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Minutes of a meeting of the 
Planning - Oxford City Planning Committee
on Tuesday 25 February 2025 
Committee members present:
	 Councillor Clarkson (Chair)
	Councillor Fouweather (Vice-Chair)

	Councillor Chapman
	Councillor Coyne

	Councillor Henwood
	Councillor Hollingsworth

	Councillor Hunt
	Councillor Rawle

	Councillor Upton
	


Officers present for all or part of the meeting: 
Uswah Khan, Committee and Member Services Officer

Andrew Murdoch, Development Management Service Manager

Hayley Jeffery, Development Management Team Leader (East)

Natalie Dobraszczyk, Development Management Team Leader (Majors)
Uswah Khan, Committee and Member Services Officer

Emma Granger, Planning Lawyer

Gill Butter, Principal Heritage Officer

Sarah Orchard, Principal Planning Officer

Nia George, Principal Planning Officer

Dr James Barlow, Environmental Quality Team Leader 
 
<AI1>

63. Apologies for absence and substitutions 

Councillor Altaf-Khan sent apologies. 
Councillor Regisford attended online but didn’t partake in the vote of any agenda items.  
</AI1>

<AI2>

64. Declarations of interest 

General  
In relation to 24/01344/FUL Councillor Upton stated that both Civic Society and OPT commented on this item. She clarified that, while she was a member of both organisations, she was not a member of their Planning Committee or involved in the planning applications. 
</AI2>

<AI3>

65. 24/01344/FUL - Waynflete Building, 1- 8 St Clement's Street, And 9-13 St Clements Street, Oxford 

The Committee considered an application for the redevelopment of the site comprising the demolition of the Waynflete Building and the existing extensions at the rear of 9-13 St Clements. Erection of new buildings to accommodate commercial uses at ground level fronting St Clements, replacement student accommodation and sub-dean flats, and provision of a multipurpose space. Installation of comprehensive landscaping scheme (amended plans and ownership certificate).  
The Planning Officer gave a presentation outlining the details of the location and the proposal. This included site photos and existing and proposed elevations and plans. 
· The application sought planning permission for the redevelopment of the site following the demolition of the Waynflete Building and the existing extensions at the rear of 9-13 St Clements. The proposal included the construction of new buildings to accommodate commercial uses at ground level, fronting St Clements, along with replacement student accommodation and sub-dean flats. Additionally, a multipurpose space was proposed, along with a comprehensive landscaping scheme.   
· The application site is predominantly occupied by the Waynflete Building to the west and 9-13 St Clements to the east, located on the northern side of The Plain and St Clements. Notable buildings nearby included the River Cherwell and Magdalen Bridge to the west, as well as the main Magdalen College site to the north of the River Cherwell and the Magdalen School site to the south of the application site. The site is currently a mix of business uses and college accommodation, with the proposed development intending to retain these uses.  
· The Planning Officer provided a verbal update, noting that the considerations of the associated listed building consent application were also relevant to this application. A small amount of less than substantial harm associated with the loss of the rear projections of 9-13 St Clementswas deemed justified by the significant public benefits, which outweigh the harm. The Planning Officer also clarified that this did not affect the recommendation made in the report. Additionally, the Officer stated a condition was added to clarify the use of the multipurpose space, which had not been explicitly defined in the application description or documentation. As outlined in the officer’s report, this space would  be ancillary to the student accommodation, and a condition to clarify this would be appropriate. The development was considered to provide a higher standard of student accommodation with a more energy-efficient building. The low level of less than substantial harm from the loss of the existence building was outweighed by the design and energy efficiency of the new development. The impact on neighbouring amenities was on balance considered acceptable in the urban environment. 
· The recommendation is for Planning Committee to approve planning permission subject to conditions and section 106 agreement as set out in the officer report. 
 
Dr Peter Collins spoke against the application.  
Dinah Rose, Steven Sensecall and Gavin Henderson spoke in favour of the application.  
The Committee asked questions about the details of the application which were responded to by officers and the applicant. The Committee’s discussions included, but were not limited to: 
· Concerns were raised regarding cycle parking, as well as cycle and pedestrian safety around the proposed development. The Planning Officer confirmed that cycle stands would be re-provided in front of the Sainsburys unit, with only the loss of two spaces, which would be covered by a section 278 agreement through the section 106 agreement. Regarding cycle and pedestrian safety, the Planning Officer explained that a construction traffic management plan would be put in place. Throughout the planning application process, Oxfordshire County Council Highways had been aware of the site’s sensitivity and requested additional information on collision data.  
· Questions were raised about the retail unit, particularly regarding the impact of servicing for the retail space and public access. The Planning Officer clarified the retail unit’s size would be reduced and was therefore unlikely to be used by delivery lorries on the scale of the existing Sainsbury’s lorries.  Additionally, the Officer noted that Magdalen College School had access from the layby used for school drop off to a staircase  down to the river terrace, with access under the bridge to avoid school pupils having to walk across The Plain. The proposed development would not prevent this from being able to take place. Regarding public access, the Planning Officer noted that it was not currently available, but there was potential for public access in the future if people are using the multipurpose space. 
· Concerns were also raised about the height of the proposed buildings in relation to the existing structures. The Heritage Officer explained relevant planning policy, the design rationale and that the application had considered the impact that the new buildings would have in significant views . The Architect further clarified that the scheme aimed to introduce a variety of building forms, of differing heights and masses that would relate appropriately to the surrounding immediate and wider context in which the new buildings would be seen, On being proposed, seconded, and put to the vote, the Committee agreed with the officer’s recommendation to approve the application for the reasons listed on the report, and subject to the conditions set out in the report (with an additional condition relating to defining the use of the multipurpose space) and the completion of a legal agreement. 
 
The Oxford City Planning Committee resolved to: 
1. Approve the application for the reasons given in the report and subject to the required planning conditions set out in section 12 of this report and grant planning permission and subject to:  
· the satisfactory completion of a legal agreement under section.106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and other enabling powers to secure the planning obligations set out in the recommended heads of terms which are set out in this report; and  
 
2. Agree to delegate authority to the Director of Place and Regulation to:  
· finalise the recommended conditions as set out in this report including such refinements, amendments, additions and/or deletions as the Director of Place and Regulation considers reasonably necessary; and  
· finalise the recommended legal agreement under section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and other enabling powers as set out in this report, including refining, adding to, amending and/or deleting the obligations detailed in the heads of terms set out in this report (including to dovetail with and where appropriate, reinforce the final conditions and informatives to be attached to the planning permission) as the Director of Place and Regulation considers reasonably necessary; and  
· complete the section 106 legal agreement referred to above and issue the planning permission.

</AI3>

<AI4>

66. 24/01345/LBC - Waynflete Building and 9-13 St Clements 

The Committee considered an application for the alterations to Nos 9-13 St Clements including demolition of rear ranges and partial demolition of boundary walls, internal alterations and alterations associated with fabric upgrades to improve thermal performance. (Amended description)  
The Heritage Officer gave a presentation outlining the details of the site, the existing buildings, their immediate, surrounding context and the proposal. This included site photos as well as existing and proposed elevations and plans.  
· The application sought planning permission for alterations to 9-13 St Clements, which included the demolition of rear ranges, partial demolition of boundary walls, internal alterations and alterations associated with fabric upgrades to enhance thermal performance. 
· It was noted that there would be a low level of less than substantial harm caused to the significance of the listed buildings principally due to the demolition of the rear ranges of the frontage buildings However, this harm was deemed justified by the substantial alteration that had occurred to the rear ranges during the latter half of the C20 and the early C21. The low level of significance of the rear ranges, along with the public benefits that would arise directly form the proposed development including the upgrading of the fabric of the listed buildings, would, officers considered, outweigh the level of less than substantial harm that would be caused. 
· The recommendation is for Planning Committee to grant listed building consent subject to conditions set out in the officer’s report. 
 
Dinah Rose, Steven Sensecall and Gavin Henderson spoke in favour of the application.  
The Committee asked questions about the details of the application which were responded to by the officer. 
On being proposed, seconded, and put to the vote, the Committee agreed with the officer’s recommendation to approve the application for the reasons listed on the report, and subject to the conditions set out in the report and the completion of a legal agreement. 
 
The Oxford City Planning Committee resolved to: 
1. Approve the application for the reasons given in the report and subject to the recommended listed building conditions set out in section 12 of this report grant listed building consent and 
 
2. Agree to delegate authority to the Director of Place & Regulation to: 
· Finalise the recommended conditions as set out in this report including such refinements, amendments, additions and/or deletions as the Director of Place & Regulation considers reasonably necessary. 
</AI4>

<AI5>

67. 23/02262/FUL - Clinical Biomanufacturing Facility, Churchill Hospital 

The Committee considered an application for the erection of a modular manufacturing building (Use Class E), extension to service road, installation of sprinkler with palisade fencing, electrical transformer, vehicle barriers, bollards and lampposts, provision of car and cycle parking, bin storage, loading area, fencing and landscaping (amended description, plans and drainage strategy).  
The Planning Officer gave a presentation outlining the details of the location and the proposal. This included site photos and existing and proposed elevations and plans. 
· The application sought planning permission for the erection of a modular manufacturing building and associated works at the Clinical Biomanufacturing Facility in Churchill Hospital, Headington. The Clinical Biomanufacturing Facility is located on the eastern side of Churchill Drive, within the wider Churchill Hospital Site. The facility is used for clinical medicine, providing a link between academic research and clinical drug development to facilitate rapid progress into clinical trials.  
· The Planning Officer provided a verbal update, stating that it was noted in the Committee report that the recommendation was for Planning Committee to grant approval, subject to Natural England removing their objection. The Council had not yet received further comments from Natural England, and as such, the objection still stood. However as emphasised in the Committee report, Officers expected the objection to be removed in due course. 
· The proposed development was considered to be acceptable in terms of its design and would not cause detrimental harm to the character and appearance of the surrounding area, nor to the setting of the non-designated heritage assets on the wider Churchill site. The proposals would not cause any detrimental impacts on the amenity of neighbouring occupiers, nor would the proposal cause any impact with regard to highways and car parking, bicycle storage, sustainable design and construction, land quality, archaeology or trees. The proposal, as amended, would not cause any detrimental impact concerning drainage, biodiversity, or the SSSI. 
· Subject to the recommended unilateral undertaking, conditions and informatives, and Natural England removing their objection, the proposals were considered to comply with the relevant policies such as the local plan, the Headington Neighbourhood plan and the NPPF. 
 
Professor Catherine Green, Dawn Brodie, Petar Petrov and David Giles spoke in favour of the application. 
The Committee asked questions about the details of the application which were responded to by the officer.  
· Concerns were raised regarding the Natural England objection. The Planning Officer clarified that they expected Natural England to remove their objections, and the latest comments received explicitly asked the applicants to conduct further monitoring of the groundwater levels on the site during peak periods in February. This was because Natural England expected February levels to be the wettest, to capture the worst-case scenario. The February results were lower than the previous readings taken, and the Planning Officer stated that they were requesting approval subject to Natural England withdrawing their objection. The Officer clarified that if Natural England did not remove their objection, the scheme would need to be revised further based on the received comments and potentially reported back to Committee. 
· Concerns were raised about whether the site or drainage area fell within the Lye Valley SSSI Catchment. The Environmental Quality Team Leader stated that determining the catchment was difficult as there is a new study on the Lye Valley SSSI which is currently unpublished but regarded as the best available up-to-date information. The Environmental Quality Team Leader explained that whether the site did or did not fall within the catchment, either way the impacts of the scheme were considered to be appropriately mitigated.  
On being proposed, seconded, and put to the vote, the Committee agreed with the officer’s recommendation to approve the application for the reasons listed on the report, and subject to the conditions set out in the report and the completion of a legal agreement. 
 
The Oxford City Planning Committee resolved to: 
1. Approve the application for the reasons given in the report and subject to the required planning conditions set out in section 12 of this report and grant planning permission subject to: 
· to the removal of an objection from Natural England; 
· the satisfactory completion of a unilateral undertaking under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and other enabling powers to secure the planning obligations set out in the recommended heads of terms which are set out in this report; and 
 
2. Agree to delegate authority to the Director of Place & Regulation  to: 
· finalise the recommended conditions as set out in this report including such refinements, amendments, additions and/or deletions as the Director of Place & Regulation  considers reasonably necessary; and 
· finalise the recommended unilateral undertaking under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and other enabling powers as set out in this report, including refining, adding to, amending and/or deleting the obligations detailed in the heads of terms set out in this report (including to dovetail with and where appropriate, reinforce the final conditions and informatives to be attached to the planning permission) as the Director of Place & Regulation  considers reasonably necessary; and 
· complete the unilateral undertaking under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 referred to above and issue the planning permission.
 
</AI5>

<AI6>

68. 24/02206/FUL - 253 And 255-257 London Road, Headington 

The Committee considered an application for the demolition of the existing semi-detached building and outbuildings, erection of a part three, part four-storey apartment block with basement to create 6 x 4 bed, 2 x 3 bed and 1 x 2 bed HMO flats (Use Class C4), provision of private amenity space, 1no. short-stay car parking bay, bin and cycle stores and associated landscaping (Amended plans and additional reports).  
The Planning Officer gave a presentation outlining the details of the location and the proposal. This included site photos and existing and proposed elevations and plans.  
· The application sought planning permission for the demolition of the existing buildings at 253, 255 and 257 London Road and the erection of a part three, part four-storey building, with associated works to create nine flats intended for use as houses of multiple occupation. 
· The site is located on the corner plot between London Road and Barton Road within Headington. To the west, there is Headington district centre, designated as an area of change and a transport hub as allocated in the Oxford Local Plan, and to the east the Headington roundabout, which leads out of the city. The site itself was not an allocated site for development and was situated 500 metres outside the boundary of the district centre.  
· The development was deemed unacceptable due to its scale, massing, form and detailed design. In particular the predominantly flat roof design, use of materials, inclusion of a basement with an underground garden, and vertical fenestration detailing were considered to result in a bulky and prominent form of development. This would fail to appropriately respond to the site’s context, appearing dominant on the street and causing harm to the predominantly low-scale, domestic character of the surrounding townscape. The proposal would neither enhance local distinctiveness, nor adequately respond to the sites character. The proposal is therefore considered harmful to visual amenity and an overdevelopment of the site which would not result in a high-quality development contrary to the NPPF, National Design Guide, policies DH1 and DH7 of the Oxford Local Plan and policies CIP1, CIP3 and GSP4 of the Headington Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Adrian James (Agent) spoke in favour of the application. 
The Committee asked questions about the details of the application which were responded to by the officer.  
On being proposed, seconded, and put to the vote, the Committee agreed with the officer’s recommendation to refuse the application for the reasons listed on the report.
 
The Oxford City Planning Committee resolved to: 
1. Refuse the application for the reason given in paragraph 1.1.2 of this report and to delegate authority to the Director of Place and Regulation to: 
· finalise the reason for refusal including such refinements, amendments, additions and/or deletions as the Director of Place and Regulation considers reasonably necessary. 
 
2. The recommended reason for refusal is as follows: 
· The proposal due to its scale, massing, form, and detailed design would result in an overly bulky and prominent form of development which would fail to appropriately respond to the context of the site, appearing as an alien feature within the streetscene, causing harm to the predominantly low scale domestic townscape character of the area. The proposal would not create or enhance local distinctiveness, it would not respond appropriately to the site and character of the area, nor would it be an innovative design which would enhance the identity, character and setting of the area. As such the proposal would be considered contrary to Policies DH1 and RE2 of the Oxford Local Plan, Policies GSP4, CIP1 and CIP3 of the Headington Neighbourhood Plan, as well as the NPPF.  
</AI6>

<AI7>

69. Minutes 

The Committee resolved to approve the minutes of the meeting held on 21 January 2025 as a true and accurate record.  
</AI7>

<AI8>

70. Forthcoming applications 

The Committee noted the list of forthcoming applications.

</AI8>

<AI9>

71. Dates of future meetings 

The Committee noted the dates of future meetings.  
</AI9>
<TRAILER_SECTION>
The meeting started at 6:00pm and ended at 8:30pm.
Chair …………………………..
Date:  Tuesday 18 March 2025
When decisions take effect:
Cabinet: after the call-in and review period has expired

Planning Committees: after the call-in and review period has expired and the formal decision notice is issued

All other committees: immediately.

Details are in the Council’s Constitution.
</TRAILER_SECTION>
<LAYOUT_SECTION>
1. FIELD_TITLE 

FIELD_SUMMARY
</LAYOUT_SECTION>
<TITLE_ONLY_LAYOUT_SECTION>
2. FIELD_TITLE 
</TITLE_ONLY_LAYOUT_SECTION>
<HEADING_LAYOUT_SECTION>
FIELD_TITLE 
</HEADING_LAYOUT_SECTION>
<TITLED_COMMENT_LAYOUT_SECTION>
FIELD_TITLE 
FIELD_SUMMARY
</TITLED_COMMENT_LAYOUT_SECTION>
<COMMENT_LAYOUT_SECTION>
FIELD_SUMMARY
</COMMENT_LAYOUT_SECTION>

<SUBNUMBER_LAYOUT_SECTION>
a) field_title 
FIELD_SUMMARY
</SUBNUMBER_LAYOUT_SECTION>
<TITLE_ONLY_SUBNUMBER_LAYOUT_SECTION>
b) field_title 
</TITLE_ONLY_SUBNUMBER_LAYOUT_SECTION>
Oxford City Council, Town Hall, St Aldate’s Oxford OX1 1BX


