
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

to Planning Policy Team 
West Oxfordshire District Council 
Council Offices, 
Witney,  
OX28 1NB 
 
Emailed to: planning.consultation@westoxon.gov.uk and 
Chris.Hargraves@westoxon.gov.uk  
 

date 13/11/2025 

subject Salt Cross AAP – November 2025 Main modification response on behalf of 
Grosvenor  

 Dear Planning Policy team, Inspector, 
 
This response to the Main Modifications and Additional Modifications (under ED18 
and ED20) is submitted on behalf of Grosvenor Developments Limited 
(“Grosvenor”). Grosvenor represents a consortium of landowners that controls the 
majority of the land required for the Salt Cross Garden Village. Grosvenor 
submitted an outline planning application (OPA) for the Garden Village in July 2020 
which remains undetermined. 
 
Grosvenor strongly supports, and is fully committed to, progressing the delivery of 
the Garden Village. Grosvenor’s written and oral representations to the 
Examination in Public emphasised that the concerns that Grosvenor has in respect 
of the Area Action Plan (AAP) do not go to the principle of whether or not the AAP 
can and should be adopted, but can be addressed by Main Modifications to make 
the AAP sound.  
 
It is therefore crucial that this Main Modification process supports and enables the 
delivery of Salt Cross. It is considered the Main Modifications as drafted provide 
much needed clarity in policy requirements and broadly reflect the Inspector’s 
requirements in ED16. As a result these are supported, as is ED19 and the overall 
Sustainability Appraisal approach to the revised hearings.  
 
However, there are instances where the concerns raised during the hearings and in 
the Inspectors note (ED16) are not adequately addressed at this stage, particularly 
related to monitoring requirements. These are set out comprehensively in Appendix 
A which replicates WODC’s Main Modification and Additional Modification tables 
in ED18 and ED20. These are combined to avoid submitting a significant scale of 
individual forms and is hoped is an easier format to convey the Grosvenor position 
on the Main Modifications as a whole. The key soundness issues identified in 
Appendix A are summarised below.  
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The Inspector flagged in ED16 that:  
 
“It is unclear how metering in particular could be achieved, how such measures 
could be enforced and how monitoring arrangements are to be resourced…. This 
section of the Policy is unjustified and ineffective. The Council should reconsider 
how monitoring could be achieved and put forward suggested amendments to the 
policy accordingly”.  
 
Regarding MM20, additional guidance on monitoring arrangements are devolved to 
future stages of pre-application engagement instead of providing evidence for how 
monitoring could be achieved at this stage. We therefore believe it is appropriate 
for Applicants to have the explicitly endorsed ability, via supporting text, to suggest 
a monitoring mechanism ahead of this guidance being produced. This would avoid 
preventing the determination of planning applications (particularly when at the 
outline stage) being determined whilst the LPA produces and consults upon this 
additional guidance. The monitoring requirements associated with the policy as 
drafted has been a known concern raised at the original hearings and no 
satisfactory arrangements have been identified in the interim to alleviate the 
soundness concerns highlighted. 
 
This proposal would allow the AAP to be adopted without delay – namely by not 
requesting the examination process be extended to allow for the Council to 
evidence the effectiveness of the policy requirements through additional details for 
the monitoring arrangements at this stage- and in practice would avoid introducing 
another layer of plan making ahead of the determination of the submitted planning 
application. We consider this is an appropriate and pragmatic approach balancing 
delivery with the policy requirements, particularly where these are likely to have 
most effect at the Reserved Matters stage via a condition on the outline 
permission. 
 
As captured in ED15, another item Grosvenor raised which was explored during the 
hearings was the concern that there is no evidence provided which explores the 
impact of requiring 100% energy generation on site. Whilst we appreciate that the 
Inspector’s letter has set out a clarified policy hierarchy (on building, on plot and 
then on site), we had understood that this would focus on maximising 
opportunities to this hierarchy, but also allow for flexibility for a residual element of 
this to be provided by adjacent generation (as set out in retained figure 5.7). This is 
particularly pertinent given the large scale of submitted and pending planning 
applications for solar panel energy generation in the vicinity which could serve 
future development in the area, without fettering the efficient use of land at Salt 
Cross.  
 
Regarding viability, Grosvenor’s position has been consistent that the additional 
costs proposed by Policy 2 imposes an additional and high burden on a scheme 
that is already at the limits of viability, due to existing requirements found sound at 
earlier stages of the Examination.  
 
It is welcomed therefore that this is clearly articulated in ED16 via the following: 
 
 “Taking account of both the Council’s evidence and that of the representor, it is 
clear that viability is an issue for the Garden Village development, though there is 






















