
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 


	DUTY TO CO-OPERATE
	LEGAL REQUIREMENTS
	SOUND
	GENERAL ADVICE
	Useful links
	http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/contents

	Paragraph: 
	Policies Map: 
	Policy Reference Number: HD8
	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 Policy HD8.



Policy HD8 promotes the efficient use of land appropriate for its context and surroundings. This is stated at paragraph 6.33 of the plan to be because using scarce resources efficiently is vital to ensuring Oxford's sustainable growth and development; and there is capacity to increase density in some parts of the city.



In more detail, the draft policy highlights that sites in the city centre, district centres and at mobility hubs will be capable of accommodating increased scales and densities of development, and that this is also encouraged in all other appropriate locations when impacts are acceptable.  High density residential development is stated by the policy to be indicatively 100 dph and is expected in highly accessible locations of the city and district centres within the context of the heritage of those locations.



Although not stated in the policy, the supporting text at paragraph 6.33 also identifies that there is capacity to increase density in other more suburban areas and along main arterial roads.



The indicative residential density of 100 dph for city and district centres is not explained in the policy or elsewhere in the supporting justification text. Although 100 dph is a relatively medium / high density, and would usually be reflective of flatted apartment housing there is clearly scope for much more significant densities of residential development where flatted accommodation could be created at densities well above 100 dph. Achieved densities in excess of 200 dph are not unusual in many urban centres and sustainable, well-connected locations now, especially where these are also supported by reduced private vehicle parking requirements (as the Local Plan: 2040 proposes in Policy C8) and there is a positive and innovative approach to the provision of green amenity space and access to local facilities.  



The basis for indicating 100 dph in the draft policy should be fully evidenced and the Council could seek to increase this to maximise housing capacity from city, district centre and high accessibility locations. Without this, the policy is not Postively 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.�



Securing and optimising higher densities of residential development accords with the objectives for making effective use of land set out in Section 11 of the NPPF. Indeed, NPPF paragraph 120 (c) identifies the substantial weight and value of using suitable brownfield land within settlements for homes and other needs; and NPPF 120 (d) in promoting the development of under-utilised land and buildings especially if this would help meet identified needs for housing where land supply is constrained. It is our view that this hasn't happened in Oxford. 



NPPF paragraphs 124 and 125 support the efficient use of land including policies for minimum density standards for city and town centres and other locations that are well served by public transport. Importantly, the NPPF expects at paragraph 125: "where there is an existing or anticipated shortage of land for meeting identified housing needs, it is especially important that planning policies  and decisions avoid homes being built at low densities, and ensure that developments make optimal use of the potential of each site". The same paragraph continues at 125 (a) seeking a significant uplift in the average density of residential development within these areas. The use of density standards is also supported for other locations so that there is a range of densities that reflect accessibility and the potential of different areas rather than one broad range.



It is therefore evident, in our view, that the NPPF is supportive of establishing and raising minimum net residential density standards and that the these are aligned with accessibility to key services.



The density typology approach has been applied to Oxford HELAA sites without an existing allocation or planning permission. Four typologies are stated to have been used which are the same densities (based applied on earlier HELAA work in 2016 and 2019): 

District Centre: 100-120 dwellings per hectare (dph);

Gateway Site: 60-70 dph;

Suburban Site: 50-60 dph;

Conservation Area: 35-55 dph.



The density bands represent a significant range from 35-120 dph but the density assumptions for Gateway sites appear relatively low given the prominent character and intensity of land use at such pivotal locations. The density assumptions for Gateway sites could be increased to support a significant uplift in the average density as envisaged by NPPF paragraph 125.



There is also a question as to whether a lower density range is appropriate in all situations across the City's Conservation Areas especially where higher density residential development may form part of the heritage characteristics that such areas seek to protect. Wider research tends to indicate that there is not a clear point at which increased housing density is unacceptable; but rather acceptability of higher densities is based on personal and cultural perceptions as well as on good design leading to successful places to live planned from the outset.



Overall, higher density assumptions could have been used to reflect the NPPF's objectives and ambitions for effective use of land and sites and drive towards more efficient use of land in Oxford. 
	Text21: Fails the duty to cooperate and cannot be rectified. 



Although the City Council cannot rectify the engagement matters, the policy could have addressed this failure in the following ways:



1. It could have stated that there is capacity to increase density in other more suburban areas and along main arterial roads, not in the supporting text; 

2. Increased the density assumptions for Gateway sites;

3. A lower density range being used in all conservation areas shouldn't be a blanket option. 

4. It could also have explained how the density ranges are evidenced, especially in the context of parking changes.








