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PROGRESS REPORT July & August 2021 

for Members of the Executive Committee  

 

Items included here are for information and reference. Please address any comments or 

queries to the relevant contributor.     

 

1. Oxfordshire Futures Group             Ian Green 723289 

 

Draft response to the Oxfordshire 2050 Plan consultation circulated separately 

 

2. Communications Group   Hilary Bradley 762418 / Tony Turton 765727 

 

A quiet month.  Focus has been on finalising the summary of the debates held earlier 

this year and starting to put together the next, 150th, edition of Visions. 

 

3. Membership___________________                  Liz Grosvenor 765453  

 

Nothing to report 

 

4. Communities                                                                        Gillian Coates 262203 

 

See Appendix A – notes on meeting of Community Impact Group on 15/9/21, with 

draft questionnaire for Residents’ Associations 

 

5. Planning                                     Gillian Coates 262203  

 

See Appendix B – notes on a meeting on 20/9/21  

and Appendix C – draft report on Broad Street pedestrianisation 

 

6. Transport Group   Juliet Blackburn 554017 / Andrew Pritchard 240014   

 

See Appendix D – draft notes on a meeting on 23/9/21 

 

7. Programme Group                   _____________ Ian Salusbury  

• The two Oscar Nemon visits (morning and afternoon of 11th September) 

attracted 10 (the maximum) and 6 attendees respectively.  

• The first “in person” talk in 18 months, on Salters Steamers (15th September), 

had 49 attendees 

• 12 people have registered for the Tap Social visit (9th October), which is our last 

visit of the year 

 

8. OxClean      Gillian Coates (721810) / Natasha Robinson 

No report 

9. Housing Policy Group     Peter 558616 / Tony 765727  

 

No report 
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10. Keith Holly Legacy                                                        Peter Thompson 558616 

 

In collaboration with representatives of Oxford Pedestrians’ Association (OxPA), it has 

been decided that of the £20,000 legacy made originally to OxPA but now being 

administered by OCS, £2,500 should be contributed to the Woodland Walk project 

which has been promoted by the Friends of Cutteslowe and Sunnymead Park (FCSP). 

This project is intended to make the paths through the wooded area in the south-

east of Cutteslowe Park accessible in all weathers and seasons, whilst avoiding 

compromising the natural feel. Keith Holly lived locally to the park and was an 

enthusiastic supporter. 

FCSP have now concluded the design and specification for the proposed works, and 

tenders have been submitted by two contractors. Funding through contributions from 

various sources has been confirmed, and FCSP are now in a position to proceed. The 

Trustees of OCS have agreed to the release of £2,500 from the legacy funds held by 

the Society. This should enable an order to be placed by FCSP with the preferred 

contractor, Oxford Direct Services. 

It is currently proposed that the balance of the Keith Holly legacy should be used for 

the erection of a number of benches at various locations to enhance and encourage 

the experience of walking in the city. It has been established that a scheme is 

available whereby Oxford City Council will undertake the installation and continuing 

maintenance of privately-funded benches and the process of identification of suitable 

locations is proceeding on this basis. 
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APPENDIX A: Community Impact Group 

 

Notes of the Second meeting held on Wednesday 15 September 2021 

Present: Gillian Coates, Chair (GC), Margaret Maden (MM), Thelma Martin (TM) 

Apologies: Louise Thomas (LT). 

 

1. Notes and Matters Arising: refer to items discussed below. 

 

2. Report on Activities to date: 

(i) Gillian Coates reported that 

Ian Green is representing OCS on the main Steering Group of the Oxfordshire Inclusive 

Economy Partnership (hereafter referred to as OIEP). He will attend a meeting on 29 

September and report back to this group; 

Contact has been made with the Bernard Grenville Jones (joint interim lead) Educational 

Attainment group and with Adrian Sell, CEO Oxford Community Foundation and member 

of Place-based interventions group;  

GC had met (via Zoom) with the Council’s Locality Hubs team and is invited to attend 

their meetings (Tuesday 9.30 – 11.00), and their weekly learning sessions (Wednesday, 

4.30-5.15). The latter may offer an opportunity for OCS to speak to a gathering of 

community groups. 

(ii) Margaret Maden reported that 

Following the introductory meeting with GC and BGJ, she is in contact with Bernard 

Grenville Jones and Shelley Ghazi and has been invited to attend meetings of the 

Educational Attainment [EI] Group – she is unable to attend the October meeting but will 

be available for the meeting on 24 November. 

(iii) Thelma Martin reported that  

She has been invited to attend a meeting of the Place-based Interventions [PBI] group 

(date TBC) and she had made contact with Rosie Rowe (Interim lead of the group) and 

established RRs interests are quality of life, green spaces for existing and new builds.  

The introductory meeting with Adrian Sell (CEO Oxford Community Foundation) 

established a good contact. Sell has access to funding so may be a useful contact vis a 

vis grants for community projects that may arise from the work of OCIG. 

To date there has been no further discussion vis a vis Young Civics. 

(iv) In the absence of Louise Thomas there was no information relating to the 

Inclusive Employers [IE] group. Interim leads have been named as Mark 

Beard and Phil Southall (PS). 

[POST MEETING – GC will approach PS for an update on this group] 

 

3. Proposal for Survey/Questionnaire to Resident Associations and 

Communities Groups [Annex 1] 

Some minor changes to the draft were suggested and it was agreed this should now be 

sent out.  

GC felt that the Locality Hubs team may be a useful source for a fairly comprehensive list 

of these groups. TM pointed out the difficulty of keeping such a list up to date given 

some groups are active only when there is a problem on their doorstep.  Another 

approach could be directly to councillors but as many were newly elected, they may not 

have a firm grip on what is happening in their area.  

[POST MEETING – GC will approach the Council officer responsible for the Residents’ 

Forum meetings to inquire if she has a reasonably comprehensive list.  In a meeting with 

Tom Bridgeman in July he indicated such a list existed] 
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4. Proposals for further initiatives 

It was felt that (i) until the WGs have met and (ii) until there is some feedback from the 

survey/questionnaire this should be put on hold. 

 

5. Any other business:  

(i) Build back Fairer events – the event on 23 September at 12 noon ‘How 

child-friendly planning and design can save cities’ would be attended by 

TM as closely related to the PBI group. 

(ii) Waterways – TM reported Iffley RA have raised the issue of bathing 

places along the Thames, with special reference to the area adjacent to 

Donnington Bridge. 

 

6. Next meeting:  Potentially, Friday 26th November at 11 am, Ashmolean Café

  [TBC] 

[POST MEETING – DATE AND TIME AGREED. PLEASE DIARY] 

 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Annex 1 

 

 
 

TO: OXFORD RESIDENTS’ ASSOCIATIONS AND COMMUNITY GROUPS 

OCS is a Society for people who care about Oxford, want to enjoy it fully and help shape 

its future. Our aims are to improve Oxford as a city in which to live and work and to help 

people to enjoy and appreciate our rich heritage. Read more about our activities at 

https://www.oxcivicsoc.org.uk/ 

 

Oxford Civic Society has recently set up a Working Group, Oxford Community Impact 

Group (OCIG) with a remit ‘to co-operate with Oxford’s residents’ associations 

and community groups to develop and campaign for community led solutions to 

shared problems’.  OCS OCIG is working closely with the Oxfordshire Inclusive 

Economy Partnership (OIEP), is a member of the Steering Group and is represented on 

three of the OIEP working groups, namely Place-based interventions, Educational 

Attainment and Inclusive Employers. 

 

OCIG would like to gather information from organisations such as yours to inform us of  

(i) Aspirations you have for your community;  

(ii) Local issues that concern you;  

(iii) how you have tackled issues of concern; 

(iv) what could be done to assist you in achieving your current and future goals; 

(v) what could OCIG do to assist you in achieving your goals. 

https://www.oxcivicsoc.org.uk/
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Aspirations you have for your community 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Local issues that concern you 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How you have tackled issues of concern 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What could be done to assist you in achieving your current and future goals 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What could OCIG do to assist you in achieving your goals 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Would your members be interested in meeting with OCIG to discuss some of 

these issues?     YES  /  NO 
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Residents Association/Community Group:

 __________________________________________ 

 

Contact Person:   

 __________________________________________ 

 

Contact details*: Email:  

 __________________________________________ 

 

   Tel.No:  

 __________________________________________ 

 

*In accordance with GDPR we undertake not to share your details with any 

third party. Details will be used for OCS purposes only in connection with the 

activities of OCIG. 
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APPENDIX B: Planning Group 

 

Notes of a meeting held on Monday 20th September 2021 at 17.00  

Present: Gillian Argyle (GA), Elise Benjamin (EB), Clive Booth (CB), Gillian Coates (GC), 

Jim Girling (JiG), John Goddard (JoG), Ian Green (IG), Tony Joyce (TJ), David Nimmo 

Smith (DNS), Sue Stewart (SS), Peter Thompson (PT). 

 

Apologies: Richard Hayward (RH), Eleanor Howard (EH), Neil MacLennan (NM), Geoffrey 

Randell (GR), Tim Treacher (TT). 

 

1. Notes of previous meeting and Matters Arising. 

 

2. Issues Pending (retained as aides memoire) 

Introducing the National Model Design Code 

1 Quarry High Street: Latest news is Mr Beecher does not intend to submit a 

retrospective application. Therefore, the Council have started to procure for an 

independent surveyor report to be undertaken of the site. We will be kept 

informed.   

Design South East: meeting to be arranged re Oxford Design Panel. IG will take 

this forward. 

Bayswater Brook Development Working Group 

Covered Market Masterplan: GC meeting with Ted Maxwell rescheduled to 4 

October 

 Oxpens/Osney 

Nuffield West end 

 Meeting with Oxford City Planners: GC has chased this up with AM and he is 

looking at dates. 

 Reading (HBS) research report - pending 

 Statement of Community Involvement – report pending 

 Transport and Development Strategy – meetings with Duncan Enright 

 

3. Applications for Discussion:  

i. Comments Summary WLists 36,37: comments will be submitted 

regarding 21/01539 (Barns Road) and 21/01699 (Town Furze) 

ii. 21/02166 Templars Shopping Park: the proposal to install a takeaway 

restaurant in a recycled shipping container is a novel idea.  This is one of a 

growing number of applications to locate food takeaway units on 

pavements and grass areas adjacent to shops.  It is clearly an issue for 

the Planners but Environmental Health should play a role here as the 

applicant claims that no connection to drainage or water supply is 

required. Inadequate arrangements for refuse collection are proposed and 

need to be revisited. 

iii. 21/02010 27-28 St Clements: the Group commented on a previous 

version. Amended documents have been submitted and will be scrutinized 

with a report to the next meeting. 

iv. 21/02419 263 Iffley Road: DNS had looked at this and had no 

comments. GC had asked EB to scrutinize given the local community value 

of the building.  GC had also scrutinized the application and had been 

assured that this was a reasonable proposal. 

v. 21/02431 Meadow Larkins Lane: PT and JIG had looked at this and 

had no comments to make. 

vi. 21/02215 385 Cowley Road: GC had some initial concerns vis a vis this 

development but on balance it will be good use of a brownfield site in the 

city. 
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vii. Jericho Wharf:  it was clear from TJs report that little has changed and 

stalemate remains. The only sensible solution would be for the current 

application to be withdrawn and a new and accurate one be submitted.  

This would likely raise more issues than it would solve, thus parties are 

resigned to continue to try and reach some solution.  To be continued. 

 

4. Pre-application Consultations 

(i) Canalside development: JIG and PT indicated there were no issues of 

concern. 

(ii) Barton Park development: PT reported a site visit will be organized for 

early March 2022. 

(iii) Nuffield refurbishment: an invitation has been received to comment on 

proposals for the college.   

[POST MEETING: scheduled for 8 October at 1.30 pm] 

 

 

5. Residents’ Forum: there had been a number of administrative and technical 

issues relating to this Council organized meeting and not all those who planned to 

attend were able to participate.  Those that did attend reported there was no new 

information provided that needed to be discussed in this forum. 

TJ suggested that a hierarchy chart and a staff list would be a helpful document 

to circulate. GC indicated this would be an issue to raise with Andy Murdoch when 

the Group meet with some of the Planning Team. 

 

6. Land Value Capture webinar: JoG reported that arrangements were taking 

good shape with only a few externals to pursue.  Now would be a good time for 

the internals to meet to discuss the outline for the discussion.  This would take 

place on Monday 27th September at 17.00 hrs.  In addition to CB, GC, IG, 

JOG, PT, Bob Price and John Walker would be invited to attend.  PT indicated he 

would not be able to attend the meeting.    [ACTION:GC] 

            

7. Proposal for a Working Group on Empty Retail Spaces: it was agreed to get 

this project up and running and EB will give further thought to its remit and 

membership.  Geoffrey Randell had already expressed an interest and she will 

discuss ideas with him and report back to the Planning Group. 

 

 

8. Exploring the Role of Civic Societies in the Planning System: the Group did 

not support the proposal from Civic Voice that civic societies should be regarded 

as statutory consultees, viz given formal status in the planning system.  There 

were many objections to this proposal: primarily self-selecting individuals, elite 

groups solely focussed on their own area, erosion of independence, lack of public 

consultation. The OCS has influence vis a vis planning and this is done by 

communicating and working with local councillors and planning officers (perhaps 

it is not the case for other societies). The Group will respond to the questionnaire 

devised by Civic Voice and administered by the University of Reading. IG, VP and 

GC will undertake this.        

 [ACTION] 

 

9. Press Opportunities 

(i) Future of Planning Bill:  potentially lots to say and the ministerial 

change may have a significant impact on what comes forward.  
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(ii) Historic England Research project: PT has written an excellent 

response to this Report which could easily represent 4-5 press pieces on 

where Oxford stands appertaining to balancing heritage and growth. 

 

10. Any other business: 

(i) POETS paper: there is nothing in the paper that is new or to which the 

Group object. 

(ii) Waterways management: IG drew attention to the Council’s 2019 

brochure ‘Oxford Waterways: A Shared Vision. For a city surrounded by 

waterways it seems wholly inappropriate for this important role to be 

shared by a part-time officer without any official clout. There is a 

considerable amount of work that could and should be undertaken. How 

can this be taken forward? EB suggested making contact M Davis an 

expert in waterways development.      

   [ACTION: EB] 

Other potential contacts were suggested – S Pressel re biodiversity; D 

Dance re OPT interest in the river and the restoration of the Swing Bridge.  

(iii) Reopening the Canal Basin: EB was keen to revive this idea but it was 

made clear that Nuffield (who now own the land (250 yr lease from Christ 

Church) have no intention of including this in their proposals for the West 

End. 

11. For Information:  

Broad Street Survey: GC is preparing a report on the outcomes of this exercise. 

Oxfordshire 2050 Plan: consultation closes 8 October 

 

12. Next meeting:  Monday 4th October 2021 at 17.00 hrs 

GC raised the issue of a revival of the Wednesday meetings in St Aldate’s. On 

balance the Group favoured the continuation of the fortnightly Zoom meetings 

where more business is covered. However, there was enthusiasm to have a 

monthly social f2f coffee meeting.  Day and time to be agreed. 

Christmas lunch: it was proposed that a lunch is held in Rewley House. CB 

undertook to make the arrangements. 

[POST MEETING – fixed for Monday 13th December at 12.30] 
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APPENDIX C: Draft Report on Broad Street pedestrianisation 

 

 

 

 

 

PEDESTRIANISING BROAD STREET  

PREAMBLE 

Broad Street must surely be one of the most beautiful spaces in the city with its 

handsome and dignified architecture, its wonderful vistas and the central role it plays in 

the ceremonial life of the University. But it is not being used to its full potential.  Without 

traffic and parking the street could provide a focal point for leisure and entertainment 

with scope for creative, changing uses.   

 

The Society were involved with the Council and the designers LDA in the planning of the 

current pilot scheme for the pedestrianisation of Broad Street, starting with the west 

end, to be known as ‘Broad Street Meadow’. We hope that eventually the whole of Broad 

Street can be part of this aspiration. This may take years to fully deliver but now is the 

time to start! 

 

To gauge public opinion OCS authored the Survey but its release was delayed at the 

request of the Council on the grounds that it could pre-empt the launch and lead to some 

confusion as to the proposals for the pilot.  OCS acceded to this request and the Survey 

was held back until after the Council’s official press release on 1 July.  It was noted that 

on the 1st July the Council had also opened its own consultation which continues to 29 

October1  Delaying our own Survey until the pilot was up and running was useful as, having 

seen the design in situ, it allowed us to fine-tune our questions.  

 

RESPONSE 

The OCS Survey opened on 27th July with a closing date of 23rd August. It contained 21 

questions (5 contained subsections) and 4 of which allowed free text answers  

 

The Survey generated a total of 168 responses: this was a disappointing response 

compared to the Covered Market survey, April 2021.  Those living in OX2 represented the 

largest group of respondents – 40%.2 

We believe the low response to our Survey be attributed to the simultaneous existence of 

the Council consultation, which very closely resembled the questions posed in the OCS 

Survey. According to the Council the response rate to their consultation currently stands 

at 500+. 

 

As can be seen from the statistics in the Appendix, not all respondents answered all the 

questions.  However, in general the response rate varied only slightly across questions, 

ranging between 129 – 169 respondents. 

The questions that generated the least answers were 4a (99) which related to parking, 

and 8d Open text (93) related to the general design and organization of space. Not all 

 
1 Link to Council consultation https://consultation.oxford.gov.uk/regeneration-economy/broad-street-
summer-2021/consultation/intro/ 

 
2 Postcode breakdown was OX1 14%; OX2 40%; OX3 14%; OX4 23%, other OX 6%, Outwith 3%. 

https://consultation.oxford.gov.uk/regeneration-economy/broad-street-summer-2021/consultation/intro/
https://consultation.oxford.gov.uk/regeneration-economy/broad-street-summer-2021/consultation/intro/
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respondents were members of OCS – of the 168, 129 were members, 37 were non-

members. 3 

 

Appendix 1 contains the detailed results of the Survey. 

 

ANALYSIS 

 

The overall response in favour of pedestrianisation was 83%, and 65% had no reservations 

about the proposals. 71% of the respondents do not use the parking facilities in the Broad, 

and 87% either walk or cycle. 60% of respondents visit or pass through the Broad at least 

once a week. 

65% of respondents had no reservations about the loss of parking but many recognized 

that some element should be retained for disabled parking and arrangements for motor 

cycles should not be ignored. One respondent observed that the total number of spaces 

for motor cycles had been reduced as a consequence of the pilot.  

 

What respondents value most about Broad Street is its architecture and the opportunity 

to stop, sit and watch the world go by. The Survey revealed that people feel green space 

in the city centre is scarce. Whereas colleges benefit from quiet green spaces, these are 

normally closed to the general public and visitors.  The most frequently visited green 

spaces in Oxford identified in the Survey were the University Parks (82%) and Christ 

Church Meadow (72%).  Beautiful though these spaces are, cycles are banned and the 

Broad has the advantage of easy, unrestricted access and parking, together with the 

presence of shops, cafes and plentiful seating.  

 

42% of respondents felt that for safety purposes there should be designated separate 

lanes for pedestrians and cyclists and a further 31% felt that there should be a requirement 

for cyclists to dismount at particular times of day (as in the other city centre streets, 

Cornmarket and Queen Street for example).  A disadvantage of implementing a designated 

system could destroy the Broad visually if it was necessary to mark out the road surfaces. 

 

On the newly-organized scheme itself, 76% approved of the random location of seating 

benches; 73% valued the inclusion of flower and lawn beds, and 68% felt the inclusion of 

a central entertainment area was crucial to add to the vibrancy of the space, providing 

concerts and street performances. It is noteworthy that during the pilot there have been 

a number of events, for example the Alice weekend and the Great British Green Week. 

Such events attract young and old, are entertaining, educational and interactive. 

 

Of course, there were some objections to the pilot and these centred around the potential 

noise and disruption that an entertainment area could generate (31%) and one respondent 

objected to a proliferation of planters, bollards and signage which ‘is destroying the city 

visually’. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

It was encouraging that the concept of the proposals put forward were generally supported 

by the respondents. There were few objections, those that we noted related to the poor 

quality of materials used and maintenance of the installation.  By its very nature this pilot 

was a temporary construction designed to visualize the concept if it was to become a 

permanent feature.  

 

When the Council’s consultation closes on 26th October the working group will analyse the 

results and make recommendations to the Council on what future steps might be taken.  

If permanent pedestrianisation goes ahead a new design must be prepared and a larger 

budget will be required to fund the project.   Looking to the ultimate goal, which is the 

 
3 OCS must find a way of harnessing the interest of these non-members 
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total pedestrianisation of the Broad, this will be an issue that must be considered by both 

City and County. With the general support of the people of Oxford this may be possible, 

although we recognize that funding and the potential loss of income from parking, may be 

an insurmountable problem.  But we should be optimistic 

 

 

APPENDIX 1 

QUESTIONS POSED 

 

1. Would you support the pedestrianisation of Broad Street? 

2. How often do you visit/pass through Broad Street? 

3. How do you access Broad Street? 

4. When you visit/pass through Broad Street, what is your main purpose?  

5. How frequently do you visit the cafés/pub on Broad Street? 

 

With special reference to the current West-end pilot and assuming you have 

visited the newly organized space  

 

6. Design – Organization of space - Does the existing design work? 

7. Creative uses – central entertainment area 

Is its current location well or badly placed?    

8. Do you support the prospect of outside entertainment? 

9. Where else in the city centre can/do you currently enjoy a tranquil green space? 

10. Do you think there should be a designated separate lane for cyclists and 

pedestrians in Broad Street? 

11. What do you most value about Broad Street? 

12. Based on your experiences of, and reaction to, the current pilot, would you 

support the closing of the East end (Sheldonian end) to traffic and the extension 

of a similar scheme for the whole of Broad Street? 

 

STATISTICS 

 

Question no. Respondents Question no. Respondents 

1 168  9 129 

2 164 10a 160 

3 169 10b 158 

4 169 10c 159 

4a  99 11 164 

5 169 11a       

FREE TEXT 

 

6 169 12 165 

7 157 13 164 

8a 151 14 166 

8b 140 14a       

FREE TEXT 

 

8c 150 15 166 

8d        FREE 

TEXT 

 93   15a       

FREE TEXT 

 

  16 168 

 
 Note: Questions 15, 15a, 16 related to OCS membership and respondent’s 

postcode.  

 

 

 

[PENDING: EXAMPLES OF FREE TEXT ANSWERS]  
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APPENDIX D: Transport Group 

 

DRAFT Notes of a Zoom meeting on 24 September 2021, 10.15 a.m. 

  

Present: Juliet Blackburn (JCB), John Broad (JLB), Chris Church, Tony Joyce, Penelope 

Lenon. Andrew Pritchard, Peter Thompson (chair), Tim Wilson 

Apologies: Ian Green, Peter Headicar, Alison Hill, Graham Jones, Mary Kroll, Neil 

Maclennan, David Nimmo-Smith, Jonathan Scheele, Graham Smith  

 

0. JCB asked whether we should be discussing Oxford North and putting in a comment, 

but PT said that he felt that there was not enough in the planning document to justify a 

new response. JLB said that there needed to be coordination with Cherwell District Council. 

Highways were, as usual, the problem. 

 

1. Actions from last meeting, not picked up on the main agenda 

1.1 Paper in Finance 

JCB said that she had decided not to proceed with this. 

1.2 Bridges over the river in central Oxford 

In the absence of GS this was postponed until the next meeting. 

1.3 YHA future 

JCB had been trying to get a response from the YHA, which was currently being rented out 

to the City Council as accommodation for down-and-outs. She had asked about possible 

alternative sites, but had had no reply. 

1.4 Suggested Speakers for OCS Tourism debate 

No additional names had been put forward beyond the list put forward at the last meeting 

(item 8, 20 August meeting). PT said he would take this up with Ian Salisbury and IG. 

  

2. West End (Oxpens, Osney Mead, Island Site and Rail Station) 

TJ said that AP’s note on the proposed new west entrance for the station had been seen 

by the planning group, who had not had much to add to it. There had not been a formal 

planning application. AP was worried that no attention had been paid to the next Phase 

(Phase 3) that would involve knocking down the existing station to allow for a further 

through track on the eastern side, and thus a new station building that would inevitably 

reduce the space for modal interchange on what would be left of the forecourt. JLB noted 

that each part of the East-West Rail project had had to be approved through planning 

applications. What was needed was a future design for the whole transport hub and 

associated area; different parts could then be separately project managed. PT said he 

would make enquiries at the City Council. He would put it to IG that there should be a 

proper inclusion of a transport hub. We needed to have a meeting with Tom Bridgman 

(City development director). TJ said that he felt that the Oxpens development was being 

pushed forward faster. Network Rail typically did not care about the environment for 

passengers.    

 

3. LTCP5 

PH had circulated a brief update on this (dated 17 September). The latest draft included 

(at PH’s request, supported by the Transport Group) a section on decarbonisation as the 

‘overriding challenge’, and a diagram showing which of the individual policy areas 

addressed it. The Plan was rooted in the Vision Statement published earlier, aiming for a 

zero-carbon transport system, to be achieved by reducing the need to travel, discouraging 

unnecessary car journeys, and making sustainable modes the natural first choice, but it 

gave no idea of how this might be achieved. The ‘Part 1’ document was essentially a list 

of high-level aspirational policy statements, but nothing spatial or scheme specific at this 

stage, so nothing to link it with OxPlan 2050, or what might come after the Expressway. 

The document would go for approval to cabinet on 19 October, with public consultation in 

November or December. Next year would see work on ‘Part 2’, a series of area and corridor 
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strategies in which the policies will be applied to generate putative schemes to generate 

funding. PH felt that there was an unresolved dilemma between projected traffic growth 

and the policies that ostensibly aimed to reduce traffic.  

 

JLB commented that CPRE had looked at what would happen as a result of the projected 

population increases in three phases. The number of patients per doctor had been used as 

one measure of the increase. He said that there was a lot of double counting all the way 

through, and the numbers were largely guesswork. PT asked JLB to circulate the report. 

He noted that current plans still were using the 2014 SHMA numbers, for which the driver 

was to build enough houses for some to be affordable, so it was all tied up with housing 

policy. JLB said that 2021 census figures should be used.   

 

4. City Centre Vision and Action Plans 

In IG’s absence there was nothing to report. 

 

5. LCWIPS 

JCB had talked to GS about recent correspondence about ‘Quickways’ for cyclists. Were 

these part of LCWIPs? 

  

6. OXIS Consultation on Infrastructure Plans in Oxfordshire 

GS had circulated a memo on the discussion on the Street Design Guide at cabinet on 21st 

September, at which he had made a presentation. All the councillors who spoke had 

criticisms, including Cllr Gant who asked why the Guide had come to Council when it was 

obviously incomplete. GS felt that there was an existential problem with connectivity that 

had to be faced up to. The built form consequences of policy objectives had to be explained 

and drawn in a revised draft. JCB had spoken to GS, who complained that the engineers 

didn’t use the current version. PT said that designing to the guide should be compulsory, 

and he noted that there was no reference to Manual for Streets, which was a government 

(DfT) publication. JLB said that officers were working to government guidance and local 

plans, which could be in conflict. A change of government was needed. As regards OXIS 

he noted that although the Expressway had been cancelled, the part from Milton Keynes 

to Oxford could still happen. TJ said that there was nothing about the A34 or moving 

containers to rail, and AP reminded the meeting that Orion Rail was trialling a system for 

moving smaller packages by rail in converted electrical multiple units that could keep up 

with passenger trains. They would be loaded and off-loaded in mobile racks at freight 

interchanges near cities; Oxford Parkway might be a suitable location for Oxford, though 

JLB said that Upper Heyford had been suggested for a transfer station. 

.  

7. Rail matters 

AP had attended the AGM of the local Thames Valley branch of Railfuture, at which a 

number of interesting points had arisen. John Ellis, chair of the Cotswold Line Promotion 

Group, had spoken about progress. The Group was Stratford-based, and they were aiming 

to re-open the rail links to Honeybourne (on the Oxford-Worcester line) and thence to 

Cheltenham, which a study by Arup in 2012 had shown to be realistic. The connection to 

Birmingham from Oxford via Stratford was only two miles longer than via Banbury, and 

could be a useful diversion route. Stratford was like Oxford, with a large visitor economy, 

high house prices, but many low-paid jobs. Connection to Oxford was thought to be useful 

for education. They had a grant from the DfT’s Reversing the Railway fund, which gave 

75% of costs up to £50k for economic studies and the business case, and had some 

financial support from local councils. 

 

A second presentation was given by Charles Maynard, Chair of the Witney-Oxford Railway 

group. They had hired E-rail to look at the incremental value of linking the 10,500 houses 

to be built in the area to rail; this would produce an extra £600M in value, half of which 

would go to the developer, and half to build the rail link. There was at present no intent 

to build a station at Eynsham, but in talks with the developer Grosvenor, he had persuaded 

them to leave a 50-metre corridor for alternative transport alongside the A40. E-rail were 
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also doing a 6-week physical route study of the Cowley branch reopening proposal, 

including a link to the houses to be built to the south of Grenoble Road. He expected the 

cost of reopening the branch to passenger use to be around £100M. TJ said that Clive 

Booth had been unimpressed by the movement to make rail links to Witney, when the 

future Oxford station was unbuilt.  

 

Other points were that Arriva Rail is apparently considering reducing the number of trains 

per hour via Oxford to Birmingham from two to one. AP had asked about Railfuture’s view 

on electrification, and was told that with only one pot of money assumed to be available 

they were more interested in extending the railway rather than electrifying it. A similar 

question about Phase 3 of works at Oxford station (new track to the east and a new station) 

produced no response, though the plans for a new western entrance were applauded. 

 

PT commented that Ian Baxter was involved with the Cotswold Line, and suggested that 

we should try to arrange a meeting. AP said he would contact NF, who knew Baxter. CC 

thought it was more important to look at the wider issues such as four-tracking to Didcot.     

 

8. Tourism Management 

DW had not yet reported. 

  

9. Actions 

9.1 PT to contact the City Council about progress for a transport hub in the station area.  

9.2 PT to ask IG about arranging a meeting with Tom Bridgman about developments in 

West Central Oxford. 

9.3 JLB to circulate the CPRE report on the effects of population increases in the Arc. 

9.4 AP to contact NF about arranging a meeting with Ian Baxter on rail-related matters. 

9.5 GS to draft a policy paper on bridges. 

9.6 DW to report on progress with tourism management. 

9.7 PT to take up with Ian Salisbury and IG the question of speakers for the Tourism 

debate. 

    

10. AOB 

There was none. 

 

11. Date of next meeting 

This was fixed for 5 November at 10.15 a.m. by Zoom. AP would send out the Agenda. 

  


