not be 'relevant' to a

Headington, which includes Warneford Hospital. We submit that the requirements of Policies AMP 1 and AMP 2 are currently highlydevelopment on the sites stipulated. Moreover, it is not ‘reasonable’ to AMP1 - The Policy has been adjusted to ensure

prescriptive and pre-empt the NPPF requirements and we respectfully request that the policies are re-worded to provide more enforce such conditions on ‘any' development on these sites. AMC1 that equivalent replacement facilities are
flexibility so that appropriate developer contributions can be made which meet the tests set out in the NPPF, while making a encourages access to private on site sports and leisure facilities of provided. AMP2 — This policy has been
AMP1-2 contribution to the provision of new community facilities. major institutions and this is more appropriate. removed.

89

Our client fully supports Policy GSC4: Headington Biodiversity Plan and will seek to increase the biodiversity value of the Warneford
Hospital. As you may be aware we have implemented an Ecological Management Plan for the recently acquired Meadow and have

GSc4 recently commissioned an ecological it of Warneford Hospital. NOTED

Policy CIP 1: Development to Respect Existing Local Character refers to the character studies which have been carried out as part

the evidence base of the plan. The Area 15 Character Study relates specifically to the Warneford Hospital site. Our client objects to

the statement which refers to the sites at the Warneford and Churchill Hospitals, Southfield Golf Course and Hill Top Road, which is

both in bold and italic font on page 5 of the report that: targe scale development of any of these nearby sites could compromise
CIP1—-AREA the special atmosphere of the Meadow". The use of this font is pejorative and increases the significance of the potential impact of Subjective judgements have been removed
15 these developments. from the Character Assessments.

We suggest that the wording of the character appraisal is restrictive and does not reflect the presumption in favour of sustainable

development contained in the NPPF, as referred to earlier in these representations. The wording should be revised to ensure that the
CIP1-AREA | presumption in favour of sustainable development is reflected in the Issues sections of Character Appraisals 15 and 20, for the Wording to the Character Assessments has
20 Warneford Hospital and the Lye Valley respectively. been revised to reflect the comments.

Our client supports the intention of the housing policies in the HNP to increase the amount of key worker housing. However, while we

agree that there is an urgent need for a review of the local key worker housing policy in Oxford, we recommend that until such time as

that review takes place, the Neighbourhood Plan should conform to the policies set out in the Oxford City Sites and Housing Plan on This Policy has been adjusted to enable the
HOUSING affordable/social housing. provision of affordable homes for key workers.
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Policy TRP 1 states that “Proposals for additional car parking spaces at major employment sites in Headington will only be supporte

if they can demonstrate strong evidence that Headington’s road network has adequate unused capacity at peak times.” The policy as

currently worded does not conform to the requirements of Section 32 of the NPPF which states that:“development should only be

prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe.” Oxford City

Council's Supplementary Planning Document (2007) ‘Parking Standards, Transport Assessment and Travel Plans’ is a material

consideration in determining planning applications. It sets out maximum parking standards and the requirements for transport

assessments to support applications. Our client supports the intention of the policy, to reduce traffic congestion. However, this polit

fails to conform to the requirements of the City Council’'s SPD and to the thresholds set out in the NPPF. It is suggested thatthe | The PWG may want to consider this point. However, it could be

Clarification of this Policy has been made in the
supporting text to reflect comments by a
number of consultees. Traffic is an important
concern of Headington residents, and the
Forum will continue to promote car parking
controls if the highway network is unable to

TRP1 policy is therefore re-worded to reflect national and local policy, while still seeking to achieve its laudable intentions. argued that TRP1 is in general conformity with the Local Plan. accommodate traffic growth.
Many policies provide figures that developments must conform to i.e.
Our client supports the concept of the provision of a car sharing club as set out in Policy TRP 2 and of a parking space for a car clubthe number of parking spaces allowed, the amount of green space to b
vehicle. However, we request that the supporting text to this policy clarifies how the figure of one space per development for a car |provided and so on. All these figures require justification and Additional information has been provided in the
TRP2 club has been reached. background evidence as to why they are given. supporting text.
Policy TRP 4 requires multi-unit developments to develop travel plans showing how residents and/or employees may minimise car
usage. The NPPF requires all developments that generate significant amounts of movement to be supported by a Travel Plan. Oxford
City also sets out thresholds, identifying when a Transport Assessment and Travel Plans may be required. This process should Policy changed to reflect comments and to
TRP4 therefore happen as part of the planning process and is not required as a separate policy in the HNP. provide a minimum threshold for developments.
The standard of cycle parking provision set out in Policy TRP6, which requires that there is sufficient cycle parking for 75% of
employees, is unrealistic and does not conform to the standards set out in the adopted Local Plan, which require one space per 5 |The requirements for the numbers of cycle parking spaces should be | The Policy has been changed to more closely
employees for business and retail uses. While our client supports the principle of increasing cycle parking provision, this policy couldbacked up by evidence. The City Council may hold such evidence. reflect the need for storage of bicycles, and to
lead to a surplus provision of cycle parking on sites and does not represent an efficient use of space. Further, it could lead to a The policy may need to be revised accordingly. The written text will  encourage increased use, rather than a specific
TRP6 perception that few people cycle, if many of the racks are empty. need to cite such evidence. figure across the board.
1 think that the plan should be balanced between social, economic and transport factorsdon't think the plan is balanced The Forum has attempted to provide a more
o N . e I I ) extensive vision for the Plan and increase the
Chris Shipton — enough. | think it could do with more creativity and vision. | think it is missing out on business and business and economy elements with new
Resident General economy aspects so critically it needs to be added to a lot. supporting text and new