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Are there other ways of identifying housing need that should have been 
considered? 

YES. 

CPRE recognises and supports the need to provide housing to all that need it, and 
that it should be affordable to those who wish to buy or rent it. Likewise, we support 
economic growth necessary to ensure a prosperous future for our country. That said, 

both these uses of land would be competing against other essential uses of the land, 
notably for growing the food we need, preserving and protecting Green Belts and 
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, wildlife sites and Nature Recovery areas, 
providing recreation, and protecting valued landscapes at a national and local level 
for the good of everyone. Therefore, we seek to ensure that land use for housing and 
economic growth is minimised by containing numbers to that which is truly necessary 
as well as building at higher densities which not only reduces land use but provides 
less expensive homes and more self-sufficient communities 

The current Government consultation on planning reforms indicates their support for 
plans that ‘can provide for sufficient housing and other development in a sustainable 
manner’ and that there may be ‘exceptional circumstances relating to the particular 
characteristics of an authority which justify an alternative approach to assessing 
housing need’. 1  
 
It would at least be worth exploring an alternative methodology lower than the Stand-
ard Method, based on meeting only the genuine need for affordable housing rather 
than top-loading with market housing.  
 
The justification given for not providing such a scenario makes no sense, either 
grammatically or in actuality: Para 2.24 “The affordable need is not the basis of a 
scenario because of the challenges of creating a housing need scenario based on 
affordable housing need it is not used as the basis of a scenario”. 
 
Our assessment would be that given the constrained nature of the City (Green Belt, 
floodplains, limited river crossings, medieval layout), there would be justification for a 
lower figure that focused purely on addressing actual need which the City identifies 
as 740 dwellings per annum (Table 2.2).  
 
A further option would be an assessment based on low internal migration, supporting 
the Levelling Up agenda, and instead focusing on upskilling existing residents and 
improving productivity. 
 

 
1 NPPF Draft Text for consultation - 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/fil
e/1126647/NPPF_July_2021_-_showing_proposed_changes.pdf 
 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1126647/NPPF_July_2021_-_showing_proposed_changes.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1126647/NPPF_July_2021_-_showing_proposed_changes.pdf


It would be irresponsible to release more land than is necessary for housing, given 
the other critical ways in which we need and use the land.  
 

 

Do you have any comments on the methodologies used in the HENA? 

YES. 

1. Standard Methodology – Of the options presented, this would be our 
preferred option. We note that this already makes a considerable allowance 
for affordable housing – increasing the baseline figure by 997 dwellings per 

annum.   
 

2. Census-Adjusted - The Government’s Standard Method is still what is 
recommended by national policy.  It seems rather arrogant of the HENA 
authors to be suggesting that they can arbitrarily change the inputs to this 
from the 2014 figures (admittedly very out of date but still mandated) to the 
2021 Census.    
 
The Government has made it clear that it will review the Standard Method 
once all the relevant information from the Census has been released.   The 
HENA ‘Standard Method Adjusted’ scenario is based on the Census 
population figures but that is different to household projections which will be 
influenced by a number of factors and have not yet been released. 
 
 

3. Cambridge Econometrics (CE) baseline - Overall, the level of growth 
proposed in this scenario is over 50% more than the growth experienced in 
the previous period: 

Extra households, 2011-21 Census 29,2532 

HENA Cambridge Econometrics 2022-2032 - 44,060 households (+50.6%) 

We contend that this is not deliverable or sustainable. 

 
4. High Economic Development Led Scenario – we support the Council’s 

assessment that: “there are potential downside risks to economic growth and 

it remains possible that macro-economic events and funding constraints may 
slow projects down or lead to some not progressing. Given the current 

economic uncertainties, this scenario is not considered to be the most 
appropriate housing need scenario” (Para 2.14). 
We believe this logic could apply equally to the CE baseline scenario. 
 

 

 

 
2 From 258,855 in 2011 to 288,108 in 2021 



Do you have any other comments on the Scenarios? 

YES. 

Overall, the approach behind the HENA assessment appears manipulated towards 
higher growth figures.   

For example: 

a) ONS 2014 Household projections for Oxfordshire taper off fairly rapidly from 
37,301 in 2019-29 to 21,834 in 2029-39 ie 41% lower in the second decade.  But the 
HENA assumes that the second decade will see the same growth as the first, which 
adds 26% to the figures. 

b) The HENA averages net migration over five years up to 2020 and carries this 
forward.   A 10 year average would be more appropriate, especially when forecasting 
two decades ahead.   This would reduce the annual net migration figure from 2,752 
per annum (HENA Table 3.11) to 2,287 per annum, a drop of 17%. 

 

 

Do you have any comments about the reasoning for selecting the most 
appropriate scenario of housing need? 

YES. 

Diversion from the Standard Method is premature given that the full Census results 
are not yet available and that this is still the Government’s mandated methodology.   
However, if it is to be reviewed, this should also be in the light of other urgent 
considerations – in particular our biodiversity and climate emergencies. 

We give little credence to the LEP’s Investment Plan as this was produced behind 
closed doors and not subject to public consultation or constrained by any 
consideration of its environmental or social impacts.  It is in effect just a marketing 
document / wishlist and is not an appropriate basis on which to make long-term 
projections. 

The Levelling Up agenda is ignored throughout the HENA but requires serious 

consideration.  The CE-baseline model is based on Oxfordshire’s population 
increasing by nearly 27% by 2040.  This compares to ONS estimates for UK 
population increase of less than 5%.   Therefore, Oxfordshire could only achieve this 
level of growth at the expense of significant in-migration from elsewhere in the 
country.   

A level of pragmatism is also required as to what is actually deliverable.  The 
Oxfordshire Housing & Growth Deal set a target of 5,000 dwellings per annum (dpa) 
across the county.  In the period since 2011, the average delivery has been only 
3,865 dpa.   For Oxford, average delivery is only 288dpa against a target of 550 dpa. 
Given the current economic outlook, it seems highly unlikely that there will be much 
change in this situation in the foreseeable future. 

Overall, we do not accept that the City Council has established the exceptional 
circumstances required for deviating from the Standard Method. 



 

Do you have any comments about the methods for dividing the Oxfordshire 
housing need between the districts, leading to the need figure of 1,322 for 
Oxford? 

YES. 

It is completely inappropriate for Oxford City to be seeking to dictate both the 
housing numbers and their geographical dispersal to other local authorities in this 
way.  The City should constrain itself to assessing its own needs and capacity. 

We note that using the 2040 employment pattern maximises the share for Oxford 

(30%) and, given capacity constraints, will therefore maximise the overspill to the 
other four districts and increase pressure on the Green Belt.   Using the Standard 
Method base would reduce Oxford’s share to 22.5%. 

 

Do you have any comments about the housing mix including the need for 
specialist housing and affordable housing? 

YES. 

Land is a scare resource and needed for many uses, including climate mitigation and 
food production.   If we are to give it up for housing, we must ensure that this meets 
the real needs of local residents.  

Whilst the Government definition of ‘affordable’ continues to stretch to cover 
dwellings provided at 80% of the market rate, it is clear that so-called affordable 
housing in Oxford will continue to be out of reach for most households.   We 
recognise that this is not entirely within the City Council’s control but would support 
any moves to increase the focus on genuinely affordable housing that is available in 
perpetuity for the local community. 

The sad fact is that a need for housing does not equate to being able to afford to 
either rent or buy a dwelling. The HENA does look into the question of the need for 
social and affordable housing but provides no insight as to how those on low pay will 
be able to afford homes in the absence of funding for social housing. Supporting 
further above-trend economic migration to Oxfordshire will simply exacerbate the 
current situation. 

 

Do you have any comments about the assessment of housing capacity? 

YES. 

The City is currently squandering opportunities to develop housing on large-scale 
city centre brownfield sites.   

Research by CPRE has revealed that over four key urban sites within the City, 
estimated figures suggest the creation of 14,015 jobs but only 714 homes (see Table 
1 below). Clearly this trajectory will considerably up pressure on housing supply, 
which could then only be met by releasing far less sustainable greenfield / Green 
Belt sites away from the City.  



Table 1 – Jobs v Housing in Oxford 

SITE No. of JOBS STUDENT 
Accommodation 

HOMES 

Oxford North 4,500 - 480 

Botley Road 1,750 - 0 

Osney Mead 4,000 600 - 

Oxpens 3,765 258 234 

TOTAL 14,015 jobs 858 714 homes 

 

The City should re-prioritise its policy to focus on the delivery of high density 

housing.  If landowners (including the colleges) do not wish to release land in this 
way then the City should not be afraid to consider compulsory purchase options.  

It seems that Oxford City Council is keener on asking neighbouring District Councils 
to sort out its housing problems than trying to do so itself.  Presumably because it 
keeps a substantial amount of the business rates received, it seems happier to 
attract new commercial development and likewise to offload the financial burden of 
providing services for new homes and their extra residents.  

 

Do you have any comments about this conclusion to our approach to 
assessing housing need and setting a housing requirement in the Oxford 
Local Plan 2040? 

Overall, we do not believe the approach Oxford City is proposing is compatible with 
the Oxfordshire Strategic Vision which commits all our authorities to planning for 
‘good growth’ that is both sustainable and inclusive. 

We recognise that the City Council is committed to trying to find affordable housing 
solutions for its residents and to supporting the world-class education and research 
offered by our universities.  However, this must not come at the expense of 
Oxfordshire’s environment, which in fact underpins the health and wellbeing of both 
residents and the economy. 

This ongoing level of growth would have major consequences for Oxfordshire’s 

environment and quality of life but these appear to be completely off the Council’s 
radar when it comes to assessing the housing requirement.  It is taken as read that 
the housing numbers spat out by the Cambridge Econometrics Model to support 
growth must be carried forward as a requirement.  However, there are numerous 
other factors that can and should be considered when arriving at a final housing 
requirement figure. For example: 

- How does this approach relate to the Council’s Net Zero strategy?  What are 
the carbon consequences – both embedded and ongoing – of this level of 
housing? 

- How likely is it that this level of housing growth will actually meet the read 
need for genuinely affordable housing and should the focus be on ‘what’ 
rather than ‘how many’? 

- What are the consequences of this exaggerated proposal for growth for 
tackling our biodiversity emergency? 

https://futureoxfordshirepartnership.org/projects/oxfordshire-strategic-vision/


- How can education, health, water and transport infrastructure keep pace with 
this above trend growth? 

- How does this approach sit alongside the Levelling Up agenda, since it is 
based on pulling in migrants from less affluent parts of the UK?   

 

We ask the City Council to re-consider its chosen trajectory and to work in 
collaboration with its neighbours to identify a more sustainable long-term approach.   

Land is a vital but scare resource. We cannot afford to release more of it for housing 
than is absolutely necessary when it is also required for other vital issues such as  
climate mitigation, food production and the health and wellbeing of people and 

nature. 

 

 


