
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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	Useful links
	http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/contents

	Paragraph: 1.7
	Policies Map: 
	Policy Reference Number: 
	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?: Yes
	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 paragraph 1.7. 

Pargraph 1.7 says "The Plan sets out a range of policies intended to tackle these issues: the overall priority use for new sites is to deliver homes to meet housing needs". Paragraph 2.9 further indicates that delivery of housing is a priority and the Local Plan's strategy is to maximise housing delivery while balancing protection of other important land uses.

Whilst the plan talks about prioritising housing, which we support as a laudable aim, the plan and the accompanying evidence lacks follow through and any resulting changes to demonstrate how these issues have been effectively tackled. 

There are a number of draft Local Plan policies that mention priority for housing, but they demonstrate no changes in policy approach. We have submitted separate representations on those policies. Paragraph 1.7 also says that policies make efficient use of limited sites, which is again a supported aim, but this needs to be followed through with the very best efficiency policies. The Local Plan's overarching stated objective to prioritise housing is not consistently supported by the various policies relevant to housing supply which tend, when considered together, to introduce significant elements of restriction either in terms of locations where higher density housing delivery may be realistic, or are not especially proactive or flexible in the criteria they establish that would allow release of land for housing to come forward.

Reflecting on how supporting evidence fails to prioritise housing, there are numerous examples of sites included in the HELAA where the potential for development for residential use has not been assessed. Given the emerging Local Plan policy basis that identifies housing delivery as a priority and also specifically allows for residential development of employment land in principle (in draft Policy E1), it is evident that the potential of sites for housing should be appraised through the HELAA and conclusions drawn accordingly. This is important in the context of claiming high housing needs with constrained land supply. This is not the first plan where Oxford capacity has needed scrutiny. It was last independently reviewed almost a decade ago, and clearly some sites that were unavailable last time should have been evaluated closely for their potential to be released to meet the high priority use of land for new homes.

Taken together the draft policies with the approach in the HELAA has served to under-explore or promote potential housing delivery opportunities.

This is not Positively Prepared, because there is no demonstrable effort to 'meet the areas objectively assessed needs' in the City. This results in the creation of more unmet need, and hence it diverts growth from the City, making this approach not consistent with achieving sustainable development. 

This is not Effective in delivering the stated housing priority because the effect of the decisions made by the City Council in policies and evidence is that we, the adjacent Councils that are impacted by these decisions, have unresolved cross boundary strategic matters with this Local Plan which are not dealt with by the City Council. This is a more extreme soundness failure than wording of the Effectiveness soundness test judges the plan against, because the Oxford Local Plan (and Duty to Cooperate Documents) don't try to 'defer' the issue, but instead the cross boundary unresolved matters are simply not raised and ignored. 

This is not Consistent with National Policy. The plan does not comply with NPPF (September 2023) paragraph 60 "To support the Government's objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes, it is important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is needed". The plan doesn't provide for a sufficient amount of housing in the City, which is where the need is generated. Also the plan does not comply with NPPF paragraph 76 "To maintain the supply of housing, local planning authorities should monitor progress in building out sites which have permission. Where the Housing Delivery Test indicates that delivery has fallen below 95% of the local planning authority's housing requirement over the previous three years, the authority should prepare an action plan in line with national planning guidance, to assess the causes of under�delivery and identify actions to increase delivery in future years." The plan and supporting evidence lacks urgency or strategies to resolve past delivery failures and attempt to resolve them.
	Text21: Fails the duty to cooperate and cannot be rectified.


