
Supplementary Papers

Oxfordshire Growth Board
held in the Virtual meeting viewable by weblink
on Tuesday, 22 September 2020 at 2.00 pm

The following reports marked to ‘to follow’ on the Agenda published 8 
September are attached. Please have these available alongside the main 
Agenda pack. 

3. Public participation  (Pages 87 - 88)
One public question and one public address received 

4. Growth Board Scrutiny Panel update  (Pages 89 - 95)
To receive the report and recommendations from the Growth Board Scrutiny Panel 
meeting held on Tuesday, 15 September 2020

7. Oxfordshire Economic Recovery Plan  (Pages 96 - 108)
Copies of the slides to be presented 



 

 

 
 

Public speakers  
22 September 2020 

 

Questions 

 
 

1. Julia Benning on behalf of Need Not Greed Oxfordshire 
 
Ref Agenda Item 11 - OxCam Arc Update: 
 
As far as Need not Greed Oxfordshire is aware, the promised publication of the Terms of 
Reference of the Arc Leaders / Arc Leaders Executive groups (as indicated at the July 
Growth Board meeting) has yet to take place.  Meanwhile, we note that Hatch Regeneris has 
been commissioned to help develop an economic prospectus for the Arc. 
 
Please can the Growth Board confirm: 
 

- how much public money is being allocated to this? 
 

- who is accountable for the work? 
 

- whether similar work/investment is taking place in relation to developing 
environmental/social prospectuses? 

 
- when the long awaited Terms of Reference will finally be published?  

 
Addresses: 
 

2. Michael Tyce on behalf of CPRE Oxfordshire on the Government’s proposed 
Planning White Paper and housing numbers.  

 
Since the system of Town and Country Planning began it has been the practice for 
the Government to provide general guidance on policy and official forecasts of 
population growth, and latterly household formation, to inform decision making whilst 
Local Authorities decided their own Local Plan numbers and locations. 
 
The old PPG system was torn up in 2012 and replaced with the National Planning 
Policy Framework intended to be the final word, but subsequently extended, clarified, 
and rewritten in 2019. There have been several attempts at a “standard method” by 
which Local Authorities should assess need, but in principle Local Authorities still 
decided. Now that is all to be turned on its head. 
 
Instead of housing numbers being decided by our local representatives, on the 
evidence, they are to be imposed nationally to fulfil a manifesto commitment. The 
new housing numbers calculation starts with the answer of 337,000 houses a year, 
and the arcane formula is created to arrive at it. 
 
The allocations to the Local Authorities are based not on need, or even the less 
tangible “requirement”, but on relative house prices. The higher the house prices, the 
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more houses you have to build. This will not reduce house prices as Kate Barker 
proved in her seminal report to Gordon Brown in 2008, because builders will only 
build what they can sell at current prices and are not about to devalue their own 
markets. Its only effect will be to bring more people to the area. As it happens 
Lichfields calculate that Oxfordshire would be required to build more or less the 
same number of houses as the Growth Deal, which the Government itself 
acknowledged was far greater than the number needed, all the time, every year, for 
ever, each time from a larger base. 
 
How this would interact with the Zoning to be imposed in the White Paper is not 
clear. Would the Zoning have to take more account of the number of houses to be 
built than it would of the need to protect the environment? How could broad brush 
zoning work in a crowded island where environmental assets are mingled with 
development? How will it impact on broader plans such as Oxfordshire 2050? 
What is clear though is that both of these proposals – the numbers and the zoning – 
will drain decision making even further away from the people most affected and the 
Local Authorities they rely on to reflect their interests. 
 
The South Oxfordshire experience where a new administration elected to scrap the 
submitted Local Plan it inherited from its predecessors has been forced by 
Government to take it to Examination, whatever the detailed rights and wrongs of the 
case, is as clear an indication as you need that this is a Government determined to 
enforce its will and how little flexibility will be tolerated. 
 
It is against that clear statement of intent that you need to consider the proposed 
imposition of housing numbers and broad-brush zoning. 
 
CPRE says that this is not so much an argument about the minutiae of the way these 
new diktats would work, important though that is, but that the diktats are themselves 
undemocratic and unacceptable because they disempower the Local Authorities we 
rely on (for better or worse) to represent us all. 
 
We urge the Growth Board, and its constituent authorities, to respond strongly 
to both the housing methodology and Planning White Paper consultations and 
the wholesale erosion of local democracy they represent. 
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To: Oxfordshire Growth Board 
Date: 22 September 2020
Report of: Growth Board Scrutiny Panel 
Title of Report: Recommendations from the Scrutiny Panel meeting of 

15 Sept 2020

Purpose of report:

Scrutiny Lead:

Recommendation:

To present recommendations from the Growth Board 
Scrutiny Panel meeting held on 15 September 2020 to the 
Growth Board. 

Councillor Andrew Gant, Chair of the Oxfordshire Growth 
Board Scrutiny Panel. 

That the Oxfordshire Growth Board states whether it 
agrees or disagrees with the recommendations in the 
body of this report.

Introduction and overview

1. The Scrutiny Panel would like to thank Councillor Emily Smith (Chair of the 
Oxfordshire Growth Board & Leader of the Vale of White Horse District Council), 
Bev Hindle (Growth Board Director), Andrew Down (Acting Deputy Chief 
Executive- South and Vale District Councils), Paul Staines (Service Delivery 
Manager - Housing & Growth Deal), Hannah Battye (Head of Infrastructure 
Delivery – Oxfordshire County Council), Hannah Doney (Head of Corporate 
Finance – Oxfordshire County Council), Susan Harbour (Strategic Partnerships 
Manager - South and Vale District Councils),  for attending the meeting to 
answer questions.

2. The Panel considered a public question from the Campaign for the Protection of 
Rural England (CPRE), in view of the granted extension of timelines of the 
Housing and Growth Deal by HM Government; the impact it would have on 
planning flexibilitie,s and the 3 & 5 year land supply within the districts.

Recommendation 1: That the Growth Board ask HM Government to provide 
greater clarity in terms of the planning flexibilities within the local 
authorities and implications on the 3 and 5 year land supply with regards 
to the granted extension of timelines of the Housing and Growth Deal.
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3. The Panel welcomed Councillor Emily Smith – Chair of the Growth Board who 
updated the Panel on Arc Leadership representatives and governance structure. 
The Chair of the Growth Board also emphasised the need to look beyond 
Carbon Zero into Carbon Negative which is a process of removing excess 
carbon from the environment.

4. The Panel also received a foundation document on the Oxford-Cambridge Arc 
Local Natural Capital Plan. The Panel discussed the Plan in detail raising 
questions on methods, sources, scales of measurement and impact of 
developments on natural capital. In addition, the Panel was interested in knowing 
more about the implementation of the Natural Capital Planning tool and 
investment toolkit. The Panel discussed the need for this Plan to have a status in 
the refresh of Local plans within districts. They further questioned environmental 
protections offered by this plan in addition to existing planning constraints of 
AONBs and Greenbelt. The Panel raised questions on the need for a county-
wide natural capital assessment, carbon sequestration objectives and 
consideration of flood risk areas within this plan.

Recommendation 2: That the Growth Board, when it receives a 
presentation on the Arc Local Natural Capital Plan, asks questions to 
understand:

 
i. What methodology and sources of information will be used in 

quantifying natural capital?
ii. What measurement will be used to assess the current level of natural 

capital, and to what extent this is being subsumed by development?
iii. How will the Natural Capital Planning tool and investment toolkit be 

practically implemented? 
iv. What additional protections will be added to existing planning 

constraints with regards to AONBs and the Greenbelt? 
                                                                                   

v. What status does the Local Natural Capital Plan have in the refresh of 
local plans within the districts? 

vi. Whether there is an ambition to undertake a natural capital assessment 
across the county?

vii. Whether there is an ambition to have carbon sequestration objectives 
within the Plan?

viii. How the existence of flood risk areas will be considered as part of the 
Plan?

ix. How the Plan links with the EEH Draft Transport Strategy? 

5. The Panel received an update from Bev Hindle – Growth Board Director on the 
Oxford-Cambridge Arc. The Panel agreed that in order to drive economic growth 
within the Arc it was important that manufacturing industries are established and 
that there was a need for teaching and training of engineering skills at all levels.

Recommendation 3: That the Growth Board in its aspirations of economic 
growth within the Oxford-Cambridge Arc organise workshops and events 
to –

i. Promote the establishment of manufacturing industries
ii. Promote teaching and training of engineering skills at all levels
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6. The Panel also considered the draft consultation responses by the Growth Board 
officers on the England Economic Heartland (EEH) draft Transport Strategy. On 
page 49, Policy 12, the Panel agreed  that terminology such as Northern and 
Southern Arc are confusing; Policy 23 that a spatial strategy for the Oxford-
Cambridge Arc should precede and efforts to build a transport plan; Policy 24 
that Central Oxfordshire should not be left out from investment in transport 
infrastructure especially with regards to the Oxfordshire Rail Corridor.

Recommendation 4: That the Growth Board again seeks clarity from HM 
Government concerning the current status of the Oxford to Cambridge 
Expressway project. 
Recommendation 5: The Scrutiny Panel supports the draft comments 
made by Growth Board on its consultation on the emerging EEH Draft 
Transport Strategy especially on policies 12, 23 & 24, 
 

7. The Panel also discussed the need for a stronger digital infrastructure network 
especially in a dynamic post-Covid world. The Panel emphasised the need for 
research into alternative autonomous transport combined with electric power. 
The Panel also discussed the lack of emphasis on the Oxfordshire Rail Corridor 
as a key Strategic area in the national rail infrastructure.

Recommendation 6: That the Growth Board, in responding to the EEH Draft 
Transport Strategy:

i. Gives greater importance to Digital Infrastructure considering the 
revelation of its importance in a post-Covid world. 

ii. Asks EEH to include research into autonomous vehicles in terms of 
personal, mass and freight transport in its strategy i.e. e-bikes, electric 
scooters, mid-level and long-range autonomous freight vehicles.

iii. Indicates the lack of emphasis on Oxfordshire Rail Corridor and its key 
strategic nature, not just as part of East-West rail, but as part of the 
national rail infrastructure. 

8. The Panel also received a report from Paul Staines on Housing and Growth Deal 
progress and from Hannah Doney on Housing and Growth Deal finance. The 
panel also discussed challenges met by developers during the Covid-19m 
Pandemic and the extent to which these can be overcome. The Panel also 
discussed the need for affordable housing to be desirable and challenges faced 
in delivering affordable housing.  

Future Work

9. As well as reviewing the Growth Board’s response to these recommendations at 
its next meeting on 17th November 2020, the Panel will also be considering in 
detail:

 Q2 Housing and Growth Deal Progress Report and Financial summary

 Oxford-Cambridge Arc Update
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 Oxfordshire Plan 2050 update (provisional)

 Devolution White Paper (provisional)

Report authors

Officer contact

Councillor Andrew Gant
Chair of the Growth Board Scrutiny Panel
Cllragant@Oxford.gov.uk 

Amit Alva
Oxfordshire Growth Board Scrutiny Officer
amit.alva@southandvale.gov.uk
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Appendix 1

Growth Board Draft response to recommendations of the Growth Board Scrutiny Panel 
Recommendations made on 15th September 2020

The Growth Board is requested to provide a draft response to the recommendations of the Scrutiny Panel, to be published as a supplement 
collectively with the Scrutiny Panel’s report, for decision at its meeting on 22 September 2020. 

Recommendation Agree
? Comment

Recommendation 1. That the Growth Board 
ask HM Government to provide greater clarity 
in terms of planning flexibilities within the 
local authorities and implications on the 3 and 
5 year land supply with regards to the granted 
extension of timelines of the Housing and 
Growth Deal.

Recommendation 2. That the Growth Board, 
when it receives a presentation on the Arc 
Local Natural Capital Plan, asks questions to 
understand: 

i. What methodology and sources 
of information will be used in 
quantifying natural capital?

ii. What measurement will be used 
to assess the current level of 
natural capital, and to what 
extent this is being subsumed 
by development?

iii. How will the Natural Capital 
Planning tool and investment 
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toolkit be practically 
implemented? 

iv. What additional protections will 
be added to existing planning 
constraints with regards to 
AONBs and the Greenbelt? 
            

           
v. What status does the Local 

Natural Capital Plan have in the 
refresh of local plans within the 
districts? 

vi. Whether there is an ambition to 
undertake a natural capital 
assessment across the county?

vii. Whether there is an ambition to 
have carbon sequestration 
objectives within the Plan?

viii. How the existence of flood risk 
areas will be considered as part 
of the Plan?

ix. How the Plan links with the EEH 
Draft Transport Strategy? 

Recommendation 3. That the Growth Board 
in its aspirations of economic growth within 
the Oxford-Cambridge Arc organise 
workshops and events to –

i. Promote the establishment of 
manufacturing industries
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ii. Promote teaching and training 
of engineering skills at all levels

Recommendation 4.  That the Growth Board 
again seeks clarity from HM Government 
concerning the current status of the Oxford to 
Cambridge Expressway project. 

Recommendation 5. The Scrutiny Panel 
supports the draft comments made by Growth 
Board on its consultation on the emerging 
EEH Draft Transport Strategy especially on 
policies 12, 23 & 24.

Recommendation 6. That the Growth Board, 
in responding to the EEH Draft Transport 
Strategy:

i. Gives greater importance to 
Digital Infrastructure considering 
the revelation of its importance 
in a post-Covid world. 

ii. Asks EEH to include research 
into autonomous vehicles in 
terms of personal, mass and 
freight transport in its strategy 
i.e. e-bikes, electric scooters, 
mid-level and long-range 
autonomous freight vehicles.

iii. Indicates the lack of emphasis 
on Oxfordshire Rail Corridor 
and its key strategic nature, not 
just as part of East-West rail, 
but as part of the national rail 
infrastructure. 
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Oxfordshire’s Economic Recovery Plan: 

Preliminary Findings 

Oxfordshire Growth Board

22 September 2020

P
age 96

A
genda Item

 7



Study Context & Progress

1. Develop programme of measures to support 

Oxfordshire’s economy through a 3-year period of 

Recovery/Renewal, post COVID-19

2. Complement proposals developed under LIS 

Investment Plan

3. Align with emerging government policy agenda

1

Week commencing

Board Meetings

ERP Baseline Analysis & 

Projections

ERP Project Development

ERP Plan Writing

Growth Board Meeting

ERG Monthly Meeting

OGNA project

CSR

30 Nov 07 Dec 14 Dec 21 Dec 28 Dec26 Oct 02 Nov 09 Nov 16 Nov 23 Nov31 Aug 07 Sep 14 Sep 21 Sep 28 Sep 05 Oct 12 Oct 19 Oct
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The Socioeconomic Baseline – Key messages
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Employment Impacts

3Data Source: HMRC, Coronavirus Job Retention Scheme statistics
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Spatial Employment Impacts

4Source: Oxfordshire JANA, 11 August
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Business Impacts – UK Overview

5Data Source: BICS, 2020
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Town/City Centres

6Data Sources: Centre for Cities, Google Mobility Report

Footfall in the city centre indexed to pre lockdown averages
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ERP Thematic Group Messages

 Business: Vital to understand mixed picture – ‘massively

damaging’ to ‘unbelievably good’

 Inclusive Economy: Disadvantaged places must be fixed as 

part of ‘County whole’, not addressed in isolation

 Jobs & Skills: Position won't clarify until end of Furlough 

scheme, so care on overly-early judgements needed

 Rural Economy: Farming unscathed, tourism/events struggling

 Strategic Sites: Demand for R&D space higher than ever –

focus on where to encourage build-out

 Town Centres: Oxford hard hit; spaces need repurposing

 Green Recovery: Strong public appetite for green recovery, but 

coordinated leadership required

 Visitor Economy: Significant decline of international visitors & 

city centre footfall
7
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Interim Recovery Projections
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Approach & methodology

 COVID-19 impact modelled at national level for 45 

sectors. Regional/local area impact depends on:

➢How local individual sectors have performed vs 

national/regional average historically

➢How well these sectors are represented

 For Oxfordshire, raw modelling outputs have been 

sense-checked & the short-run adjusted in line with 

past/present indicators collected by Steer-ED

 Have also been reconciled with CE's work on appraising 

Oxfordshire’s long-run sectoral growth prospects (as part 

of OGNA)

9
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Oxfordshire Sectoral Recoveries

 Some sectors see shallow drop & rapid recovery: Professional services, 

Information & Communication, Manufacturing & Real Estate – circled in green.

 Distribution, transport, accommodation & food, & Arts, entertainment & recreation

are harder hit with slower subsequent recovery – circled in red

10
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Recovery by geography

 Graph shows GVA changes 2019-30 & 2030 (Indexed to 100 at 2019)

 All districts impacted, severity depends on sectoral composition, & history of 

performance in previous recovery periods

11

 Cherwell & West 

Oxfordshire are 

initially worst affected 

within county: around 

UK average

 Vale of White Horse 

least impacted

 All districts fully 

recovered by 2023

 All districts perform 

better than UK 

average from 2023 

onwards
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Next Steps

 Map extant potential projects for Recovery Plan (now)

 Review projects for gap filling (28 Sept start; 2 weeks to 

submit) – sense-check post-furlough; 

 Propose projects for portfolio(purpose, feasibility, 

contribution to Portfolio (9 October)

 Select & advance the Portfolio Projects (3 weeks, begins 

12th October)

 Growth Board check & challenge session (November)

 LEP Board meeting to discuss draft ERP (December)

 Growth Board update (January)

12
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