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Hearing Statement: Matter 14 – Eynsham-Woodstock Sub-Area 
  

 I know what white, what purple fritillaries 

    The grassy harvest of the river-fields, 

    Above by Ensham, down by Sandford, yields, 

 And what sedg’d brooks are Thames’s tributaries. 

 Matthew Arnold, ‘Thyrsis’, 1865. 

Answers to 14.1, 14.3 (EW1b) and 14.4 (EWIa) 
 
1. Is it a Garden Village? 
 
The impetus behind the ‘Garden Village’ has been to create housing for Oxford, not for 
Eynsham. Submission MM764 from Oxford University and Colleges makes it abundantly 
clear that “Eynsham Garden Village” is meant “to operate as an extension of the Oxford 
housing market”. But DCLG guidelines say: “It is important that new garden villages are built 
as a response to meeting housing needs locally.”1 Piling in people from Oxford ignores the 
needs of Eynsham and West Oxfordshire. Existing and new facilities will be swamped.  
 
In other words, together with the 550 homes for Oxford in the West Eynsham SDA, the 
Garden Village is going to be a dormitory suburb of the city. But DCLG guidelines state that 
“new communities” should “work as self-sustaining places, not dormitory suburbs”.2 
 
During the Stage 2 hearings, WODC finally admitted that the Garden Village will not be 
separate from Eynsham. (It is in any case ridiculous to have two Rural Service Centres 100 
metres apart.) DCLG guidelines state clearly that the “garden village must be a new discrete 
settlement, and not an extension of an existing town or village . . . [and] establish a clear and 
distinct sense of identity”.3 
 
The Local Plan (para 7.54) says that the Park & Ride will be “an integral part” of the Garden 
Village. But none of the other Park & Rides around Oxford is closely entangled with housing. 
Who in a ‘garden village’ will want to have a Park & Ride right next to them, with the 
damage to air quality which that will cause?  
 
The Local Plan (para 7.43f) says that “a new main road is also likely to be provided through 
the garden village site”. In addition, part of it will be right next to the A40. What will that do 
for air quality and noise, and who in their right mind would set out today to build a new 
community, a ‘garden village’, around a main road? 
 
The ‘garden village’ will have a large existing aggregate recycling plant, which has been 
granted a permanent licence, right in the middle of it. The plant has a constant stream of 
HGV vehicles entering and exiting from Monday to Saturday. These bring diesel fumes and, 
nearby, an accumulation of nitrogen oxides. Is that appropriate for a ‘garden village’? 
 
Answer: no, it is not a ‘Garden Village’. 

                                                           
1
 DCLG, Locally-Led Garden Towns and Villages, para 21. 

2
 Ibid, para 4. 

3
 Ibid, paras 14 and 10. 
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2. Is a purpose-built northern extension of Eynsham (and extra houses to the west) really 
required to meet Oxford’s housing needs? 

 
Although West Oxfordshire has 81 parish councils, town councils and parish meetings, the 
entire quota of the District’s contribution to Oxford’s supposed housing needs has been 
assigned to a single parish, Eynsham. Despite Eynsham’s comparative proximity to Oxford, 
this is a manifestly unfair, unreasonable and, almost certainly, unsustainable burden for one 
parish to bear. An equal distribution of need among the 81 administrative units would result 
in 34 additional homes each. Both extremes are unworkable. 
 
However, the underlying assumptions about the size of Oxford’s housing needs are highly 
questionable, and do not accord with central government projections of population growth.  
 
Oxfordshire County Council’s (OCC’s) own projections claim that Oxfordshire’s total resident 
population will grow by 27% between 2015 and 2030, and that West Oxfordshire’s 
population will grow by 28%.4 This estimate is in stark contrast to ONS statistics, which 
forecast a growth in population in Oxfordshire between 2014 and 2031 of 10.6%, and of 
12.7% in West Oxfordshire.5 It could be higher than that, but surely not over twice as high. 
 
Furthermore, OCC’s JSNA itself says that the population in Oxfordshire between 2005 and 
2015 grew by 8% (8.3% in England as a whole), and that between mid-2014 and mid-2015, 
the population in West Oxfordshire grew by just 400. If that were a typical year (not 
necessarily), over 15 years, West Oxfordshire’s population would grow by 6,000, or 5.5%. 
 
What can this discrepancy mean? It means that OCC is artificially creating a maximalist 
demand rather than responding to natural growth, as predicted by ONS. And it is using a 
disingenuous argument to justify its projections, which goes something like this:  

a. We want to maximise economic growth for Oxford (and the county). 
b. So let’s pick a high target for growth over the next 15 years or so. 
c. If we meet that target, we can assume that we will create over 85,000 new jobs and 

require 100,000 new homes. 
d. That means we will need up to a maximum of 32,000 new homes for Oxford, and we 

do not have the capacity. About 15,000 must go in the wider county. 
But the argument is based on a premise that ignores intermediate or minimum projections.6 
And all these population and growth projections were made pre-Brexit, the impact of which 
on both is currently very difficult to predict. 
 
New houses are being built in Eynsham. Some will be inhabited by people who work in 
Oxford, as has always been the case. So Eynsham is already helping to meet Oxford’s needs, 
but not to the extent of undermining the village’s identity, or making it an amorphous 
dormitory blob. Eynsham has grown considerably over the past few decades, but at a rate 
that has allowed assimilation of newcomers and retention of a cohesive community.  
 
Answer: No, a northern extension to Eynsham is not needed to answer Oxford’s needs. 

                                                           
4
 JSNA (Joint Strategic Needs Assessment), March 2017, Chapter 2: Population. 

5
 ONS, SNPP Z1: Projections for local authorities in England, released 25 May 2016. 

6
 For more on these and other statistics, see my Hearing Statement for Matter 16. 
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3. Was the choice of site by WODC for the ‘garden village’/northern extension of 

Eynsham based on robust evidence and adequately rigorous research? 
 

WODC’s Expression of Interest (EoI), and its Local Plan, are highly misleading in two ways. 
The first of these is the location of the site. 
 

a) The “broad location” of the proposed Garden Village is indicated in the first map, on 
page 6 of the EoI (reproduced as Map 1 in the Appendix to this Hearing Statement). 
The red dot that indicates location is conveniently placed equidistant from, and 
apparently safely between, two flood-prone brooks – one to the south-west and the 
other to the north-east. The red dot is also significantly to the west of the actual site. 

 
Although later maps in the EoI put the site in the correct location, there is no way 
that someone unfamiliar with the area would have realised that the red dot on the 
first map was in the wrong place. So the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) and 
DCLG would not have picked this up, and would therefore have been seriously 
misled about the flood risk. The maps that appear subsequently in the EoI show the 
site for the Garden Village running up to and including, or going far beyond, the area 
of Flood Zone 3 (high risk) to the north of City Farm. (See Appendix, Maps 3 and 4.) 

 
b) The second misleading aspect of the EoI relates to research into potential 

development sites which Land Use Consultants (LUC) prepared for WODC: ‘Oxford 
Spatial Options Assessment’. LUC delivered their final 452-page report to the Council 
in September 2016, but it must have been commissioned well before that, and 
presumably long before the whole Garden Villages project was announced. 

 
One of these sites was roughly just the southern half of what became the Cotswold 
Garden Village site. The far more sensitive areas in the northern half of the site, 
including City Farm, were not assessed by LUC. This has been confirmed by a WODC 
official. Map 5 (in the Appendix below) shows clearly that both City Farm and what is 
now the site of the aggregate recycling operation of David Einig Contracting (DEC) 
were not assessed. The rest of the Garden Village site was arbitrarily added to the 
southern half without any research or explanation. 

 
It was a mystery why both WODC’s Local Plan and its EoI completely overlooked the 
existence of:  
 
a) The flood risk in northern and eastern areas of City Farm;  
b) the rich wildlife in and around City Farm, now a Site of European Importance for Arable 
Plants, the result of non-intensive farming practices over several decades;  
c) DEC’s large aggregate recycling operation;  
d) City Farm & its Grade II listed buildings, on which Historic England have commented; and 
e) an important archaeological site – the abandoned medieval village and field system of 
Tilgarsley, along with traces of an ancient salt road.  
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It was a mystery why WODC’s EoI claimed in paragraph 3.4 that, “Importantly the site has 
no major constraints to development . . . development can be contained within Flood Zone 
1 (low risk), and it has no significant ecological or heritage interest.”  
 
It was a mystery why WODC’s EoI, talking about existing businesses on the Garden Village 
site, mentioned “a small number of other existing uses along the A40 corridor” (paragraph 
9.2), but not the substantial DEC operation further north, whose ownership was also 
wrongly attributed to McKenna Environmental Ltd (the previous owners).  
 
Finally, it clicked. WODC was relying for its assertions about the Garden Village on a map 
and (LUC) report relating to separate research, and therefore seriously incomplete (see Map 
5 in the Appendix). These misleading assertions and omissions were what the HCA and DCLG 
had to rely on unknowingly for evidence in making their decision on whether or not to 
choose this particular site as one of the 14 Garden Villages. 
 
Answer: No, the choice of site for the ‘garden village’/northern extension of Eynsham was 
not based on robust evidence and adequately rigorous research. The EoI was highly 
misleading. 

 
4. Will the ‘garden village’/northern extension of Eynsham “conserve and enhance” 

biodiversity there, as WODC’s policy intends or claims? 
 
The Local Plan is full of fine words, but how will biodiversity be conserved and enhanced by 
building 2,200 homes (just to begin with), roads, streetlamps, a Park & Ride, science park, 
and all the other urban paraphernalia on a largely greenfield site whose wildlife has 
benefited from decades of non-intensive farming and active nature conservation work over 
a large proportion of the site? (DCLG guidelines encourage the use of brownfield land.)7 
 
In the northern half of the site is City Farm, which has been designated by Plantlife, in 
association with Natural England, as a Site of European Importance for Arable Plants 
(SEIAP). The richness of its arable and grassland plant biodiversity, together with the variety 
of local habitats, feeds in turn into an abundance of insect, bird, amphibian and mammal 
wildlife. It is significant that this year’s BBC Springwatch is based in a working arable farm in 
the Cotswolds with multiple habitats, rather than a nature reserve: they seem to believe 
that such sites – very similar to City Farm and its immediate environs – have huge ecological 
interest. 
 
The City Farm SEIAP does not feature in the Local Plan’s Map 8.3 on Conservation Target 
Areas and Nature Improvement Areas, presumably because WODC did not know about it, 
having failed to research half of the garden village site. AECOM’s Habitats Regulations 
Assessment likewise does not mention it – presumably for the same reason, but also 
because an HRA is very restricted in scope, limiting itself to sites that have statutory 
European designation. As there is only one of those in West Oxfordshire, on the margins of 
the District (Oxford Meadows SAC), the HRA was as good as pointless. Luckily, it ‘only’ cost 
£2,100. 

                                                           
7
DCLG, Locally-Led Garden Towns and Villages, para 20.  
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Although an SEIAP does not have the same level of statutory European designation as 
Oxford Meadows, Sites such as City Farm are “considered essential for delivery of the Global 
Strategy on Plant Conservation, which is part of the Convention on Biological Diversity, an 
international convention which the UK government has signed.”8 
 
The southern, assessed half of the proposed garden village site also has significant rural 
value. Millennium Wood, owned by the Woodland Trust, would have its connectivity with 
surrounding habitat almost entirely cut off; and, as the LUC report points out:  
 

This site is mainly greenfield land and the majority of the site (77%) is Grade 3 
agricultural land. The remainder of this site (approximately 18%) comprises Grade 1 
and 2 agricultural land and a smaller area (5%) is either Grade 4 or 5 or urban land. 
Therefore overall, it is assumed that development here would have a significant 
negative effect on efficient land use and preserving soil quality. 

 
Although the LUC report does not specify whether the Grade 3 land here is 3a or 3b, it does 
make it clear that: “The best and most versatile agricultural land (defined as Grades 1, 2, 
and 3a) is considered to be a national resource and should not be lost (para 4.47).” 
 
Answer: No, the ‘garden village’/northern extension of Eynsham will severely damage 
landscape, habitats and biodiversity. 

 
5. Is a 40 hectare Science Park necessary? 
 
Not content with lazily dumping 100% of West Oxfordshire’s quota of Oxford’s supposed 
housing needs on one parish, WODC intends to assign 67% of new employment land to 
Eynsham as well. It is my understanding that there is some unused employment space in 
Eynsham as it is, and that Begbroke Science Park is not fully occupied. A new technology 
park is planned for Kidlington, and a science park is coming near Peartree Park and Ride. No 
doubt there are other developments that we do not know about. 
 
Given that Brize Norton is an engineering centre of expertise, and that jobs there have 
recently been secured, would it not be better to expand science and technology capacity 
there instead of Eynsham? Carterton is said to be the area of West Oxfordshire that could 
most benefit from more employment opportunities. 
 
In answer to any objection that Brize Norton is too far away from Oxford: Harwell is 17.7 
miles away, whereas Brize Norton is 16.5 miles away. Harwell has a regular Science Transit 
Shuttle to the university, so Brize Norton could presumably have one too. And of course 
there is going to be an improved bus service along the A40 . . . Meanwhile, science funding 
could suffer more than gain as a result of Brexit and, since the vote, more academics are 
thinking of leaving the UK (according to Nature, 9 January 2017). 
 
Answer: No, it does not look like the only, or best, option.  

                                                           
8
 Email from plantlife.org.uk, 12 May 2017. 
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Appendix to Hearing Statement: Matter 14 – Eynsham-Woodstock Sub-Area 

Accompanying Maps 
 

 
Map 1: “Garden Village Broad Location”, according to the map on page 6 of WODC’s EoI. Note how it 
lies to the north-west of Eynsham, and to the north of a kink in the Chil Brook, just below the A40. 
 

 
Map 2: An enlarged section from the same Environment Agency flood risk map, showing the Chil 
Brook kink to the west of Eynsham. The incorrectly positioned red dot in Map 1 is thus to the west 
and south-west of the City Farm complex and the area of Flood Zone 3 just north of City Farm. 
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Map 3: WODC’s ‘vision for the site’ on page 8 of its EoI. Note how it runs up to and includes the brook 
to the north of City Farm. It is significantly to the east of the red dot in Map 1. 
 

 
Map 4: Taken from page 8 of the EoI, this map shows an even larger “indicative location” for the 
Garden Village (“around 320 hectares”), stretching even further north, and well beyond City Farm 
and the area of Flood Zone 3. 
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Map 5: This map, from page 289 of the LUC’s ‘Oxford Spatial Options Assessment’ report, shows the 
actual area that LUC assessed. Note how it does not include City Farm, or the sensitive areas in the 
northern half of the proposed Garden Village, not least the Flood Zone 3 area around the brook, the 
presence of Grade II listed buildings at City Farm, and the existence around City Farm of a Site of 
European Importance for Arable Plants. Nor does it include all or most of the DEC site (aggregate 
recycling) or the site of an abandoned medieval village (Tilgarsley), a potential historic monument. 
 
Submitted by EPIC (drafted by Nigel Pearce). 
 
 
 
 


