
Oxford Local Plan 2040 Proposed Submission Draft Comment Form-- Part B 

DETAILS OF YOUR COMMENT 

Please read the accompanying notes before completing Part B. The notes 
explain what we mean by soundness and legal compliance. These are 
questions that we are expected to ask consultees. 

Part B 
Please use a new 
Part B for each point 
you are commenting 
on.  Attach all 
completed forms to 
Part A. 

Q1. Which part of the document do you wish to comment on? (please give the relevant 
paragraph or policy number) 

Paragraph Policies Map 

Policy Number Sustainability Appraisal

Q2. Do you consider that the document: 

(a) is legally compliant?

(b) is sound?

(c) complies with the duty to co-operate?

Q3. Do you consider that the document is unsound because it is not: (tick as appropriate) 

(a) positively prepared? (c) effective?

(b) justified? (d) consistent with national policy?

Q4. Please tell us below why you consider the document to be unsound, not legally compliant 
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. If you do believe the document is sound, 
legally compliant, or complies with the duty to co-operate you may use the box to explain 
why. 

Please use an extra sheet if completing a paper copy. 

☐Yes ☐No

☐Yes ☐No

☐Yes ☐No



Q5. What change(s) do you consider necessary to make the document sound or legally 
compliant? Please explain why this change will achieve soundness or legal compliance. 
(Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at 
examination.)  It would be helpful if you could suggest revised wording for the policy or text 
in question. 

 Please use an extra sheet if completing a paper copy. 

This is the end of the comment form 
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	Paragraph: 
	Policies Map: 
	Policy Reference Number: HD9
	Sustainability Appraisal: 
	Is Plan legally compliant?: No
	Is Plan sound?: No
	Is Plan compliant with duty to cooperate?: No
	Not positively prepared?: Yes
	Not justified?: Off
	Not effective?: Yes
	Not consistent with national policy?: Off
	Text20: See our representations on the Duty to Co-operate set out in response to para 2.3 of the Local Plan, which also applies to Policy HD9.

Policy HD9 serves to protect the special significance of the historic Oxford skyline from within and outside the city. Development above prevailing heights and which could impact on the character of the area are expected to be fully justified.

The draft policy defines a 1,200m radius of Carfax Town as the Historic Core Area within which all the buildings that the comprise the historic skyline are situated. Development above 18.2m (60 ft) height or ordnance datum (height above sea level) of 79.3m (260 ft) is to be limited in bulk and subject to the highest design quality. Extensive evidence is required under the policy therefore for buildings of +15m height in areas the High Buildings Technical Advice Note identifies. 

View Cones are defined in the Policies Map to understand and protect the skyline views to and from the city. Development in a View Cone or the setting of a View Cone is restricted if it would harm the special significance of the view.

The effect of the policy (which is long standing) is to restrict the bulk and height of new development in many locations across the city and particularly within the defined View Cones and the Historic Core Area.  

The impact from a housing supply and capacity perspective is that height and bulk limitations in these sensitive areas restrict the density of residential development that can realistically be achieved and in some instances could serve to push against the opportunities to increase residential development density proposed in draft Policy HD8 (see further soundness representation on Policy HD8).

The policy is not Positively Prepared because it doesn't seek to meet the area's objectively assessed needs. The policy is also not Effective, because it has the effect of adding to unmet housing need which is not effective joint working on this cross-boundary strategic matter.�
	Text21: Fails the duty to cooperate and cannot be rectified. Some flexibility to Policy HD9 to allow for skyline changes, particularly to facilitate a well-designed more densly planned development for residential uses would have helped to avoid this issue contributing to the failure. 


