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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Representations and objections were submitted to the draft South East Plan on behalf of Banner, Gleeson, and Timms Homes in respect of the inadequate amount of housing to be provided in the region and more specifically in that part of Oxfordshire treated as a residual to the Central Oxfordshire Sub-Region; i.e. the “rest of Oxfordshire”.  Smith Stuart Reynolds (SSR) is naturally aware of the consideration given earlier in the EIP to the issue of whether the Plan provides for an appropriate and deliverable total level of housing growth in the period 2006 – 2026.  Having read some of the participants’ statements on this topic, we continue to maintain that the alternative figure we proposed in our representations to the draft plan (40,380 dwellings per annum or a regional total of 807,630 dwellings for the period 2006 – 2026) is the most appropriate.

1.2 It would not be appropriate to either repeat or expand upon this evidence in this statement.  However, it should be stressed that the case advanced in this statement for the “rest of Oxfordshire” and specifically that part within Cherwell District is predicated on the totally inadequate provision being made for housing in the South East, as a whole.

1.3 Miller Strategic Land submitted separate representations to the draft South East Plan which were similar to those submitted by SSR.  As their interests are comparable to those of Banner, Gleeson and Timms Homes, this statement is submitted on behalf of all four companies.

2.0 Matter 9C.1 : Does the Strategy take proper account of the capacity of the towns / locations of the rest of Cherwell, South Oxfordshire, Vale of White Horse and West Oxfordshire for sustainable development (including Policy H1)

2.1 Paragraph 37 of PPS3 emphasises “the need to create and maintain sustainable, mixed and inclusive communities in all areas, both urban and rural.”   (My emphasis).  The Plan fails to do so, particularly at Banbury; the largest of the 4 “county towns” which formed an important part of the Spatial Strategy in previous Structure Plans.

2.2 Banbury is not within one of the Plan’s nine sub-regions; nor has it been identified as one of the 21 regional hubs; 2 of which (Maidstone and Tonbridge-Tonbridge Wells) are not within a sub-region but are deemed to be accessible settlements with “the potential to accommodate significantly higher levels of development during the Plan period than other urban settlements located outside the sub-regional strategy areas.”   (Paragraph1.23 (D1) refers).
2.3 The implication of SEERA’s approach is that Banbury is not a sufficiently sustainable settlement to fulfil a sub-regional role in the emerging Spatial Strategy and/or has significant capacity constraints.  SSR would strongly refute any such suggestion and in so doing draws particular attention to the fact that Banbury has been designated as one of the 23 Primary Regional Centres (PRC) in Policy TC2 (D9).  The accompanying text explains that 20 of the 23 designated regional hubs are classified as PRCs.  Consequently Banbury is one of 3 towns which have not been identified as having this dual role; the others being the South Coast towns of Eastbourne and Worthing.

2.4 It would appear that notwithstanding Banbury’s large hinterland (which extends into both the East and West Midlands) and the distance from other comparable town centres, as indicated on the Diagram contained in Appendix 1 to this statement, the authorities are seeking to rely upon Northampton to provide for major shopping purchases until such time as further work is undertaken on the development of Banbury within the wider area. (Paragraph 1.36 (D9) refers).
2.5 SSR objects to the deferment of decisions on Banbury’s contribution to the accommodation of development in a sustainable location.  Such a role should be set out in the Spatial Strategy.  Consequently Banbury’s role as a service provider to a large resident population and workforce has been considered below and in so doing the justification provided for Banbury to be identified as a suitable location to accommodate further development in a sustainable manner.  

2.6
The size of a town’s population is not necessarily indicative of whether it is a sustainable community, although it can generally be assumed that the larger the population the greater the range of services and facilities available to meet their needs.  The population of Banbury has therefore been compared to the other “county towns” in Oxfordshire where development is to be steered due to their location within the Central Oxfordshire sub-region:

Banbury



41,265

Bicester



28,672

Didcot




23,453

Witney




22,765


2.7
Wikipedia’s description of Banbury and its services and facilities includes reference  to the following aspects:

· Banbury is a significant commercial and retail centre for the surrounding area;

· The Castle Quay shopping centre is one of the largest in the region with over 70 shops and cafes including Woolworths, Marks & Spencer, BHS and Debenhams;

· In addition there are many other shops located along the High Street, Parsons Street, Broad Street and in the Market Place;

· A market is held on Thursdays and Saturdays;

· There is an average sized retail park which is located near to the Tesco Extra store and includes Currys and Comet;

· Banbury’s main industries include car components, electrical goods, plastics, food processing (including the world’s largest coffee producing facility) and printing;

· Banbury has direct rail links to Coventry, Birmingham, Warwick/Leamington, Oxford and London;

· There is an intra urban bus service to towns such as Oxford and Rugby provided by Stagecoach;

· There are 2 hospitals: Horton General (236 NHS beds) and Foscote (16 private beds);

· The Oxford and Cherwell Valley College;

· 3 secondary schools, one of which will be an Academy from September 2007;

· 13 primary schools; and

· 1 independent school.

2.8
It is acknowledged that paragraph 1.22 (D1) would enable Banbury to be identified as a “sub-regional hub” with “lower order functions”, at a later date.  However such a designation would be totally inappropriate for a town with the range of services and facilities set out above and which has, quite correctly, been classified as a PRC.

2.9
Not only does the Strategy not take proper account of Banbury’s suitability and capacity for sustainable development but it fails to provide an appropriate planning policy framework for the town and in so doing fails to recognise either its role, its need, or even the emphasis in government guidance on the necessity to maintain, sustainable, mixed and inclusive communities, which can only be achieved with an appropriate scale of development.

2.10
In fact, Banbury appears to be in a policy vacuum which even small, rural or market towns avoid by virtue of Policy BE5 ’The role of Small Rural Towns’,  (the Market Towns), defined in paragraph 6.1, as those with a population of between 3,000 and 10,000; significantly smaller and of less importance than Banbury.

Capacity Considerations

2.11
Cherwell District Council’s Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) 2006 provides useful information on capacity considerations in the District.  Of particular note to the consideration of this matter is:

· The Structure Plan requirement for the period 2001 – 2016 is 9,350 (623 dpa) of which about 3,900 (246 dpa) are to be provided at Banbury; equivalent to 40% of the total requirement.  (The remaining 5,650 is split between Bicester (3,300) and the rural areas (2,350)).  Of the other urban locations in the county only Oxford City and Didcot have a higher housing requirement.  (6,500 and 4,500 respectively).

· The number of dwellings built at Banbury between 2001 and 2006 (1,163), the number of outstanding commitments (874) and the remaining planned allocations and windfalls (1,348) total 3,385; a shortfall of 315 on the Structure Plan requirement.

· Additional sources of supply identified in the Urban Housing Potential Study 2005 (UHPS) and increased densities and hence capacities indicate that the total number of projected completions at Banbury between 2001 and 2026 is 3,929. (Table 14 refers).

· The suitability of Banbury as a location for sustainable development is also reflected in Table 7 of the AMR which summarises the results of an accessibility assessment used to determine the amount of new residential development within 30 minutes of a GP, a hospital, a primary school, a secondary school, and a major retail centre, displayed as a percentage.  Comparing the county wide figures and those for Cherwell shows:

	
	Cherwell
	County

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	No. of Sites
	124
	100
	492
	100

	Retail
	114
	92
	442
	90

	Primary School
	117
	94
	469
	95

	Secondary School
	109
	88
	431
	88

	Hospitals
	110
	89
	317
	64

	GPs
	117
	94
	463
	94

	Employment
	109
	88
	455
	92


Thus it can be seen that apart from accessibility to employment opportunities by public transport, Cherwell virtually equals or exceeds the percentage figure for the County as a whole.  Further Cherwell’s accessibility to hospitals by public transport is notably greater than the county average.

2.12
In view of the findings above in respect of public transport time to employment opportunities, further consideration has been given to commuting patterns in Banbury, as revealed by the 2001 Census.  The first table below shows the ‘Distance Travelled to Place of Work’ and is particularly pertinent as anything within 5km can be taken to be within the urban area of Banbury.

	Distance Travelled
	No.
	%

	Less than 2km
	8,866
	40.1

	2km to less than 5km
	4,391
	20.2

	5km to less than 10km
	1,159
	 5.3

	10km to less than 20km
	1,254
	 5.8

	20km to less than 30km
	1,143
	 5.3

	30km to less than 40km
	1,118
	 5.1

	40km to less than 60km
	571
	 2.6

	60km+
	807
	 3.7

	Other
	2,417
	11.1

	Total Economically Active
	21,726
	        100.0


2.13
Thus it can be seen that over 60% of Banbury’s residents work within 5km of their homes assumed to be within the town itself.  Further evidence of the sustainable nature of Banbury as a place to live and work, can be adjudged by reference to the mode of travel used to access the place of work, as shown in the table below:

	Mode of Travel
	No.
	%

	Works from home
	1,518
	7.0

	Train / Metro
	   328
	1.5

	Bus
	  816
	3.8

	Car
	     13,886
	         63.9

	Motorcycle
	  184
	0.8

	Taxi
	  142
	0.7

	Bicycle
	  873
	4.0

	On Foot
	       3,898
	         17.9

	Other
	   90
	0.4

	Total
	     21,735
	       100.0


2.14 Comparison of the two tables shows that there is considerable scope for the 36% of the economically active who use sustainable means of transport to travel to work to be increased, primarily from the 60% who live within 5km of their workplace.

2.15 This statement has focused on the contribution which Banbury can and should be enabled to make to the creation of mixed and sustainable communities, as required by paragraph 36 of PPS3.  However there are other settlements, in addition to Banbury and Bicester within Cherwell District, namely the larger villages, where high quality housing could be provided which “contributes to the creation and maintenance of sustainable rural communities” as sought by the Government in paragraph 3 of PPS3 which accords with its commitment to improving the affordability and supply of housing in all communities.  Whilst recognising the need for the Plan to adopt an urban focus, it is considered that the policies should not be so urban centric as to prevent the provision of an appropriate amount of new development in sustainable rural communities as it is only by so doing that it will be possible for them to maintain their current level of service provision.

2.16  In the circumstances described above and in particular the need and justification for a significantly higher housing figure than proposed in the draft Plan, it is maintained that the housing provision in Oxfordshire as a whole and Cherwell in particular for the period 2006 – 2026 should be increased to 71,000 and 20,800 dwellings (3,530 and 1,040 dpa) respectively, as sought in our representations to the draft Plan.

2.17 The percentage increase sought for the total county figure is equivalent to approximately 50%.  However the increase sought for Cherwell District should not be calculated on a pro-rata basis because if it were to be done in this way it would merely perpetuate the under provision at Banbury in comparison to Bicester, Didcot and Witney.  It is therefore essential that the increase sought for Cherwell (which is an additional 89%) is largely directed to Banbury and the more sustainable villages in the Rural North.  On this basis it is advocated that that part of Cherwell within the rest of Oxfordshire should have the majority of the increase and that as a consequence the provision for Banbury itself should be in the order of 8,000 dwellings (400 dpa).

3.0 If not, how would any additional growth here impact on the Central Oxfordshire, Milton Keynes and Aylesbury Vale and Western Corridor Blackwater Valley sub-regional strategies”
3.1 It is not considered that additional growth in Banbury and the ‘rural north of Cherwell’ would have an adverse impact on either Central Oxfordshire or the Milton Keynes sub regions.  Instead, it would enable a far greater proportion of the housing needs arising in this area to be met within the area.  If this is not permitted to occur and a pro-rata approach to any increase is adopted, the Plan will in fact be placing greater and unnecessary pressure on the Oxford Green Belt.  As a consequence further releases will need to be made to meet the development needs of a wider area than is necessary, as towns such as Banbury can and should be able to accommodate their requirements within and adjoining the town.  In so doing, it will be able to maintain its role as a sustainable community at least 30km from other towns of a comparable size; all as shown on the Plan accompanying this statement.
Jane Gardner
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