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NoQ1 Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally
Compliant?

NoQ2 Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound
(positively prepared, effective and Justified)

N/AIf your comment(s) relate to a specific site within
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Q4 Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound or
fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support
the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance with the duty to co-operate,
please also use this box to set out your comments.

These comments refer the Vale District Council?s Core Policy 13: The Oxford Green Belt
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  General comments

1 The Plan is inconsistent with planning guidance and government policies on the protection of
Green Belts.

2 Since the approval of the Oxford Green Belt in 1975, the Vale has been at the forefront of
defending it against inappropriate development and protecting the unique character and landscape
/ rural setting of Oxford by preserving its openness. As a result, the Oxford Green Belt has stood
the test of time and, in accordance with Government policy, the land has been kept permanently
open and the countryside safeguarded from encroachment. This policy reflects deserved credit
on the Vale Council.

3 Paragraph 79 of the National Planning Policy Framework sets out Government policy on Green
Belts:

  " The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of Green Belt
policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of
Green Belts are their openness and their permanence ."

1 The Government's position on Green Belt policy is very clear. The fundamental aim remains to
prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open.  Boundaries of Green Belts should only
be changed in " exceptional circumstances ", and unmet housing need is not an exceptional
circumstance to justify taking land out of the Green Belt.

2 The extensive guidance provided by the Government that supports this conclusion is set out by
CPRE in its submission.

3 In the Plan the Vale proposes to remove 22 sites from the Green Belt. The proposal is against
Government?s aims, and would be unnecessary if the SHMA housing figure had been tested
properly and reduced in the light of social and environmental considerations. This appears to be
contradictory. 

4 The Council ? and the Sustainability Assessment (SA) commissioned to underpin it ? both fail
to take proper account of the footnote to paragraph 14 of the NPPF on which the Government
Guidance is based. The SA asserts in paragraph 11.8. 6 that the housing target was adopted
because it meets the ?objectively assessed housing need in full, in accordance with national
policy? without acknowledging the potential restrictions to that policy cited above. It fails to
consider whether the Council should have tested the SHMA number against those restrictions.
The sustainability assessment therefore wrongly accepts the inroads into the Green Belt as
sanctioned by the NPPF, when they quite clearly are not.

5 The plan is therefore unsound and unsustainable
6 More seriously even in areas such as Cumnor, where the immediate threat of a development of

houses has been withdrawn, the Vale still proposes to go ahead and remove the areas from the
green belt. This would enable the Vale to sanction building in the current green belt as a two
stage process: first remove the areas from the green belt, then approve the developments at a
later stage, through a stealthily underhand manner . This is not acceptable to the majority of the
community and this will be proved, at every level, in the fullness of time.

  Cumnor specific comments

 

Eight separate sites are scheduled for removal from the green belt. It has proved impossible, given
the presumption of the permanence of the green belt to determine why these areas were selected for
removal from the green belt.

It seems random and could be questioned as undemocratic.  The only guidance was an oral response
to a question suggesting that to the Vale these changes ?rounded out? the built up areas and left the
green belt looking more like a green belt.This does not seem to be an acceptable reason for removing
areas from the green belt. If it was designated green belt, this is what it should remain.

1 It is unnecessary to understand precisely where the following areas are located: they serve only
to underscore the lack of any acceptable logic in the Vale?s approach.

2 Area 1 (west of Tilbury Lane Botley Map).The Cumnor portion of this area was not sold because
it is located directly under Oxford?s 400kV electricity supply line and consequently is unsuitable
for development. It is also located next to the busy A420.

3 Area 2 is a recreation a ground and contains a football pitch.
4 Areas 1 and 2 are joined by a small copse and together form a welcome green spear. Their

removal from the green belt would clearly serve no useful purpose, but would lose an area used
by many for walking.
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5 Area 3: any future development will significantly change the view of the Green Belt when travelling
west on the A420.

Area 4: is a contiguous part of the current Green Belt and its open vista is 

1 persons complaining on the email user group about the process is extraordinary, many of whom
are highly intelligent individuals! It is certainly not in clear, jargon a major contributor to the views
available of the Cumnor Conservation Area. It could not be developed in any way without
jeopardising the purpose for which both the Green Belt and the Conservation Area was set up.
This was initially recognised by the Vale?s officers who said that as this area could not be built
on there was no reason to remove it from the green belt. No reason was ever given publicly for
their subsequent change of view.

2 Area 5 is a green area that reaches into the heart of the village and contributes greatly to the
village nature of old Cumnor, which is the essential feature that the Conservation Area is designed
to protect. The ground to the west is a sports field and recreation area owned by Cumnor Parish
Council. This area too was originally recognised by the Vale?s officers as offering no reasons
for removal from the green belt. The subsequent change of view on this area was never justified.

 

  Area 6 was the area originally identified as being suitable for inclusion in the Vale?s proposed building
programme. The idea was subsequently dropped though the Area is scheduled to be removed from
the green belt; The land involved is high quality agricultural land which includes a field with a Saxon
pattern of ridges and furrows bordered by an ancient hedgerow. This parcel of land is of considerable
heritage interest, located as it is close to the centre of Cumnor.

1 Area 24 is at the very centre of the Village and largely consists of the existing cricket ground and
the grounds ofCumnor Place. As such it is said to contain the remains of the largest unexcavated
Elizabethan garden inEngland.

2 It would be a scandalous to build upon these areas and must be prevented. Please support the
protection of this village. I was born in the village, attended the local state school, and wish to
keep it as green as possible for my children and grandchildren..

 

 

 

These changes were not properly consulted upon.

 

1 The consultation procedure followed by the Vale was inadequate both in terms of the time, timing
and the manner in which it was conducted. (An open democratic process feels a long way off
from the crafty slipping in and u turn).

2 The complexity of the process, finding the information and process to object is extremely
challenging and not readily accessible to the average person. The number of free, accessible
language. 

3 The time allocated did not allow the Parish Council sufficient time to consult with residents and
it was only able to respond by holding an Extraordinary Council meeting. This would appear to
be undemocratic and politically unsound , which may need to be further challenged by Eurpean
law.
1 The contents of the leaflet supplied by the Vale were profoundly ? minimal? and inadequate.

It set out the Vale?s case for building houses but failed to cover any of the surrounding
issues nor did it mention that the Vale was consulting on a wider range of sites.  

 

The Vale  avoided opportunities to draw this wider consultation to the attention of residents:

The leaflet did not make any explicit reference to the advice that the Vale had sought and received,
nor did it state that the Vale was simultaneously seeking comments on its additional proposals to
remove areas other than 

1 the Strategic sites from the Green Belt.
2 No mention of the extended consultation was made at the meetings which the Vale called to

launch the Strategic Housing Consultation process and could be perceived by some as mistruth
by omission.
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  The inescapable conclusion is that the manner in which the Vale carried out its review was entirely
unacceptable and raises the question ?why??

 

Back door, underhand scheming without proper consultation is how it feels to me. I was born in Cumnor
and my father was a house builder, who saw the need for house building as I do, but fully respected
and delighted in the fact there was a green belt to protect this beautiful village, and other villages with
open spaces, and celebrated a perfectly sized community in which to live. Brown field sites elsewhere
need further investigation before tampering with the Green Belt.

The comments in this section refer to the Vale Council?s Core Policy 44: Landscape: Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty.

  I fully support the comments made by CPRE

 

Q5 Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound, having regard to the test you have identified above where this relates to soundness. (NB
Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at
examination).You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy
or text. Please be as precise as possible.

The sites in the Oxford Green Belt that have been identified for housing, should be withdrawn from
the Plan.

All reference to the green belt review and its conclusions should be removed from the plan. The green
belt should NOT be tampered with in any manner. It should remain as a green protected belt, just as
it currently stands for the future of our children and grandchildren. 

The sites proposed for house building in the AONB should be withdrawn and the total Plan reduced
accordingly.

Please note  your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there will not
normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original representation
at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the  Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for  examination.

No - I do not wish to participate at the oral
examination

Q6 If your representation is seeking a modification,
do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?
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