South Oxfordshire Local Plan Proposed Main
Modifications Consultation
Comment Form
Please return by midnight on Monday 2 November 2020 via email
planning.policy@southoxon.gov.uk or post to Freepost SOUTH AND VALE CONSULTATIONS
(no stamp is needed and no further address is needed)

This form has two parts:
Part A – contact details
Part B – your comments

Part A
Are you responding as an: (please tick)
Individual

√

Business or organisation

Agent

A name and contact details are required for your comments to be considered.
1. Personal Details
2. Agent Details (if applicable)
Title

Ms

Full Name

Ginette Camps-Walsh

Organisation (if relevant)

Beckley & Stowood Parish
Council

Job Title

Parish Councillor and Chairman
of Neighbourhood Plan Steering
Committee

( if relevant)

Address Line 1
Address Line 2
Address Line 3

Beckley

Postal Town

Oxford

Postcode
Telephone Number
Email Address

g.camps-walsh@beckley-andstowood-pc.gov.uk

For information on sharing your details: please see page 2

Part B – COMMENT 1
If you are commenting on the Main Modification document, please provide the main
modification number (for example MM1) in the box below.
If you are unsure of the 'modification number', please refer to the Schedule of Proposed
Main Modifications.
If you are commenting on any of the other consultation documents (for example the
Sustainability Appraisal Addendum), please provide the relevant section, paragraph or page
number in the box below:
Modification Number or
Document, section, paragraph or page
number

MM2 and MM4
Objective 8.2 Page 23 and Page 28

Please provide your comments below:

MM2
“Minimise carbon emissions and other pollution….Support growth in locations that help
reduce the need to travel”
MM4
“The spatial strategy supports growth in locations that help reduce the need to travel such as …
allocations adjacent to the City of Oxford”

Development on the edge of Oxford destroying the Green Belt where it is most precious and needed does
not minimise carbon emissions, nor does it decrease pollution. It does quite the reverse, increasing
carbon emissions and pollution where it is already at its highest. It also destroys biodiversity and habitats.
Analysis 1 shows the highest percentage of people commuting into Oxford are from the east of Oxford
with 50% from the area near Stanton St John, which would include Beckley and other nearby villages and
30-40% from the Otmoor towns further to the north east. See Figure 1 over the page.
None of these rural villages has regular public transport and none are served by cycleways, so the only
option is by car. In consequence of this high level of commuting, the local roads surrounding Land north
of Bayswater Brook [LnBB] have become congested to over- capacity at peak hours.
No one has been able to answer the question in the Examination in Public, including Oxford City Council
‘How will those who already commute into Oxford continue to do so, when these new developments on
the edge of Oxford will also be commuting in and using the same road network that is already over
capacity?
The answer is that their commutes will become even longer, congestion will become gridlock and many
will seek employment elsewhere as commuting times will become intolerable. Many are key and
emergency workers in the hospitals who need to have urgent access.
There is no guarantee that the people who live in the proposed strategic developments on the edge of
Oxford will work in Oxford. They could commute to High Wycombe or London along the M40, rather than
into Oxford.
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FIGURE 1. PERCENTAGE OF COMMUTERS WORKING IN OXFORD

For commuters into Oxford the Local Plan should be advocating ‘sustainable travel’ along railway lines,
from Didcot, Bicester, Princes Risborough etc but it does not. This would reduce carbon emissions and
pollution.
“growth in locations that help reduce the need to travel” should be replaced by “ growth in

locations that promote ‘sustainable travel’ along the railway lines”.
“allocations adjacent to the City of Oxford”

In fact, the strategic sites on the edge of Oxford are all protected by the Green Belt, where it exercises its
most important function stopping urban sprawl, which building on these sites including Land north of
Bayswater Brook [LnBB] would promote. It would also be extremely damaging to the landscape,
environment and habitats and does not minimise carbon emissions.
Construction itself increases carbon emissions significantly and causes pollution. Building approximately
8,000 dwelling over the calculated need for South Oxfordshire is unnecessary and destructive to the
environment. The modification proposed in MM4 are unsound do not comply with the NPPFs on the
Green Belt and the important protection it gives and should be deleted -“The spatial strategy supports
growth in locations that help reduce the need to travel such as … allocations adjacent to the City
of Oxford”
References
1.https://www.oxford.gov.uk/districtdata/downloads/file/135/south_oxfordshire_evidence_summary__august_2015
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Part B – COMMENT 2.
Modification Number or
Document, section, paragraph or page
number

MM5 Page 35

Please provide your comments below:
.
2. Housing requirements …… South Oxfordshire Minimum Housing Requirement- 18,600
between 1 April 2011 and 31 March 2035
• 4,950 homes addressing Oxford's unmet housing need

The calculation of South Oxfordshire’s housing need used out of date data from the 2014 SHMA based
on the 2011 census. There is a more recent SHMA available dated 2018 and much more recent ONS
population shows a reduction in population forecasts from the 2014 SHMA. The SODC Local Plan runs
until 2035 a span of 24 years from the data used. This has no credibility, is unsound, is well below
expected quality standards and would not be acceptable in any well-run organisation.
The housing numbers are inflated by 5-8,000. This is unsound and unacceptable, as well as being
unnecessarily destructive of Green Belt land and the cause of significant unnecessary carbon
emissions. The overall housing need for South Oxfordshire should be reduced by 8,000 over the
length of the Plan.
Oxford City’s housing need was calculated on the same basis as SODC’s and the same comments apply
that it is unsound and without credibility.
Regarding Oxford’s alleged ‘unmet’ housing need, Inspector Bore increased the number of homes to
be built within Oxford in their Local Plan, by 2,264 so the number of homes exported to SODC should
be 2,686 and not 4,950 and the so the Plan should be amended to reflect this. The text should be
changed to
•2,686 homes addressing Oxford's unmet housing need
There has not been an even-handed, objective approach to all the factors affecting the housing need
by the Inspector. There is acceptance of using old out of date population data and forecasts which
grossly inflate the housing need, but a directive from the Inspector that the effects of the COVID-19
pandemic on significant depression of the economy and retail market should be disregarded. This is
despite the fact that Oxford has been in the bottom 10 of cities for both footfall and spend for many
months according to the Centre for Cities City Tracker from Feb – Oct ‘20 – (
https://www.centreforcities.org/data/high-streets-recovery-tracker/ ) Any visitor can see the number
of empty business premises and low footfall. While footfall is more dynamic and can return quicker,
starting new business in the centre of Oxford will lag for many years.
Recent legislation was introduced in July making it easier to convert business premises to housing
(overriding Oxford City’s bylaws preventing this). “The new rules, which will come into effect by
September, will mean full planning applications will not be required to demolish and rebuild unused
buildings as homes and commercial and retail properties can be quickly repurposed to help revive our
high streets and town centres.” – MHCLG. There is now as a direct result of this legislation alone
unlikely to be any ‘unmet housing need’ in Oxford that cannot be accommodated within Oxford itself.
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COMMENT 3.
Modification Number or
Document, section, paragraph or page
number

MM9 Policy STRAT6: Green Belt
Paragraph 2 Page 43

Please provide your comments below:

No compensatory improvements have been suggested for Land north of Bayswater Brook (LnBB)
even though all the Green Belt Studies show it will cause great harm and it is a requirement of the
NPPF. This is therefore unsound.
Any loss of Green Belt will require compensatory improvements to the quality and accessibility of the
remaining Green Belt (Inspectors Question 16.2). This should be evidenced by landscape, biodiversity
and recreational needs. This does not appear to have been undertaken, and no explanation has been
given as to why not and when will it happen.
Improvements could include:
• new enhanced green infrastructure
• woodland planting
• landscape and visual enhancements
• biodiversity enhancements
• improved walking and cycle routes
• access to existing and enhanced recreational and playing field provision
• adequate screening for current residents of the new development to be agreed with SODC and
with the individual residents
It is noted that the policy and indicative 'concept plan' indicates some improvements. However, these
would not be required if this Green Belt agricultural land was not being proposed for housing. It is
not clear what proposals have been made for offsite improvements. Mitigation and compensation
provision are not quantified in any way or costed.
Some ‘parkland’ has been suggested by the site promoter Pegasus in their Hearing statement,
although this would be on Green Belt land and therefore not compensatory.
At the Hearing on STRAT 13 LnBB the Inspector was sympathetic to the suggestion that land taken out
of the Green Belt should be kept to a minimum. At LnBB the only land that should only be taken out
of the Green Belt is that required directly for construction. All green spaces, parkland, screening etc
should remain within the Green Belt to try to contain the considerable harm this will cause and the
landscape that will be permanently lost to future generations.
The following wording should be added – Full compensatory improvements are required for
Land north of Bayswater Brook and the other Green Belt sites that mitigate the
considerable harm to the Green Belt and landscapes caused by the proposed strategic
development. To ensure that no greater harm is done than is absolutely necessary,
only land that is to be used directly for housing construction should be removed from
the Green Belt. All landscaping, green space etc should remain within the Green Belt
to try to minimise the significant damage.
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COMMENT 4.
Modification Number or
Document, section, paragraph or page
number

MM17 Policy STRAT13: Land north of Bayswater
Brook Paragraph 2 (vi) Page 71

Please provide your comments below:
.
vi) v) all nNecessary facilities for movement. transport improvements as set out
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan ………… If, having taken the impact of these
measures into account, significant residual impacts on the highway
network are still predicted, new highway infrastructure will be required
to mitigate those impacts
a. provision of high-quality pedestrian, cycle and public transport access and
connectivity to Oxford City Centre and other major employment locations, particularly
the hospitals John Radcliffe Hospital and Oxford Science and Business Parks, including
(but not limited to) the links to and across the A40 Oxford Northern Bypass and a
new pedestrian and cycle bridge across the A40 which will require a suitable landing
point outside of the allocated site;
b. road access from the surrounding road network;
c. measures to mitigate any significant residual impacts on the highway network, first
taking into account the benefits from the sustainable movement measures
described above

The original wording should be restored- All necessary transport improvements as set
out in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
Significant alleviation of the transport infrastructure will be required. It is not ‘justified’ or
‘effective’ that a ‘low car policy’ will be sufficient to ensure that there are not significant negative
impacts on local roads and highways. The new wording is therefore ‘unsound’ and the original
should be restored as –
1. The local Roads around LnBB are already ‘over capacity’ at peak hours (in non-COVID-19
restriction times). There is no capacity for any additional traffic from the proposed LnBB
development.
2. The Highways – the Oxford ring road (Northern Bypass and North Way) and Headington
roundabout around LnBB are nearing capacity as cited by Oxfordshire County Council and
Oxford City Council in their submissions to the SODC Local Plan consultations and
Examination in Public Hearing Statements.
3. All the neighbouring communities on the edge of Oxford in Barton, Sandhills, Headington
etc have one car per household and the adjacent villages have 2 per household as there
is no public transport or cycleways or any alternative to the car.
4. There is no evidence that a ‘low car policy’ has worked anywhere on the edge of a city or
town
5. The financial viability of Land north of Bayswater Brook development is questionable and
the costing has been inadequate with many significant costs missed. The motivation for
the Inspector introducing a ‘low car policy’ appears solely to attempt to make the LnBB
site financially viable by reducing transport infrastructure costs. The conversation at the
Hearing on ‘low car policy’ was solely with the developer’s QC, SODC and the County
Council. The Inspector allowed no input from local communities and parishes who would
be directly affected.
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1. Local Roads
Oxfordshire County Council’s Annual Average Daily Traffic Map 1 shows that to the north the B4027
near Noke there were 5,800 vehicles per day at the last count in 2018; the Woodeaton Road has a
flow of 2,700; the Elsfield Road 900; the Bayswater Road north in Stanton St John 4,600 and in Barton
6,300, and the, B4027 near Forest Hill 1,700. In terms of human experience this means at peak times
that the Woodeaton Road queues for approximately ½ mile sometimes without moving. It took a
resident working at the hospital 35-55 minutes from the village to the John Radcliffe hospital
(approximately 3.5 miles) or another going into Summertown and leaving at 7.30 a.m. an hour. The
Elsfield Road queues from near the village down the hill over the flyover at Marston, down Marsh
Lane into New Marston and it takes at least 30-55 minutes to reach Summertown. The journey
from the crematorium in the Bayswater Road to the Headington roundabout takes 30 minutes, but
queues reach back for at least another half mile. These journeys are becoming intolerable for
commuters. There are no cycle paths or public transport. Many of the residents from these villages
to the east and north east of Oxford are key workers in the hospitals some with emergency
responsibilities.

Further analysis 2 shows the highest percentage of people commuting into Oxford are from the
east of Oxford with 50% from the area near Stanton St John, which would include Beckley and
other nearby villages and 30-40% from the Otmoor towns further to the north east.
None of these rural villages has regular public transport and none are served by cycleways, so the
only option is by car.
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2. Highways- Major Roads
The County Council’s analysis - Travelling to work 3: commuting 2011 by mode of travel,
settlements in Oxfordshire 3 shows that the majority of commuters to central Oxford, Cowley and
Headington commute from South Oxfordshire by car, with a considerably smaller proportion
commuting by public transport.
This is broken down by mode of transport showing journeys from South Oxfordshire to Oxford here
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–

The Department for Transport Traffic Statistics data shows the traffic data for the northern ring
road in 2019 5 show the annual average daily flow to be 34,515 vehicles. Of these 1,753 (5.1%)
were HGVs, 367 (1.1%) LGVs, 74 (0.2%) were buses and coaches the majority being cars and taxis.
There is no data for the Headington roundabout itself, but data from the Risinghurst section of the
ring road shows very similar figures.
These figures do not include the additional traffic on the Northern ring road from Connecting
Oxford – closing the Marston Ferry Road or any ‘bus gate scheme that Oxford City may implement,
nor increased traffic from the Barton Park development of 885 homes.
To further demonstrate the current road capacity issues both Oxford City Council and Oxfordshire
County Councils give evidence in the Hearing Statements.
Oxford City Council in their Hearing Statement on Matter 16 said –
14. Road capacity and access: It is understood that there are capacity issues on the routes into and
around Oxford at the A40 and Oxford Ring Road, but particularly at the Headington, Heyford Hill,
Littlemore, Cutteslowe and Wolvercote roundabouts.
Oxford County Council in their Hearing Statement said –
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14. The Evaluation of Transport Impacts report sets out potential mitigation for the traffic effects of
development at North of Bayswater Brook. Without mitigation, the County Council’s transport model found
that the effects of development in this location (modelled as 1,100 houses as per Scenario 5c in the ETI Stage
3) would cause severe effects on the highway network. With mitigation, either in the form of a gradeseparated Headington roundabout, or a new A40 bypass extending from Marston Interchange to a new
junction east of Thornhill Park & Ride, the effects were identified as broadly being acceptable, with the
acknowledgement that further work on sustainable modes is required.

For the proposed development at LnBB [Land north of Bayswater Brook) of 1,100 new houses
(approximately 2,640 people), alleviation is required from the additional pressure and traffic volume
on the ring road, Headington roundabout and local adjoining roads.

3. Car Ownership in Neighbouring Communities
It is quite unreasonable to suggest that residents of Land north of Bayswater Brook on the edge of
countryside would only want to travel into Oxford and make use of public transport or cycle or
walk. They may wish to travel into the countryside, do their shopping in a supermarket, visit
garden centres, farm shops etc. They would need a car for all these activities, as the only public
transport is towards Oxford.
The table below shows the car ownership per household in the communities and parishes around
LnBB. The first group are neighbouring communities within Oxford and shows that there is a car
ownership of 1 vehicle per household, even though access to public transport is relatively good,
compared with the more rural parishes. The next group is the surrounding parishes with no access
to public transport, with unsurprisingly higher car ownership, as there is little alternative and similarly
in the Otmoor Towns where they would use the roads on either side of LnBB to commute into Oxford.

CAR OWNERSHIP PER HOUSEHOLD PARISHES AROUND LnBB
https://www.nomisweb.co.uk
Census 2011
Parishes

No.
Households

Cars & Vans
per
Household

Neighbouring Areas of Oxford
Barton & Sandhills
Risinghurst & Sandhills
Headington
Marston

2850
1756
2,556
2,516

0.97
1.57
0.93
1.09

Surrounding Parishes*
Beckley & Stowood
Elsfield
Stanton St John
Forest Hill with Shotover

238
76
181
342

1.77
2.00
1.71
1.57
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Otmoor Towns Commuting Through Area
Horton-cum-Studley
187
Noke
51
Islip
270
Oddington
51
Charlton-on-Otmoor
176
Fencott and Murcott
99

2.00
2.02
1.60
2.22
1.80
2.15

*No data for Woodeaton

There is no evidence that the communities around LnBB cannot do without cars, nor that the new
residents of LnBB can either.
There is also no guarantee that the residents of LnBB will work in Oxford, or that all household
residents will work in Oxford. It is more likely that one adult may work in Oxford, while another
commutes elsewhere by car.
4. Low Car Schemes
Research on ‘Low Car Schemes’, restricted parking schemes (controlled parking zones) and
‘Developments with Low Parking Requirements’ has revealed little evidence that such schemes have
been shown to work outside large cities and towns. Restricted parking in cities and urban areas has
been shown to cause ‘cruising’ – cars causing congestion and pollution while looking for parking spaces
1, 2. It is worth quoting a poll on reducing car ownership in The Engineer in 20193 “suburban and rural
households will likely continue to depend on personal vehicles”. The article goes on to quote people
in suburban and rural communities having no reasonable or cost-effective alternative to cars. There
are many studies about reducing car usage, but all are focused on cities and large towns and not
developments on the edge of a city in the Green Belt. A recent paper “Review of the Effects of
Developments with Low Parking Requirements” 4 looks at 16 existing low-parking developments – 11
in Sweden and 1 in UK, Switzerland, Austria and 2 in Germany. In the introduction it states – “It thus
seems that parking has for a long time been regulated on little empirical evidence of its effects and
weak scientific base for its implementation.” This research questions whether these schemes actually
reduce car ownership and usage or whether they attract people with that attribute. In the conclusion
there was criticism of the research methodology – “the low quality of the majority of the evaluations”
and they had “good prerequisites for sustainable mobility, such as access to public transport, a central
location, mobility services, bike paths, and good access to services”. They go on to conclude – “For this
to be successful, requirements for MPR and mobility services [e.g car sharing schemes] should be
included in the planning permission. Similarly, legally binding contracts are needed to clarify
responsibilities between developer, municipalities, and mobility service suppliers”.
Here are a number of recent Low Traffic Neighbourhoods, which have become very popular with
Councils due to the availability of Government grants. These restrict access for vehicles to certain
roads, pushing through traffic outside these areas and this allegedly reducing ‘rat runs’. These do
reduce traffic in the neighbourhood, but also reduce overall footfall and trade. These are not however
the same as low car use schemes.
1

Minimum Parking Requirements: A Word of Caution - http://uchicagogate.com/articles/2019/4/9/minimum-parkingrequirements-word-caution/
2
Impact of Cruising for Parking on Travel Time of Traffic Flow - https://doi.org/10.3390/su12083079
3
https://www.theengineer.co.uk/car-ownership-poll/
4
https://research.chalmers.se/publication/517938/file/517938_Fulltext.pdf
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Oxford City Council does have approximately 33 ‘Controlled Parking Zones’ administered by the
County Council. These do control the number of parking spaces available for residents (see map)5 and
charge for parking spaces. This scheme was to be extended to the areas around LnBB (Land north of
Bayswater Brook) – Barton, Sandhills and Risinghurst. There appears to be no assessment on the
effectiveness of this policy and yet it is planned to extend it. The objective appears to reduce parking
for commuters. However, those commuting from the east of Oxford, the parishes around LnBB have
no alternative but to use cars and there is nowhere to park on the way into Oxford. Some residents
of villages such as Beckley currently park in Barton and catch a bus into Oxford. If the restricted
parking zones are extended to Barton then they will be forced into their cars to commute into Oxford.
Buses use the same road network as cars and making life difficult for those who have no alternative
but to commute by car is likely to encourage them to work elsewhere and their companies to relocate
out of town.
Although the question was asked at the Examination Hearing it has not been answered –
How will current commuters into Oxford from the villages to the east continue to get into Oxford
through all the new traffic created by the proposed development?
5. The Financial Viability of Land North of Bayswater Brook
The Land at Bayswater Brook site is ‘only marginally viable’ according to the report by PSD 52. Aspinall
Verdi “South Oxfordshire CIL and Local Plan Viability Assessment”- June 2020 6paragraph 5.38 and it
has the highest infrastructure costs of all the sites.
5.44 of the report states –
“We would normally conclude that this scheme is significantly at risk for delivery. However, in this
case, we have consulted with the landowner of this site who is intending bring forward the
development on their own land and will therefore benefit from the profit of the development which
our appraisals show to be £52.5 million. This demonstrates that SSG – Bayswater Brook is deliverable
and the land-owner must be held to their undertaking to deliver a policy compliant scheme”
However, the report goes on to discuss in subsequent paragraphs compliance with the new Carbon
Reduction policy and modelling for a 7% increase in building costs, which are not included in the
calculations. The costs for the ‘Link Road’ and pedestrian bridge are also considered too low. In the
detailed calculations for the site (pages 217-219) a deficit of £19,404,415 is shown, but this does not
include carbon reduction, provision for an increase in building costs, mitigation for loss of the Green
Belt; full mitigation for the SSSI or full transport infrastructure costs, including purchase of the land
east of the Bayswater Road for construction of the ‘Link Road’. In Appendix 5 Page 174 200703
Strategic Sites Infrastructure and S106 Assumptions – Some costs are incorrect some are missing, The
total of the costs that are considered is £111,448,106, but the costs are spread evenly over 9 years
apart from country park, archaeological investigation, community hall (most in last 2 years), primary
school (in second year), highways infrastructure (over 5 years – not realistic).

5

https://oxfordshire.maps.arcgis.com/apps/Styler/index.html?appid=6055cb5fa36f4ababdcadbe35a99a5e6

6

https://data.southoxon.gov.uk/ccm/support/dynamic_serve.jsp?ID=1283204542&CODE=B79D8153BC48355D9AB3657AF
388C4AB
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The costs that are missing are • The cycleways
• Land for Link road east of the Bayswater Road
• The costs of the junction of the ‘Link Road’ with the A40 between Sandhills and Forest Hill
• Safe reconfiguration and separation of the cycle path from Wheatley Park to the
Headington roundabout
• The cost of Wick Farm shown as £20 million in the Christ Church accounts
This is in addition to the missing costs identified above and the transport infrastructure costs are not
realistic. The conclusion must be that the site is not financially viable and therefore not deliverable.
The Inspector’s intervention and rewriting of the transport infrastructure to include no new
infrastructure costs would be very welcome to the developers. However, it is not deliverable and does
not consider the residents who have to live with the results. This position is not viable or sound and
designed to bring forward an unviable site which is very likely to fail.
REFERENCES
1. Oxfordshire County Council’s Annual Average Daily Traffic Map https://oxfordshire.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=afe8bef2e7514f91
bb1bf6ec034fb69b
2. https://www.oxford.gov.uk/districtdata/downloads/file/135/south_oxfordshire_evidence_summary_-_august_2015

3.
https://insight.oxfordshire.gov.uk/cms/system/files/documents/TTW%20briefing_110914_F
INAL.pdf
4. https://public.tableau.com/views/2011CensusTTWOriginDistrictGL/LAleveljourneyorigins?:embed=y&:showVizHome=no
5. https://roadtraffic.dft.gov.uk/manualcountpoints/56381

SUMMARY
The original wording should be restored- All necessary transport improvements, as set
out in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
Significant alleviation of the transport infrastructure will be required. It is not ‘justified’ or
‘effective’ that a ‘low car policy’ will be sufficient to ensure that there are not significant negative
impacts on local roads and highways. The new wording is therefore ‘unsound’ and the original
should be restored as –
1. The local Roads around LnBB are already ‘over capacity’ at peak hours (in non-COVID-19
restriction times). There is no capacity for any additional traffic from the proposed LnBB
development.
2. The Highways – the Oxford ring road (Northern Bypass and North Way) and Headington
roundabout around LnBB (Land north of Bayswater Brook) are nearing capacity as cited
by Oxfordshire County Council and Oxford City Council in their submissions to the SODC
Local Plan consultations and Examination in Public Hearing Statements.
3. All the neighbouring communities on the edge of Oxford in Barton, Sandhills, Headington
etc have one car per household and the adjacent villages have 2 per household as there
is no public transport or cycleways or any alternative to the car. There is also no guarantee
that those living at LnBB will want to commute into Oxford.
4. There is no evidence that a ‘low car policy’ has worked anywhere in the world on the edge
of a city or town.
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5.

The financial viability of Land north of Bayswater Brook development is questionable and
the costing has been inadequate with many significant costs missed. The motivation for the
Inspector introducing a ‘low car policy’ appears solely to attempt to make the LnBB site
financially viable by reducing transport infrastructure costs. The conversation on ‘low car
policy’ was solely with the developer’s QC, SODC and the County Council. The Inspector
allowed no input from local communities and parishes who would be directly affected.

a. a new pedestrian and cycle bridge across the A40
This needs to be at a midpoint between the A40 ring road underpasses near the Headington
roundabout and the Marston flyover/junction with the ring road.
The existing underpass near Wick Close, Barton is narrow, does not have a clear line of visibility
and potentially unsafe, particularly after dark.
b. road access from the surrounding road network;
As previously stated, the Bayswater, Elsfield and Woodeaton Roads are already at full capacity in
the morning peak period and cannot take any more traffic from LnBB or anywhere else.
c. measures to mitigate any significant residual impacts on the highway network, first taking
into account the benefits from the sustainable movement measures described above
“Significant residual impacts” should be changed to ‘any negative impact’. All the local
roads are ‘over capacity’ and will need alleviation from any additional traffic. We should not need
to prove what is meant by ‘significant residual impacts’ before there is traffic alleviation.
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COMMENT 5.
Modification Number or
Document, section, paragraph or page
number

MM17 Policy STRAT13: Land north of
Bayswater Brook Paragraph 3 Page 72

Please provide your comments below:

In the ‘Hearings’ at the Examination in Public the Inspector said a number of times that he expects
developers/site promoters to consult with local communities. There has been no communication with
local residents by the developers of LnBB (Land north of Bayswater Brook). The Barton Park
development had a Community Liaison Committee to ensure all the local communities are informed,
consulted and involved and this should also be the case with the LnBB development. It should
comprise representatives of all the local parishes and communities affected by the development LnBB.
The transport infrastructure planning in particular by SODC has been rushed, inadequate and in many
cases unimplementable. With particular respect to the proposed ‘Link Road’ the Statement of
Common Ground agreement between the land owners Christ Church and SODC paragraph 2.5. shows
no regard for the safety of local residents and is certainly irresponsible. (See response to Comment 7.
for specific details.) It is therefore unacceptable that any masterplan does not gain full agreement
from Oxfordshire County Council.
The text should be amended to read with changes highlighted in yellow –
3. The proposed development at Land North of Bayswater Brook will deliver a scheme in
accordance with an agreed comprehensive masterplan ……… The masterplan must be
prepared in collaboration and agreed with the Local Planning Authority, Oxford City
Council and Oxfordshire County Council and in collaboration with the Community
Liaison Committee
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COMMENT 6.
Modification Number or
Document, section, paragraph or page
number

MM17 Policy STRAT13: Land north of Bayswater
Brook Paragraph 3(ii) Page 72

Please provide your comments below:

This should be amended to include a buffer between other homes and buildings adjacent to and
affected by the development including, but not restricted to Stowford Farm, houses in Bayswater
Road, those in Elsfield parish and those near Bayswater Farm. This is to be discussed and agreed with
the Community Liaison Committee.
The text should be amended to read (changes highlighted in yellow)
ii) includes a landscape buffer between the development and Wick Farm, Stowford
Farm, the houses in Bayswater Road backing onto the development and ‘Field Barn’ a
house in Elsfield parish within the development and those backing onto it, as well as
incorporating high quality design ……
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COMMENT 7.
Modification Number or
Document, section, paragraph or page
number

MM17 Policy STRAT13: Land north of Bayswater
Brook Paragraph 3 (iii) Page 72

Please provide your comments below:
.
… iii) develops a transport and movement hierarchy which promotes non-car modes of travel
and permeability across the site and beyond to Oxford City, including on and off-site public
rights of way enhancements, and identifies where on-site highways infrastructure will be
required; ensures appropriate highways and sustainable transport access and
permeability across the site, including between Bayswater Road and the B4150 Marsh
Lane/A40 junction;...

In their Statement of Common Ground between SODC and Christ Church the site owners it was agreed
in paragraph 2.5 below that the ‘Link Road’ – the Headington roundabout and ring road bypass could
also serve as a road for the housing estate of LnBB 7. It is notable that Oxfordshire County Council,
who are responsible for Highways were not party to this agreement.
“2.5 The site will be delivering the necessary transport infrastructure, including: pedestrian and
cycle routes within the site and links from the site to and across the A40; bus access measures
within the allocation area to ensure permeability and bus priority; and a link road (the Land North
of Bayswater Brook Link Road) running between Elsfield Road/Marsh Lane in the west and
Bayswater Road in the east. The Land North of Bayswater Brook Link Road, which will allow traffic
travelling between A40/Elsfield Road/Marsh Lane and Bayswater Road to do so without travelling
through the Headington roundabout, will include a new roundabout at the western end with
connections to Elsfield Road and Marsh Lane, and will include roundabout junctions along its length
to provide access into residential areas – the number and location of the roundabouts will be a
matter to be considered at the planning application stage.”

The Link Road is shown is shown in Fig. 1. clearly running from the Marston/Elsfield junction with the
Northern ring road to the A40 between Sandhills and Forest Hill.
The objective of the ‘Link Road’ TRA 6.4 Atkins Evaluation of Transport Impacts Version 3.0 2nd January 20198“Junctions along the A40
at Headington are forecast to experience some relief from congestion, as the A40 link road is forecast
to attract general traffic away from Headington roundabout. This is likely to result in an increase in
average speeds along this corridor during both morning and evening peaks compared to the Do
Minimum scenario”
Sections 5.3.2., of the same report state that development at LnBB is “likely to result in increased
congestion along the links leading to the A40” 5.6.2., “increased congestion along the adjacent A40
link” 5.9.2 “increased congestion along the adjacent A40 link. Increased network stress is also forecast
at Headington which may be related to the Wheatley development. The Headington interchange is
forecast to remain over capacity”. All forecast over capacity of the Headington roundabout.
Statement of Common Ground SODC and Christ Church – Paragraph 2.5
https://data.southoxon.gov.uk/ccm/support/dynamic_serve.jsp?ID=1283204837&CODE=76C8D3FCEA9FF5355156E99E58
A84B2B
7

8

https://data.southoxon.gov.uk/ccm/support/dynamic_serve.jsp?ID=1283190523&CODE=753BC786212096D4FA1C25DE12
1849AE
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The only detail about the link road can be found in TRA 6.4 5.10. Scenario 5B page 66 “A40 Link Road, 40mph single carriageway,”
The ‘Link Road’ is to be a “40 mph single carriageway” to relief congestion from the Headington
roundabout and ring road. It is shown on Figure 1. The traffic on the ring road consists of private cars,
vans, HGVs etc. This mix of heavy traffic travelling at 40 mph is not suitable for a housing estate
road and the ‘Link Road – Headington roundabout bypass traffic must be kept completely separate
from the LnBB housing estate traffic for safety.

FIGURE 1. SHOWING THE ‘LINK ROAD’ – RING ROAD AND HEADINGTON ROUNDABOUT BYPASS FROM TRA 6.4

The Department for Transport Traffic Statistics data shows the traffic data for the northern ring road
in 2019 9 show the annual average daily flow to be 34,515 vehicles. Of these 1,753 (5.1%) were HGVs,
367 (1.1%) LGVs, 74 (0.2%) were buses and coaches, the majority being cars and taxis. There is no
data

9

https://roadtraffic.dft.gov.uk/manualcountpoints/56381
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for the Headington roundabout itself, but data from the Risinghurst10 section of the ring road shows
very similar figures. The possibility of so many HGVs using the ‘Link Road’ is not acceptable and unsafe
for a housing estate road.
Notably there is no information from Pegasus (in their Hearing Statement) or SODC on the junction
with the A40 between Sandhills and Forest Hill. It should also be noted that the eastern ‘Link Road’
between the Bayswater Road and A40 at Sandhills will cross an important cycleway from
Wheatley/Holton to the Headington roundabout used by school children and others.
The Statement of Common Ground document goes on to say this mix of ‘Link Road’ – bypass and
housing estate road would allow traffic to travel from the Elsfield Road to the Bayswater Road avoiding
the Headington roundabout. The only way it could do this is to then use all the village roads as ‘rat
runs’ – Bayswater Road, Shepherd’s Pit Road, B4027, roads through SSJ, Beckley and Forest Hill. These
roads are already over capacity and cannot take HGV traffic. It would be unsafe and is unsound.
The Statement of Common Ground between SODC, Christ Church appears to facilitate development
of the LnBB (Land north of Bayswater Brook) at the expense of the safety and welfare of both existing
local residents and the possible future residents of LnBB. The motivation for this is presumably to
lower the costs for the developers/site promoters in order to make the site financially viable. This is
also unsound.
The Statement of Common Ground paragraph 2.5 on the ‘Link Road’ is completely unacceptable. The
‘Link Road’ – the ring road and Headington roundabout bypass cannot be used as a housing estate
road access road. As part of its function is to bypass the Headington roundabout it also cannot deposit
bypass traffic including HGVs on the Bayswater Road. This road is already over capacity and the traffic
will not have bypassed the Headington roundabout as the Bayswater Road leads onto it. It would
encourage HGVs and significant volumes of other traffic to use small local roads through local villages
of Stanton St John and Forest Hill. This agreement is potentially very dangerous both to possible
residents of LnBB and all the surrounding villages and communities. It reflects very badly on the SODC
Planning Officers as being irresponsible with little regard for the safety of residents.
The wording in blue in this modification is duplicated. It should be changed as show below
highlighted in yellow … iii) develops a transport and movement hierarchy which promotes non-car modes of travel
and permeability across the site and beyond to Oxford City, including on and off-site public
rights of way enhancements, and identifies where on-site highways infrastructure will be
required; ensures the safety of local residents by constructing completely separate and
non-connecting roads to act as –
1. A ‘Link Road’ between the Marston/Elsfield junction with the Northern ring road and A40
between Sandhills and Forest Hill to alleviate traffic congestion and act as a bypass for the
Northern ring road and Headington Roundabout
2, A separate ‘street’ network to access the housing estate
3. The ‘Link Road’ should not connect with the Bayswater Road to ensure that local roads are
not used as rat runs through local villages endangering local residents
ensures
appropriate highways and sustainable transport access and permeability across the
site, including between Bayswater Road and the B4150 Marsh Lane/A40 junction;...

10

https://roadtraffic.dft.gov.uk/manualcountpoints/77438
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COMMENT 8.
Modification Number or
Document, section, paragraph or page
number

MM17 Policy STRAT13: Land north of Bayswater
Brook Paragraph 3 (ix) [new] Page 72

Please provide your comments below:

The Green Belt site for LnBB is on a steep slope rising from the Bayswater Brook up to the limestone
ridge at over 100 metres where the villages of Elsfield, Beckley Stanton St John and Forest Hill stand.
It must be ensured that the important views from Elsfield village, Stowood, Stanton St John, Wick Farm
and for the Bayswater Farm site the houses surrounding it and the Bayswater Road are not only
maintained, but enhanced. Only the Oxford View Cone is mentioned as an important view.
It must also be ensured that the heights of the buildings at LnBB are kept low and are not visible from
any of these viewpoints.
The text should be changed as indicated and highlighted in yellow–
Add new criterion: ix) that delivers higher density development (a minimum of
45 dph) along key frontages, transport corridors and towards the south and
east boundaries of the main site and the south of the smaller site …….
Densities on both sites will gradually reduce towards the northern landscape
buffer and on the main site, densities will be lower close to Sidlings Copse
and College Pond SSSI and also reduce towards the western edge of the site
to reflect the sensitivities of the view cone and the important views from

Elsfield village, Stowood, Stanton St John, Wick Farm and for the Bayswater Farm
site the houses surrounding it and the Bayswater Road are not only maintained, but
enhanced .
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COMMENT 9.
Modification Number or
Document, section, paragraph or page
number

MM17 Policy STRAT13: Land north of Bayswater
Brook Paragraph 4 Page 73

Please provide your comments below:

The County Archaeologist confirms that the archaeological assessment is not complete and “The
mitigation referred to in this modification will need to include further evaluation and excavation of
areas of archaeological interest within the site in advance of any development.”
The wording should be changed as indicated below –
An archaeological assessment will need to be evaluation was undertaken during 2020. further

evaluation and excavation of areas of archaeological interest within the site must be
made in advance of any development before the preparation of the masterplan. determination
of any planning application for this site. Following this assessment, a A scheme of appropriate
mitigation should be established, to include the physical preservation of significant archaeological
features and their setting where appropriate.and continual oversight and monitoring of the site
during any development will be required by the County Archaeologists

20

COMMENT 10.
Modification Number or
Document, section, paragraph or page
number

MM17 Policy STRAT13: Land north of
Bayswater Brook Paragraph 4.111 page 69

Please provide your comments below:

Sydlings Copse and College Pond is an important and fragile SSSI site spanning 22 hectares in the parish
of Beckley and Stowood, 3 ½ miles north east of Oxford. Most of the site is owned by BBOWT – Berks,
Bucks and Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust, and all is managed by them. The risk of damage to this fragile
site has already been increased considerably by the development at Barton Park of 885 homes, yet to
be completed. This is promoted as being next to the countryside with a footpath leading directly from
this site to the SSSI.
BBOWT responded with great concern to the regulation 19 consultation11 to the SODC Local Plan and
this is a conclusion of their response –
Since this was written the revised NPPF (2018) Glossary states:
“Irreplaceable habitat: Habitats which would be technically very difficult (or take a very significant
time) to restore, recreate or replace once destroyed, taking into account their age, uniqueness, species
diversity or rarity. They include ancient woodland, ancient and veteran trees, blanket bog, limestone
pavement, sand dunes, salt marsh and lowland fen.”
On the basis of the above it is clear that at least two of the habitats in Sidling’s Copse and College Pond
SSSI definitely meet the definition of irreplaceable habitat – ancient woodland and lowland fen. And
we consider a very strong case could be made that the traditional unimproved grasslands present on
the site – the lowland calcareous grassland and the acid grassland meet the definition of irreplaceable
habitat as well.
We have set out above how fragile these habitats are and how the indirect impacts of the proposed
allocation are highly likely to result in their loss or deterioration. The NPPF wording is then clear:
“…….should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation
strategy exists;”
We do not consider that there are wholly exceptional reasons for this allocation. This allocation is not
a project of exceptional national importance. There are other sites available in South Oxfordshire for
housing. This allocation should therefore be removed from the South Oxfordshire Local Plan.
We consider that unless the allocation is removed the South Oxfordshire Local Plan will be
unsound on the basis of:
• Not justified: we do not consider that in including this allocation the plan is making an
appropriate strategy, or taking into account reasonable alternatives.
• Not effective: as we believe that further work would demonstrate that this allocation is not
deliverable whilst abiding by planning policy.
• Not consistent with national policy;
It is not consistent with parts a, b or c of NPPF paragraphs 175.

11

https://data.southoxon.gov.uk/ccm/support/dynamic_serve.jsp?ID=1173196196&CODE=420A2633CC0A7D8E92642BEE8
F021326
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In this case, due to exceptionally serious impacts on biodiversity that would result from this allocation
as set out above, we consider the only reasonable Modification is the removal in its entirety of the
allocation.”
Natural England in their Regulation 19 response12 also considered the LnBB site to be unsound.
“Site Allocations
North of Bayswater Brook allocation: Natural England consider this allocation to be unsound, an
assessment would be needed to demonstrate that 1,100 homes can be allocated here without impacts
on the SSSI from hydrological changes or recreational pressure. Their recommendations •
•
•
•
•

A desktop hydrological assessment should be undertaken ……
An assessment of the likely recreational pressure is needed
Liaison with BBOWT
Avoidance measure should be investigated
If the impacts are unavoidable mitigation should be identified and any effect on the housing capacity
of the site assessed”

It appears that none of these recommendations have been actioned by SODC.
In their ‘Hearing Statement’ BBOWT13 states – “In this case, due to the exceptionally serious impacts
on biodiversity that would result from this allocation as set out above, we consider the only suitable
modification is the removal in its entirety of the allocation.”
NAT 14 Ecological Assessment of Sydlings Copse and College Pond SSSI 14 has a major conflict of
interest. AECOM have carried out consultancy work for some years for developers of parts of the
proposed strategic site LnBB and at the same time as submitting this report for SODC AECOM also
wrote and submitted the Regulation 19 submission for the developers of Bayswater Farm (Buswell
and Buchanan 15 16). The report is considered to be poor, with very questionable methodology that
appears to benefit the developers.
Location
It stated that the Sydlings Copse and College Pond is in the parish of Barton. It is not. It is in the parish
of Beckley and Stowood.
Methodology
The methodology is flawed. There was no assessment of the importance of this site and SSSI. The
‘research’ was carried out on one day in February when most of the flora is not in growth and cannot
be seen. The fauna was not mentioned.
Visitor Numbers

12

https://data.southoxon.gov.uk/ccm/support/dynamic_serve.jsp?ID=1173206955&CODE=46CAF8589BD48E6DE8AAEA11F9CAEAFB

13

https://data.southoxon.gov.uk/ccm/support/dynamic_serve.jsp?ID=1283204256&CODE=1F0E97FEBC6867DBCDA84999B8372DC1
https://data.southoxon.gov.uk/ccm/support/dynamic_serve.jsp?ID=1283190480&CODE=96FAD849B5185AA19CA170696093EFE4
15
http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/ccm/support/dynamic_serve.jsp?ID=1173197418&CODE=24B1D7E0ADA4AC88DD463C04AFD74A29
14

16

letter http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/ccm/support/dynamic_serve.jsp?ID=1173197423&CODE=24B1D7E0ADA4AC880DFE7500DFED23AF
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The ecologist “also noted evidence of recreational activity”. This is not a valid assessment of visitor
numbers, particularly on a cold week day in February. The footpath that ‘traverses College Pond” to
the south had been closed at one end due to the building at Barton Park. It has now reopened and is
used much more, particularly by the residents of the new development at Barton Park, where the SSI
has been promoted. The bridleway from Beckley to Barton and Wick Farm is exceedingly well used,
especially recently and particularly at weekends and in good weather. The recent COVID-19
restrictions have made this SSSI extremely popular and it has been discovered by many more people.
It tends to be accessed from the south on foot and from the north by foot and car. The number of
cars parked on the B4027 to walk there has been as many as 15 per hour during the weekends
therefore equating to over approximately 100 visitors each day over the weekend, with many others
walking to the site.
Furthermore, the author of this report has stated in writing that he did not have sight of the report on
visitor numbers cited in this report, which in any case was undertaken many years ago and is out of
date. This report does not appear to exist.
A proper study of visitor numbers needs to be undertaken, but this will only increase with the
proximity of Barton Park, which has yet to show its full impact and those discovering this SSSI during
COVID-19 restrictions.
Potential Damage from Domestic Cats
While mentioning dog walkers it fails to address at all the damage from other domestic pets
particularly cats. Cats can cause considerable damage and carnage to fauna on the site and this has
not even been stated and no mitigation has been recommended. There would be risk to frogs, toads,
birds, snakes to list but a few.
There appears to have been no assessment of the potential damage from cats for this potential site
or Barton Park. In a specific research paper Thomas, R. L., Baker, P. J. and Fellowes, M. D. E. (2014)
Ranging characteristics of the domestic cat (Felis catus) in an urban environment. Urban Ecosystems,
17 (4). pp. 911¬921. ISSN 1083¬8155 doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252¬014¬0360¬5 Available at
http://centaur.reading.ac.uk/34323/ . This recommends an exclusion zone of at least 3-400 metres
from houses to wildlife sites. However, it recognises that there is a lack of practical examples and it
may need to be more. Also, the research was all carried out on neutered cats and entire males would
range much more widely.
Pollution from Vehicle Emissions
It was stated that air pollution from a road would be “from vehicle exhaust emissions”, but it is well
documented that particulate matter from tyres is also a very harmful pollutant. Noise and vibration
from roads were also not mentioned and the proposed ‘Link Road’ through the site would be used by
HGVs. The report recommended “any new roads should be located at least 200 metres away from the
SSSI. It is considered that this would also be a suitable minimum buffer distance to separate any built
development from the SSSI.” No evidence is offered as to why 200 m is considered safe enough to
mitigate all damage from roads and traffic. “To maintain the open setting of the SSSI. AECOM
recommends that a 200m ‘no build’ zone would provide appropriate separation” however there is
also no evidence offered of why this would be adequate and the argument that this would stop people
accessing the SSSI are simply untrue, as our parishioners and those of Barton and beyond know from
personal experience. Sydlings Copse is very popular with visitors and the report is completely
incorrect about visitor numbers and from exceedingly little evidence. There needs to be a
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comprehensive and detailed ecological assessment and a survey over a longer period to assess visitor
number and impact. A detailed hydrological survey is also required.
The report states –
“The findings and recommendations outlined within this report will inform any detailed ecological
assessment and proposed mitigation strategy required for Stage 2 of the ecological assessment of the
potential ecological impacts of the site allocation on Sydling’s Copse and College Pond SSSI”
This report is flawed, unreliable and poor and it is questionable who it is for. A new ecology report is
required, with work carried out by an expert ecologist with no conflict of interest. A reliable study of
‘visitor numbers’ and projections taking into consideration the new development at Barton Park, as
well as the proposed development at LnBB needs to be carried out.
Any possible mitigation policies need to be developed with BBOWT and Natural England and must be
evidence based taking into account
•
•
•
•

Visitor Numbers
Domestic anaimals
Roadways, particularly the ‘Link Road’
Pollution

Visitor numbers have been high, particularly in the early months of lockdown, over 100 people/day at
weekends) with increasing numbers of visitors from the Barton Park development and from the
potential development at LnBB which will not be mitigated by building a park.
The mitigation that is recommended of a distancing of 2000 metres for any road is not referenced.
The QC for Pegasus stated at the hearing that it was from the Assessment of Road Traffic Emissions
on the Habitats Regulations NEA 001 July 2018 para 4.17. page 1517 . This states –
4.17 Usually, only those European sites present within 200m of the edge of a road on which a plan or
project will generate traffic will need to be considered when checking for the likelihood of significant
effects from road traffic emissions (but see also paragraph 4.10).
4.10 With regard to potential risks from road traffic emissions, Natural England and Highways England
are in agreement that protected sites falling within 200 metres of the edge of a road affected by a plan
or project need to be considered further. This is based on evidence presented in ENRR580 (Bignal et al.
200418) and is consistent with more current literature (Ricardo-AEA, 201611). However, where
(unusually) there is a credible risk that air quality impacts might extend beyond 200 metres from a
road, Natural England may advise that additional sites should also be scoped into the HRA.
AECOM stated at the hearing that – “we need to be clear about the nature and purpose of the AECOM
report. this was not and did not purport to be a full ecological impact assessment such as would be
required to accompany a planning application.” …….. “provided new roads are located at least 200
metres from sensitive areas ….. there will be no material change in pollution levels at that receptor
even if the road in question was a major highway.”

17
18

http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/file/5431868963160064
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/file/135001
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This statement appears to be at variance with 4.10 above. The prevailing wind is south-westerly and
this may result in greater road pollution from a greater distance. Natural England need to advise on
any monitoring that may be needed both before and after construction.
Natural England concluded in their Hearing Statement19 –
“This [AECOM Ecology] report has identified the need for further survey work and mitigation proposals
to inform the Examination, which do not appear to have been submitted to the Examination Library.
This information has also not been available to inform site selection and assessment through the
Sustainability Appraisal, as referenced in our comments on Matter 5…… it has not been clarified
whether development on Land North of Bayswater Brook would have adverse impact on groundwater
feeding the SSSI and whether mitigation is necessary, and neither has it been demonstrated that the
identified risk of damage through recreational pressure can be mitigated. Therefore, we do not
consider the plan to adequately lay the framework for the sustainable development of this strategic
site, nor to adequately consider the impact on Sydlings Copse and Pond SSSI and how this should be
addressed”

SUMMARY
The recommendations including those from AECOM, Natural England and BBOWT are –
•

A study of visitor numbers to the SSSI needs to be undertaken to determine the risk. This
needs to be conducted for a number of months, including the peak visitor times in the
summer

•

A comprehensive assessment of the likely recreational pressure is required.

•

A report with mitigation policies on potential damage from domestic cats and other domestic
animals is required.

•

A detailed hydrology survey is required.

•

SODC and the site promoters must liaise and work with Natural England and BBOWT

•

A reliable high-quality ecology report is required. That from AECOM is flawed and their
recommendations cannot be used

•

Natural England needs to agree any further work that is required and any further
assessments and any research e.g. research pre and post construction on pollutant levels
from vehicle emissions as well as particulate matter from tyres etc which are likely to be high
from any ‘Link Road’ with HGVs.

•

Natural England and BBOWT must agree any mitigation policies and further research
requirements with SODC and the site promoters

•

A full Ecological Impact Assessment must be completed to the methodology stipulated by
Natural England and to their satisfaction

The text should changed as indicated below –
19

https://data.southoxon.gov.uk/ccm/support/dynamic_serve.jsp?ID=1283204297&CODE=1F0E97FEBC6867DBCCB310D83
A387BA7
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Sidlings Copse and college Pond SSSI and Wick Copse ancient Woodland are located directly
to the north of the site…….. . The following assessments and reports must be carried
out to inform the masterplan and must be completed prior to master planning
•

•
•
•
•

•

•

A study of visitor numbers to the SSSI needs to be undertaken to determine the
risk. This should be conducted for a number of months, including the peak
visitor times in the summer.
A comprehensive assessment of the likely recreational pressure is required.
A report with mitigation policies on potential damage from domestic animals is
required.
A detailed hydrology survey is required.
A reliable high-quality ecology report is required researched and written to the
satisfaction of Natural England. That from AECOM is flawed and their
recommendations cannot be used
Natural England must agree any further work that is required and any further
assessments and any research e.g. research pre and post construction on
pollutant levels from vehicle emissions as well as particulate matter from tyres
etc which are likely to be high from any ‘Link Road’ with HGVs.
A full Ecological Impact Assessment must be completed to the methodology
stipulated by Natural England and to their satisfaction

SODC and the site promoters must liaise and work with Natural England and BBOWT.
Natural England and BBOWT must agree any mitigation policies with SODC and the
developers/site promoters. The masterplanning of any development here must include
the recommendations from Natural England and BBOWT along with the reports and
assessments outlined above – visitor numbers and impact, mitigation from domestic
animals, a detailed hydrology survey, a new ecology report, a full ecological impact
assessment
should take into account the recommendations of the Council’s Ecological Assessment
and a detailed hydrological assessment to understand the developments effects on the
SSSI must be completed prior to masterplanning.
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COMMENT 11.
Modification Number or
Document, section, paragraph or page
number

MM17 Policy STRAT13: Land north of Bayswater
Brook Paragraph 4.115 page 69

Please provide your comments below:
Residual trips made by car arising from the development on the surrounding
highway network, including on the A40 and Headington Roundabout, could
include improvements to the Headington roundabout and its approaches
(including bus priority measures);

The statement above does not make sense.
As stated previously the ’Link Road between the Marston/Elsfield [A40/ B4150/ Marsh Lane] junction
and the A40 between Sandhills and Forest Hill must be a separate road from any ‘street’ network
serving the LnBB housing estate to ensure the safety of residents and protection from ring road bypass
traffic such as HGVs. This ‘Link Road’ should have no junction with Bayswater Road as this too would
be very unsafe and would encourage ‘rat runs’ through local villages. The ‘Link Road’ should have an
underpass under the Bayswater Road and no junction. The Bayswater Road is over capacity and cannot
accommodate any more traffic and local village roads are unsuitable and unsafe for ring road traffic.
As well as safety from the ring road vehicles there would also be significant pollution from both
exhausts and tyres and noise.
The existing cycleway along the eastern A40 between Wheatley Park school and the Headington
roundabout will need to be remodelled, separated and made safe from the new junction between the
Link Road and A40 between Sandhills and Forest Hill.
It is quite unreasonable to think that a development of the size of LnBB ( Land north of Bayswater
Brook) with 1,100 dwellings and approximately 2,600 + additional people would not generate
considerable additional local traffic. As stated in Comment 4. the households in the adjoining
communities of Barton and Sandhills have at least one vehicle per household and some nearer two.
It is also unrealistic to think that the residents of LnBB living on the edge of countryside would only
want to access Oxford and not the countryside or anywhere else.
Cycleways are needed both within the site – at each end and in the middle and over the A40 ring road,
and along the Bayswater Road to Beckley, SSJ and the countryside beyond.
It is difficult to envisage how reconfiguration of the Headington roundabout or the building of the
‘Link Road’ from the Marston/Elsfield junction to a junction with the A40 between Sandhills and Forest
Hill could be phased with the development. This appears to be completely uninformed and
unimplementable. Presumable this has been added to aid the developers cash flow on a site whose
financial viability is questionable. It is likely to cause traffic chaos and gridlock as the significant
additional traffic generated by the LnBB development will not be alleviated until it is too late, if at all.
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The Text should be changed as shown below with changes highlighted in yellow –
Road capacity to the east of Oxford is already under significant pressure,
particularly along the A40 and the Headington roundabout. Necessary
alleviation of the Highways and local road networks will be required from
any additional traffic from the Land north of Bayswater Brook
development as the Highways network is near capacity and local roads
significantly over capacity at present. Residual trips made by car arising
from the development on the surrounding highway network, Transport
Infrastructure alleviations schemes including on the A40 and Headington
Roundabout, could include improvements to the Headington roundabout
and its approaches (including bus priority measures); along with grade
separation of the Headington Roundabout; or a new link road between
the A40/ B4150/ Marsh Lane junction and the A40 between the Thornhill
Park and Ride junction and the Church Hill junction for Forest Hill. The
provision of any additional highway capacity should be suitably phased to
meet the increase in traffic demand arising from the Land North of
Bayswater Brook site as and when it is likely to impact on the highway
network, so as to discourage a general increase in car usage (including
from the development) through the early provision of significant levels of
additional traffic capacity. If more detailed evidence indicates that The
required mitigation is of a new link road, land will need to be identifyied
land and secured it for delivery of this in consultation with the landowners
and the County Council. The costs of the land will need to be confirmed
and along with all the other site costs will need to be assessed under a
new updated financial feasibility study for the site LnBB. This financial
viability assessment should be carried out before the masterplan and
included in it. If the site is no longer found to be financially viable when
the full additional costs have been considered, then the site would be
unsound and must be withdrawn as a strategic development site. There
is currently insufficient road capacity to support new, direct road access between
the site and the A40 west of the Barton Park site. Therefore, it is anticipated
that the main access for the site will come via a remodelling of the
Marston interchange with an additional access onto Bayswater Road for
the streets serving the housing estate of LnBB alone, since this road is
over capacity at present. The junction between the estate roads and the
Bayswater Road which will be improved so that the access is safe. The
‘Link Road’ - ring road and Headington bypass road will have no junction
with the Bayswater Road to avoid danger to local residents and use by
bypass traffic including HGVs as ‘rat runs’ through local villages. An
underpass will be constructed so there is no junction between the ‘Link
Road’ and Bayswater Road. Where necessary, this may include adjoining
land outside of the allocation.
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