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FAO: Joan Desmond  
Planning Policy West Oxfordshire District Council New Yatt Road 
Witney OX28 1PB  
 
Garden Village Area Action Plan Consultation: A Community Response 
 
This community letter1 is an abridged version of EPIC/GreenTEA’s formal response to the West 
Oxfordshire District Council’s Garden Village Area Action Plan (AAP) pre submission draft, August 
2020. It is supported by the undersigned residents of Eynsham and surrounding villages below who 
welcome the progressive focus of this plan in terms of WODC taking Climate Action seriously and we 
hope others will be inspired by a true exemplar. 
 

Most residents oppose the principle of major 
development around Eynsham and doubt the 
housing need figures, while welcoming 
genuinely affordable housing for recognised 
local need.2 However now that the site for the 
Garden Village is in the adopted Local Plan 
we, the undersigned residents of Eynsham 
and surrounding villages, hope that it will be 
a true exemplar village, demonstrating 
Garden Village principles and good practice in 
terms of its environmental impact, 
biodiversity and  place making with high 
specifications for housing design and meeting 
zero carbon standards, while providing 
benefits to the area as a whole.  We therefore 
generally support the ambition and policies 
set out in the Area Action Plan (AAP) pre-
submission draft and welcome the 

statement: ‘the District Council having recently declared a climate emergency, the vision is focused on 
climate action, which forms a golden thread running through the whole AAP in areas such as 
sustainable construction and renewable energy, waste, the water environment, transport, design 
and biodiversity.  We also welcome the focus on delivering Garden Village principles. 
 
The policies are generally underpinned by sound evidence including studies commissioned for the 
AAP, for instance the Infrastructure Delivery Plan, Zero Carbon Studies and the Community Land Trust 
Report. In some cases, further surveys and reports are required of the applicant and the effectiveness 
of policy will depend on the rigour with which these requirements are enforced and assessed. It is 
welcome that the Infrastructure Delivery Plan is one study that covers the cumulative impact of 
development including the West Eynsham SDA on our area, as this is a key concern of residents, but 
this report recommends a range of future actions to ensure a co-ordinated approach. We also 
acknowledge that many of our former consultation responses are reflected in the policies.  
  

 
1 All paintings of the Garden Village in this letter are reproduced by kind permission of © Eric White, an Eynsham resident, 
who wanted to preserve the beauty of the site in all seasons before the development began.  
(https://eynsham-pc.gov.uk/org.aspx?n=Eric-White) 
2 Nearly 1400 people signed our 2018 petition (https://www.change.org/p/the-planning-inspector-housing-for-local-needs-
that-people-can-afford-that-doesn-t-ruin-the-countryside) 
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Generally, we think that the AAP would benefit from better cross referencing: there are multiple 
references to topics where the Policy is in another section. For clarity, we also suggest more cross 
reference is made between measures and Policies. In addition, we consider that to be 
effective, several Policies and section 12 Delivery and Monitoring Framework need more quantified 
measures of success and failure, a timescale and details of how this process will be resourced and 
monitored in the long term. 
  
Below we consider each theme of the AAP, comment on core objectives and the soundness of 
evidence, how it is reflected in Policy and in some cases suggest amendments or list further supporting 
evidence. 
 
 
Climate action   
 
We welcome the greater focus on climate action and support core objectives GV1- 4 and related 
policies for climate action, resilience, zero carbon and zero waste. 

 
Commentary on soundness of Policies, core objectives and supporting evidence 
The urgent need to address climate change is now beyond doubt. It was reported on 7 October that, 
yet again records were broken and September 2020 was the warmest on record.3 The following day 
no less figures than Sir David Attenborough and the Duke of Cambridge launched the £50m 'Earthshot' 
prize with the ambitious goal of "repairing the planet by 2030".4 We need to act now. 
 
Policy 2– Net-Zero Carbon Development 
The AAP policy is consistent with  national and local policy as well as the Eynsham Neighbourhood 
Plan; there is wide local support for climate action, shown by WODC’s recent survey5 and this 
document demonstrates climate leadership in the run up to UK hosted COP26. WODC has secured 
impressive evidence on the need for and the feasibility of taking action to achieve a net - zero 
energy positive development, notably the report from Elementa on construction and energy 
standards, whose authors  (sustainability experts, engineers, architects and cost consultants) were 
also co-authors for the widely quoted LETI Climate Emergency Design Guide which calls for radical 
action and pathfinder projects now.6 This report is also endorsed by Grosvenor. If we are to meet 
the challenge of climate change, Passivhaus or equivalent building techniques are needed to reduce 
heating demand in all buildings to less than 15kWh/m2/yr,  as well as energy efficiency (EUI) targets, 
modelling of overheating and reduction in  embodied carbon, in accordance with Policy 2– Net-Zero 
Carbon Development. We fully endorse the Policy standards for net zero construction, reduced 
embodied energy, no gas, 100% renewable energy and long term monitoring, with minor 
suggestions below. In this respect the required viability assessment will need thorough scrutiny and 
challenge, especially if left to reserved matters stage.  
 
This policy avoids the cost of retrofit which would be inexcusable in an exemplar project. This is 
consistent with Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government Robert Jenrick’s 
Statement on August 1st 2020 that “We will build environmentally-friendly homes that will not need 
to be expensively retrofitted in the future...”7   
 

 
3 https://climate.copernicus.eu/surface-air-temperature-september-2020  
4 https://earthshotprize.org 
  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-54435638 . It is the largest ever environmental prize 
5 https://www.westoxon.gov.uk/environment/climate-action/climate-action-and-what-we-are-doing/ 
6 https://www.leti.london/cedg  The free guide has already been downloaded more than 15,000 times.   
7 https://www.telegraph.co.uk/politics/2020/08/01/radical-necessary-reforms-planning-system-will-get-britain-building/ 
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Suggestions  
We suggest that under Policy 2 the anonymised measurement and verification results should also be 
available to residents and the management organisation. We also recommend funded provision of 
independent site inspection of building quality to address the ‘performance gap’. 
Policy 2 -Embodied carbon targets should be lower and we think full life cycle carbon modelling should 
be required rather than encouraged. 
Para 5.24- mentions woodfuel: this should be deleted: it is not a zero carbon heating solution and it 
damages local air quality. 
Para 5.38 - should include the Low Carbon Hub as a project LEO partner.  
Para 5.40 -  refer to the Project LEO Eynsham Smart and Fair Futures energy project and associated  
business models and long term stewardship. We regret the omission of former text on ‘"....a 
requirement for development of the garden village to be underpinned by an ambitious and pro-active 
approach to decentralised, renewable and low carbon energy at a range of different scales from site-
wide to property specific’, given that the Smart and Fair Futures energy project  supports this aim. 
 
Additional evidence 
Para 5.43 explains that costs will reduce as zero carbon building becomes mainstream and this is 
beginning to happen. Expertise is also spreading and the resultant homes which are comfortable and 
cheap to run are proving popular and address fuel poverty. York is planning to build 600 Passivhaus 
social homes in an exemplary car free neighbourhood.8 Stirling Prize winner Goldsmith Street is a 
development of 100 Passivhaus social homes.9 Leeds City Council’s Climate Innovation District is an 
exemplar sustainable scheme of over 520 new low carbon home and there is a 225 low carbon house 
development at Parc Eirin near Cardiff.10   
 
There is substantial local support and expertise in the field of zero carbon energy, notably through 
Project LEO, under which the ambitious Eynsham Smart and Fair Futures energy project is now 
proceeding, with Transition Eynsham Area (GreenTEA) an active member. The RIBA climate challenge 
states embodied carbon for domestic buildings should be below 450 kgCO2/m2 by 2025 and 450 
kgCO2/m2 300 by 2030: more ambitious then than Policy 2.11  
 
 
Healthy Place Shaping 
 
The introduction to Healthy Place Shaping emphasises the garden city requirement to design Salt 
Cross as a ‘beautiful, healthy and social community’. It demonstrates that such a requirement is a 
strategic priority for Oxfordshire (6.5) and that it should be embedded in the planning process. 
Documented challenges to this embedding are set out. These include air pollution that is relevant to 
Policy 4 (6.6). In the Oxfordshire Plan 2050, a new policy for healthy place shaping is being developed 
which is likely to establish countywide standards in 2021. In the meantime, the garden village will be 
based on national current best practice and guidance which have been assessed against local health 

 
8 https://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/2020/oct/04/everest-zero-carbon-inside-yorks-green-home-revolution  
‘The city plans to build Britain’s biggest zero-carbon housing project, boasting 600 homes in car-free cycling paradises full 
of fruit trees and allotments. When will the rest of the UK catch up?’   
9http://www.mikhailriches.com/project/goldsmith-street/#slide-2 Exeter has built several schemes to Passivhaus 
principles. http://www.ecodesign.co.uk/projects/residential/chester-long-court/ In Oxfordshire, Greencore have recently 
completed  25 passivhaus, custom self build and affordable houses 
https://www.greencoreconstruction.co.uk/portfolio/springfield-meadows-southmoor; Hook Norton CLT is planning a 
development of Passive houses. https://www.hn-lc.org.uk/what-were-doing/community-housing 
10https://leedscitycentrevision.co.uk/home/south-bank/climate-innovation-district-phase-2   https://citu.co.uk/   
https://www.parceirin.co.uk/ 
11 https://www.architecture.com/about/policy/climate-action/2030-climate-challenge/ Further resources  from the 
“Architects Declare” has reached 1000 signatures (13.10.20)  https://www.architectsdeclare.com/   
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challenges, the Oxfordshire context and documented good practice and consultation feedback. 
WODC’s assessment resulted in the Checklist of 10 Healthy Place Shaping Key Principles at Salt Cross 
(Fig 6.1). We are satisfied that the Healthy Place Shaping core objectives and policies are sound as 
they are based on national, international or local policies, principles or evidence. We are able to 
support them if areas we have identified as needing improvement are addressed.  

Policy 4 - Adopting Healthy Place Shaping Principles  

We are encouraged as we recognise the contributions of EPIC and GreenTEA in the local evidence 
presented in this section and consider that the way the Checklist of Key Principles (Fig. 6.1) was 
created is sound.  

However, we cannot consider Policy 4 effective yet because of the fundamentally flawed objectivity 
on the area’s assessed needs. This is in relation to transport infrastructure development that will 
reduce air pollution12. It will only be fully effective through joint working with Oxfordshire County 

Council (OCC), as a reduction in the air pollution levels 
along the A40 must be achieved by the time the first 
residents move in. Also reducing effectiveness is the 
omission in the key outputs at Salt Cross section (p.7) 
of a recognition of the relationship between green 
and wild space with physical, mental and emotional 
health of current and future residents and workers. 
Given our Climate and Ecological Emergency and risk 
of pandemics is becoming more urgent and frequent, 
health and well-being will need to be considered 
more carefully throughout the AAP. Homeworking is 
included in Policy 19, but there are no targets or 

measurements included. We welcome inclusion of shared public space for home-workers (6.25), so 
we think you might like to consider an even more radical approach to the public realm13 in the village 
centre, features of which already exist in Eynsham and make it so healthy and life-affirming, as well 
as reducing our carbon footprint.  

Policy 5: Social Integration, Interaction and Inclusion 

This policy is concerned with the aspiration to create a new place where those who live and work 
there feel part of a ‘strong, vibrant, connected and inclusive community’ (6.14). Creating the 
infrastructure for such a community fosters ‘an environment that achieves good mental health and 
wellbeing by reducing social isolation and loneliness and encouraging opportunities for social 
interaction’. Such infrastructure includes community hubs and community partnerships.  

 

12 p54: In relation to the key public health indicators about air pollution, it is stated that ‘This causes more harm than 
smoking and is linked to asthma, heart disease and stroke. Transport is now the largest source of carbon emissions in 
Oxfordshire’. Given that Salt Cross is located on the A40 (the busiest and most congested road in the county) along the 
entire length of its southern boundary, it is strange that the check list in Figure 6.1 (p.55-56), does not address the 
challenge of air pollution caused by transport on the A40 or in the village itself. This is in sharp contrast to the newly 
announced scheme in York (https://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/2020/oct/04/everest-zero-carbon-inside-yorks-
green-home-revolution). Policy 11 requires an air quality assessment for the Outline Planning Application (this is included 
in Grosvenor’s Environmental Statement) 

13 https://www.bioregional.com/news-and-opinion/re-imagining-our-high-streets 
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The aspiration of creating a safe environment that fosters social interaction and community 
partnership, is supported by NHS England (6.20) and the Eynsham Neighbourhood Plan (6.18). This 
follows NPPF advice for co-produced community development strategies related to the public realm 
and cultural well-being. It draws on the Royal Town Planning Institute on how to create dementia-
friendly spaces and OCC’s Street Design Guide will be used. Safety in public and private realm and 
crime prevention is to be considered from the outset and the policy draws on the proven Secured by 
Design police initiative. Provision of a community development officer is welcome.  

Policy 6 - Providing Opportunities for Healthy Active Play, Leisure and Lifestyles 

Policy 6 could meet the area’s objectively assessed needs for leisure and sport facilities when the new 
studies for West Oxfordshire are completed and considered to be robust. There is also an intention to 
complement ‘existing nearby provision’. 

Active Design principles (6.32), developed by Public Health England in collaboration with Sport 
England, are proposed to enable social integration, interaction and inclusion for people of all ages 
through well designed, multi-functional communal facilities and open spaces, green infrastructure, 
communal sports facilities, play spaces, green spaces, trees and woodland. The positive impact of 
exercise on mental and physical health especially in open and natural space with trees, woodland and 
bird song is recognised (6.28). Play design principles (Play England) include using natural elements and 
being close to nature. Both sets of principles resonate with community engagement evidence 
gathered during the development of the Eynsham Neighbourhood Plan and from international 
research on the positive effect of being in Nature on human health and well-being.  

Policy 7 - Green Infrastructure  

The policy is consistent with national and international thinking on the importance of delivering 
environmental and life benefits to local communities. Highlighted by the Climate Emergency and 
COVID-19 pandemic, the importance of this space in creating resilience to extreme environmental 
events by offering carbon sinks and improving air quality is stressed. Evidence that supports the 
positive and measurable impacts of green infrastructure on health and well-being is recognised. This 
was pointed out by EPIC in their 2019 AAP Preferred Options consultation response which suggests 
that they have listened to our community. 

We welcome the intention to move away from traditional, ‘grey’ approaches to urban community 
space towards innovative ways of working in harmony with Nature and the landscape. We are pleased 
to see the Building with Nature framework of principles will be used for the delivery of quality, 
multifunctional benefits for people and Nature and conditions for flourishing communities , as well as 
their standards for measuring quality (Well-being, Water and Wildlife -6.44-48), the requirement for 
‘Excellent’ Award Accreditation and generation of a comprehensive Community Management and 
Maintenance Plan.  

Back in 2018, EPIC stated in its consultation response, ‘Should WODC persist with this inadequate and 
inappropriate site, the development must be state of the art and a world class example of how to 
respect the environment, cause minimal destruction to surrounding communities and wildlife 
habitats, and contribute to climate change [action]’. Now we think this Policy goes some way towards 
reducing the inevitable, negative consequences of choosing this site due to biodiversity (as well as the 
A40). While the mention of historic designed parks at Blenheim and Eynsham Hall give wider context, 
it is important that the site’s traditional rural landscape character of fields, hedgerows and trees is 
retained and tree planting reinforced (Policy 7). We strongly support new woodland creation and 
scrub (6.55), biodiversity (6.62) and intention to conserve and reflect local history (6.63), as well as, 
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the recommendation for a tree nursery on site and advance tree planting (6.76). This is in tune with 
the original Garden Cities and would be an opportunity for community engagement at an early stage, 
e.g., gathering and planting acorns to grow. We hope that steps are taken so that this is more than a 
recommendation. We also welcome the requirement for community orchards (Table 6.1). and 
reference to Eynsham’s apple heritage and community activity (6.90).  

We conclude that Policy 7 requires minor adjustment, strengthening and clarification in relation to its 
contextual reference.  

Policy 8 – Enabling Healthy Local Food Choices  

This policy makes the link between enabling people to eat a balanced and healthy diet by ensuring 
proximity and easy access to affordable, local, healthy food. Strong community engagement 
recommendations for providing new community growing spaces have been included with suggestions 
like balconies, roof tops, raised beds, community gardens and orchards, although requirements for 
dispersed community growing spaces need to be strengthened. Our culture of food growing in 
Eynsham is given as an example of what could be aspired towards in Salt Cross. It is stated that further 
consideration will need to be given to the location, design, aspect, lay out and long-term management 
needs of these spaces. It is recommended that a food strategy should accompany the Outline Planning 
Application to include a diversity of food outlets and incorporating edible plants and small community 
growing spaces in the public domain, as seen at Welwyn Garden City. Our suggestion for schools to 
co-locate with food production has also been taken up. Policy 8 requires the demonstration and 
achievement of high quality through the Building with Nature standards with an ‘Excellent’ Award 
Accreditation.  

Policy 8 is therefore considered sound as long as the Food Strategy takes account of the ideas in this 
section and is assessed rigorously. (This is a general point where extra studies are required.) 
 
 
Protecting and enhancing environmental assets 

This is a challenging topic as there is evidence that the site is already unusually biodiverse and benefits 
from long standing organic management and special qualities such as large ancient hedgerows, 
abundant birdlife with rare and vulnerable ground nesting birds, highly significant arable plants, 
habitat for hares, deer etc.  

Policy 9 – Biodiversity Net Gain, GV12 - To provide measurable net gains for biodiversity and 
enhancements to natural capital 

Within the context of development, generally speaking, what the AAP has to say about biodiversity is 
encouraging. The 25% net gain target is very welcome, as long as it can be enforced and not allowed 
to drift as time goes by. In paragraph 7.65, the list of 19 measures that are part of the biodiversity net 
gain strategy are good and all the ones that are appropriate for the area should be fully implemented. 
It will be crucial to check compliance when reviewing the required Biodiversity Net Gain Strategy 
against Biodiversity Net Gain: Good Practice Principles for Development’ and the subsequent Part A:  
A Practical Guide (2019) (7.52).  

In addition, WODC needs to bear in mind the consequences for offsite net gain of a new quarry east 
of Eynsham (SG20b), if the County Council chooses this option.  
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References to the Nature Recovery Network (NRN) are welcome as well as the fact the site is in a 
‘recovery zone’. The AAP does not mention the thriving Eynsham’s Nature Recovery Network 14which 
is very active in projects in the area (although Long Mead LWS is mentioned in 7.72).  It is ironic that 
the Salt Cross development will greatly reduce the amount of land available for nature recovery. We 
have reached the stage of human evolution when nature recovery should take precedence over 
economic growth. Furthermore, paragraph 7.144 of the AAP seems to pave the way for further 
expansion in future to the north and east, which would severely damage the NRN and the wider area’s 
biodiversity, habitat and wildlife connectivity. There should be no further expansion of the garden 
village beyond the currently envisaged boundary in the outline planning application and it is essential 
that surrounding open space, the proposed country park and nature reserves are protected from 
development and that the most sensitive areas are protected from human disturbance.  

Yes, please ensure developers use, and pay for, 
the Trust for Oxfordshire’s Environment (TOE) to 
deliver the biodiversity net gain rather than doing 
it themselves (paragraph 7.75 and Policy 9, 
paragraph 7). It is important that the net gain 
funds are spent strategically at the landscape 
scale, rather than through a piecemeal approach, 
plot by plot.  

On the site itself, the plans for nature reserves are 
welcome, and advance planting is a must – as 
much as possible, please. It should be used as a 
mechanism for creating facts on the ground that 
will prevent incursions from the built environment 
at the ‘reserved matters’ stage.  

The proposal for linear woods, in particular one linking Eynsham Wood with Vincent Wood, is 
welcome. The treatment of hedgerows is not so encouraging. While Policy 7 Green Infrastructure 
mentions the network of hedgerows, there will be many interruptions by roads (and other 
development) of the green infrastructure, of which large mature hedgerows are a notable and 
distinctive feature on this site. The development could well break the law by removing well-
established hedgerows of historical significance, which cannot be easily replaced by new planting, and 
by leaving lasting gaps in connectivity. The spine road is a calamity in this regard.  

Paragraphs 3.20 (bullet 6) and 7.119 -7.121 

The irreversible loss of Grade 2 and 3a best and most versatile agricultural (BMV) land is an 
unacknowledged disaster, particularly in relation to non-intensive, nature-friendly farming. It might 
be argued that to lose just a little of this national resource is acceptable, but in the long term, every 
acre counts.  

Suggestions:  Policy 9 is well justified, but will only be effective with rigorous monitoring and scrutiny 
of developers’ reports;  protection of vulnerable areas and nature reserves from further development 
and human impact; proper co-ordination and use of local skills (TOE, Eynsham’s  Nature Recovery  
Network); advance tree planting; better protection of hedgerows: the amount of hedgerow (2.6 kms) 
that will be removed appears illegal– enough to stretch unbroken from Millennium Wood to Church 
Hanborough – with remaining hedgerow repeatedly interrupted (Hedgerows Regulations 1997 and 

 
14 https://eynsham-pc.gov.uk/org.aspx?n=Eynshams-Local-Nature-Recovery-Network 
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not reflecting the NPPF): and review of the impact on and appropriate use of best and most versatile 
agricultural land in any planning application, with reference to paragraphs 7.119 -7.121 and specific 
inclusion of this in Policy 11. 

Policy 10 – Water environment, GV14 - To ensure that any flood risk mitigation including surface 
water drainage is effective. 

Paragraph 5.18 (bullet 1) 

7.90 says built development will only take place within Flood Zone 1 yet the risk of flooding in the east 
of the site continues to be underplayed in the AAP, as does the likelihood of increasingly severe water 
stress in the wider area – both as a result of climate change.  

Suggestion:  The aims of this policy are good, but to be effective, rigorous implementation of Policy 
10’s requirement for a flood risk assessment and robust scrutiny of the assessment will be crucial. 

Policy 11 – Environmental assets GV13 - To avoid harmful light and noise pollution on local 
amenity, landscape character and biodiversity conservation. 
GV15 To ensure that development of the garden village seeks to minimise and properly mitigate any 
potentially harmful impacts on air, soil and water quality. 
The AAP correctly identifies local concern about air quality, noise and light pollution as well as the 
issue of contaminated land. Air quality will only improve if road-based transport decreases and use 
of fossil fuels is drastically reduced. Given the pressure on the A40 from existing use, large scale new 
development and Oxfordshire CC’s plan to increase road-space, air quality is likely to worsen rather 
than improve. 
Suggestions 
We suggest that to be effective this policy needs to require all studies to assess impacts on existing 
residents on and around the site and in Eynsham; to include protection of  best and most versatile 
agricultural land (as above);  an air quality assessment which includes the local Eynsham area over 
the period of the development; and a lighting strategy to ensure dark skies valued by local 
astronomers (e.g., a period when street lights are off) and essential to bats and other species. 

Policy 12 – Conserving and enhancing the historic environment of Salt Cross GV16 To fully address 
and capitalise on the constraints and opportunities presented by heritage assets including the listed 
buildings at City Farm and the suspected site of the former medieval village of Tilgarsley. 

The requirement for a Conservation Management Plan is welcome. Please note that the presence of 
the lost medieval village of Tilgarsley is confirmed, not just “suspected” (GV16, 7.134, 7.145) and 
therefore deserves thorough research and preservation. There is no mention in the AAP of a possible 
Roman site near the A40, which would also require archaeological attention.  

 
Movement and connectivity 
 
The policies in this core theme are soundly based and part of an integrated design for   "place making" 
and addressing Climate Change (Garden Village Principles 5, 8 and 9 and, specifically, Policy 13). 
Consistent priority is given to people (amongst others, Policy 13), active travel (walking and cycling in 
Policy 14) and public transport (Policy 15), rather than car travel (Policy 16). The policies are 
intrinsically sound and consistent and, with a few exceptions noted below, should be supported. 
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The layout and networks of the Garden Village should be designed to be walkable and accessible 
(Garden Village Core Objectives 17 and 18) and requires key services and facilities to be within a ten 
minute walk from homes; an important policy objective and one of the key criteria in the Eynsham 
Neighbourhood Plan. We welcome the walkable green corridors and connected networks of 
pathways and cycleways providing direct and safe routes to key amenities and destinations within 
the village and surrounding countryside and villages, so that the residents of other villages can also 
enjoy the amenities of Salt Cross (6.64 -67); also the provision of cycle parking and relatively low on 
plot parking provision. 
 
Policy 16 has a requirement for ‘areas of the site that will be car free development (minimum 15% of 
total dwellings)’ [ ie c.300]. This is welcome but an exemplary scheme with climate change at its core 
could go further; innovation, flexibility and good design will be key. Leeds is planning to build 600 
Passivhaus social homes in an exemplary car free neighbourhood.15  Garden Villages have a bad 
record on car dependence . A recent Transport for New homes report stated that the 20 Garden 
Communities that they looked at would create up to 200,000 car-dependent households.16  We need 
Salt Cross to buck the trend. 
  
Nevertheless, a settlement of this size will inevitably affect Eynsham, the A40 and local roads.  
The traffic model shows that the Garden Village would affect the A40 and local roads (8.58) unless 
A40 Improvements (Policy 15 and 17 for, among others, an 850  car Park and Ride and east and west 
bus lanes to and from Oxford) as well as, Travel Plans (Travel Demand Management  in Policy 16) could 
persuade sufficient people to switch from their cars to public transport (improved bus  and 
Hanborough railway service, Policy 15) or Active Travel ( walking and cycling, Policy 14). 
How successful would these measures be? Would A40 congestion get noticeably worse?  
This risk is probably understood because there is a specific caveat in Policy 17 that links planning 
permission for development to A40 congestion. How this would be enforced is interesting speculation. 
 
The Garden Village road network would be designed to encourage residents to walk, cycle or drive to 
and from the eastern employment area, thereby avoiding use of the A40 (Policy 15). 
 
A Spine Road is proposed between a new A40 roundabout at Cuckoo Lane, across the village to a new 
junction on Lower Road (Policy 15). The AAP also wants Garden Village roads designed to prevent "rat 
running" (Figure 8.1, Connectivity within the Garden Village). The new bus service would also have to 
run through the Garden Village (Figure 8.1). How can these be squared? The inherent tension between 
these measures is acknowledged in Policy 17 where future bisecting of the Spine Road is considered. 
 
Policy 14 proposes, among others, connections to Eynsham via a cycling and walking underpass at Old 
Witney Road, an improved crossing at the Witney Road junction and two signalised crossings across 
the A40 to the east. Although these proposed connections are the result of a feasibility study of 
options (8.14-8.17), would they be sufficiently convenient for residents of the two settlements, and 

 
15 https://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/2020/oct/04/everest-zero-carbon-inside-yorks-green-home-revolution  
‘The city plans to build Britain’s biggest zero-carbon housing project, boasting 600 homes in car-free cycling paradises full 
of fruit trees and allotments. When will the rest of the UK catch up?’   
16 Garden Villages and Garden Towns: Visions and Reality https://www.transportfornewhomes.org.uk/the-project/garden-
villages-and-garden-towns/ 
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would they minimise car travel and encourage walking 
and cycling (to and from Bartholomew School for 
instance)? As many will know, the A40 Improvements, 
new roundabouts and connections to Eynsham are the 
responsibility of the County Council as highway 
authority and not West Oxfordshire District Council as 
the planning authority. They have different procedures 
from the Garden Village proposal. However, the 
developer will be expected to help fund, among other 
requirements, these network proposals and the cycle 
and footpath link to Hanborough Station (Policy 17). 

 
 
Enterprise, Innovation and Productivity 
 
We support core objectives GV23-27 and related Policies (18 – 21) for enterprise, innovation and 
productivity. While the Science Park dominates this section, we welcome the proposals beyond the 
Science Park itself on broader employment opportunities which will provide services for the new 
population, as well as flexible workspaces and home-working provision. We appreciate and support 
the thought that has been given to the latter in response to the changing environment in which we 
find ourselves, due to the global pandemic and climate change and trust that the Policies are robust 
enough to be enforced.  
 
We also support the high-level Garden Village Principle 5 of a balanced community of homes and 
accessible jobs with minimal commuting because of, amongst other things, its centrality for Place 
Making, addressing the Climate Emergency, a low carbon economy and reducing traffic growth on the 
A40. However, we are aware that research has shown that self-containment, though a desirable aim, 
is never achieved in reality and in and out commuting persists. EPIC/GreenTEA suggest adding ‘in and 
out’ commuting, as an indicator of the balance of jobs and homes and the amount of the additional 
traffic generated on the A40 and local roads. 
 
Garden Village Core Objectives 23 and 24 seek a balance of jobs and business spaces in the 40 ha/ 
80,000m2 science and technology park (Policy 18) that should help support the development of the 
wider economy (Garden Village Core Objective 25). Policy 18 links it with strong, sustainable transport 
link including the Sustainable Transport Hub (including the Park and Ride) and connections to 
Hanborough Station. Sensibly, not all employment should be in the business park (Policy 19 - Small-
scale commercial opportunities and flexible business space). Dispersed, small-scale, commercial and 
flexible business spaces should be provided around the Neighbourhood Centres to the east in suitable 
and accessible locations. Therefore, we strongly support both Policies 18 & 19 which reduce the 
propensity for car travel and attendant A40 congestion.  
 
The science park would have its own ancillary facilities of shops, cafes, gyms, etc (Policy18). 
Homeworking is given proper prominence with local facilities, fast broadband and dwelling design 
(Policy 20 Home working). This Policy states that ‘Provision should be made as part of the overall 
mix of uses within any neighbourhood centre and meeting space linked to the science and 
technology park’. However, to be effective, this and Policy 19 need measurable targets against which 
fulfilment will be measured, including the key outputs of ‘Creation of new community meeting 
spaces and facilities including opportunities for ‘co-working’..  Examples of enterprise in Letchworth, 
Welwyn and Milton Keynes have long been 'workshop' and enterprise-based.  
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Possibly, the most interesting policy for Eynsham, apart from an enhanced local employment offer 
(Policy 18 and 19), is a commitment to training and preference for local labour and business (Policy 
21), including a Community Employment plan which we support.  
 
We suggest the opportunity for onsite fabrication alongside training is added to the Policy. For 
example at Leeds Innovation district homes will be manufactured at its purpose-built on-site 
factory.17 
 
However, given the ‘golden thread ‘of Climate Action in the AAP, we are very surprised that the words 
“zero” and “carbon” only appear once in this whole section (at 9.17). Since a systems approach is 
required to reach net zero carbon by 2050, we feel more references to this thread should have been 
made in this section, particularly as the Science Park alone has the potential to consume more energy 
than the whole residential portion of Salt Cross. (Nor is the Science Park mentioned in the Climate 
section (5)).  
 
As well as keeping careful consideration of carbon emissions through energy use, we suggest that in 
pursuing the principles of a circular economy (Policy 3, GV4), WODC should oversee, or appoint a body 
to oversee, the recruitment of business tenants such that the theories of Industrial Ecology18 can be 
put into practice wherever possible.  
 
This oversight function would also address the continuity challenge suggested by sections 9.19-9.21 
and could continue beyond “completion” to ensure that there is the required systems approach to 
achieving net zero carbon by, and beyond, 2050. 
 
 
Meeting current and future housing needs 
 
This section of the AAP is based on strong evidence from the Eynsham Neighbourhood Plan and 
subsequent consultations which show that what is needed and supported locally is a well-balanced 
mix of property types, tenures and sizes to meet a broad spectrum of housing needs. We welcome 
the target of 50% affordable housing and opportunities to rent and buy own their own homes but 
Eynsham residents are very concerned about the definition of affordability and feel that 80% of the 
market value in an area like this does not make housing genuinely within reach. It is of great concern 
that the target is ‘subject to viability’ so to ensure genuine affordability the target needs to be 
achieved with imagination and flexibility, building on best practice from  across the country and 
backed up with tough enforcement measures.  
 
The AAP appropriately recognises the evidence of need for social rented housing for single people and 
families and this should be recognised in the phasing of building, with targets for social rented housing 
in the early stages and a clear commitment to build for rent as well as shared ownership. 
 
Policies 23, 25 and 26  build on evidence that identified smaller starter homes, houses for key workers 
and junior staff with local employers,  and self build, co-housing and flexible arrangements for those 
with disabilities or who need live in care. Housing for those with care needs should be located centrally 
to enable integration into the community. There must now be a genuine attempt to reach out to 
identify and quantify these needs and set targets as without this there is a danger that the developers 

 
17 https://southleedslife.com/citu-creating-climate-innovation-district-hunslet/ 
18 Industrial Ecology promotes design which intentionally locates businesses and buildings so that the waste products, 
including heat, of one business are used as raw materials for others. This mimics a natural system; biota have been 
optimising resource use and minimising waste, by necessity, since life first occurred. 
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will say they do not have the evidence and will revert to standard provision. One gap appears to be 
any reference to space standards. The UK is building the smallest homes in Europe and we suggest 
reference to the well-received NHF Housing Standards Handbook (2016).19  
 
Given that Oxford’s  unmet housing need was a key driver in identifying this site there should be a 
genuine collaboration and a financial contribution from Oxford which would help address the 
questions raised by the developer about viability. Now that Oxford‘s growth targets have been scaled 
down these houses should be transferred to people on the housing list in West Oxfordshire. 
 
Housing in a Garden Village  
 
A key feature of a Garden Village is the recognition of the importance of, and shared access to green 
space and this was a key topic raised in the various local consultations in particular the importance of 
shared spaces as integral to the housing design and layout ,not just as separate parks or recreation 
areas. Shared spaces for growing, play areas and trees need to be protected close to the housing in a 
way that encourages neighbourliness and community responsibility.  
 
Co-housing, Self Build and Community Land Trusts 
 
We are very pleased to see the commitment to self build and support for co-housing and as a way of 
meeting local need in Policy 25. We welcome the target of 110 self and custom-build opportunities 
distributed in small, attractive clusters across the garden village site, but see this as a minimum with 
further potential to be explored. 
 
We are impressed with the WODC report on Community Land Trust Options20  and are keen to explore 
these ideas further. As evidence of local interest a new group is now emerging supported by 
Collaborative Housing in Oxford and this opportunity should be actively promoted by WODC to ensure 
delivery.  
 
There are many advantages of setting up a Community Land Trust (CLT) both for smaller community 
led initiatives but also as a possible route to create the community ownership and governance 
consistent with Green Village principles for the site as a whole. A CLT would be one of the key ways to 
secure the commitment to the climate change objectives such as limited car parking, facilities of 
electric cars etc. It could also prevent subletting and Airbnb which constitute a real threat to 
community cohesion. We urge WODC to follow up on Policy 25 to explore options with community 
representatives and organisations. 
 
We would support the development of community-led housing SPD. 
 
Additional evidence  
 
There are increasing numbers of examples of CLTs delivering and managing high quality equable 
housing. The CLT report highlights Kennett Garden Village, where the CLT is responsible for 500 
homes. 21 East Cambridgeshire now has 10 CLTs, there is a CLT in the Leeds Innovation district and 

 
19 https://www.architecture.com/riba-books/books/urban-design-planning-housing-and-
infrastructure/planning/product/housing-standards-handbook-a-good-practice-guide-to-design-quality-for-affordable-
housing-providers.html The authors also worked on the Elementa zero carbon report and the LETI climate emergency 
design guide. 
20 Collaborative Housing, Exploring the options for a Community Land Trust at the Oxfordshire Cotswolds Garden Village 
June 2002 
21  Kennett Garden Village (Palace Green Homes) 
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there are several CLTs in London.22 The TCPA guides include one long term stewardship which covers 
the role of community land trusts.23 
 
 
Building a Strong, Vibrant and Sustainable Community  

As with several other policy areas, the aspirations are good and reflect community feedback, but are 
often too vague and are not always measurable or enforceable.  

Policy 27 – Key development principles 
This policy has laudable principles although it fails to address an issue of major concern to Eynsham 
residents, i.e., links to Eynsham. Salt Cross and the existing village of Eynsham will not be two 
distinct and separate villages. The plans must recognise the interdependency in terms of services, 
shops, jobs, transport, amenity and this needs to inform all the plans. The planned underpass at 
Witney Road is an unattractive and limited option and we continue to press for an attractive walking 
and cycling bridge at the eastern edge of the site. Salt cross will be vibrant if it is linked-in to the one 
of the most vibrant villages in West Oxfordshire, if not Britain. So, we suggest a clause is added ‘to 
complement Eynsham and build on its vibrant community’. 

Policy 28 – Land uses and layout – the spatial framework and Policy 29 – Design requirements 
Table 11.1 – Anticipated amount and mix of different land uses at Salt Cross.  
This section mentions facilities we would support, such as smaller-scale employment space, a 
mixture of different community use, but these are ‘to be determined at  a later date through 
detailed/reserved matters.’  While the Eynsham Area Infrastructure Delivery Plan identifies a 
potential need for around 385 m2 of floorspace for culture and the arts and around 1,056 m2 for 
community meeting space, these are not defined in Policy 28.  

Figure 11.6 Illustrative Spatial Framework indicates the secondary school on high ground about a 
mile distant from Bartholomew which will inevitably lead to increased and damaging car use; the 
building would be prominent and require exceptional design. The plan does not show footpath 
connections to the east of the site.  

Suggestions:  

• We propose that Policy 28 should set aside minimum 
areas for community and cultural spaces, which should 
include support for home workers in each 
neighbourhood.  

• The wording on ‘Effective and safe pedestrian and cycle 
connections’ should explicitly mention links to Eynsham 
and core services such as education and health services.  

• The text ‘Principal movement corridor/s to be designed 
so as to discourage unnecessary through traffic’ should 
include ‘and to give priority to other modes over car 
travel  through surface and ,to text ‘Continuous green 
space around the northern fringe of the site in the form 
of a biodiverse Country Park to include a mixture of 

 
22 https://www.londonclt.org/ 
23 https://www.tcpa.org.uk/tcpa-pgs-guide-9-stewardship 
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uses and activities including nature reserves and providing effective connections into adjacent 
countryside;’ add  ‘on all sides of the site including footpaths to the east’. 

• We support the related Policy 20 that the Salt Cross neighbourhood centres should include 
shared working spaces to support small enterprises and reduce the environmental, family and 
social costs of journeys to work and more rigour is needed to ensure this is achieved. 

• The location and design of the school needs further attention.  

Policy 29 – Design Requirements  
In the first point under design (11.46), the AAP recognises that locals want ‘something more bold 
and innovative’ than business as usual; we expect exceptional design in this exemplar Garden 
Village. Yet the Policy contains none of the measures needed to secure  and assess  this or ‘overall 
continuity of design’ mentioned in Policy 29 . There is no mention of continuing Design Review, 
named architects or competitions.  Such issues were key to securing design excellence at 
developments such as Eddington, Cambridge, with its impressive, innovative and award winning 
community  building (Storey’s Feld Centre), which was visited during consultation.24  One of the 
measures of success on page 184 is design awards and surely the exemplar village of Salt Cross 
should aim to win awards- but we do not see the measures that will make this a real possibility. Key 
outputs (page 8 ) include ‘A new primary school and a new secondary school intended as a ‘satellite’ 
for Bartholomew School in Eynsham, both forming key landmarks within the garden village through 
the use of high quality design and materials.’ But how will this high quality be achieved through the 
OCC process? 

Suggestion: we strongly recommend adding a requirement for continuity through design review, use 
of named architects and landscape architects and support for design competitions, including the 
design of the landmark schools. 

Policy 30 – Provision of supporting infrastructure  
This is a top issue for the community. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) is good but only a 
‘valuable starting point’(11.74) and a lot of further work is required.  The AAP correctly notes that 
’…requirements identified in the IDP are a result of ‘cumulative’ growth in the Eynsham area’ 
(11.70): indeed: this is one of the few documents that fully acknowledges this fact.  ‘Timely’ 
provision’ is key. For example, foul drainage causes regular problems in Eynsham and we note that 
Thames Water has objected to the Outline Planning Application. The transport problems are well 
known. 

Policy 31 – Long-term maintenance and stewardship 
This is a crucial issue and central to the Garden Cities and garden village vision. Yet although good 
examples are given the Policy is broad and imprecise and it needs greater clarity to be sound and 
effective. It is telling that the primary TCPA garden city principles of Land value capture for the 
benefit of the community, and Community ownership of land and long-term stewardship of assets 
are only addressed in the final policy. Significant community ownership is the key to empowering 
people to engage with the creation of a successful garden village.  We welcome the Collaborative 
Housing Report25 and steps are underway to establish a Community Land Trust for Salt Cross, 
together with community housing. The CLT would ideally own a range of assets including  shops, 
pubs, business space, leisure and amenity space and manage community owned assets which in turn 
bring in an income, as in the original Carden Cities. The CLT could include a community energy 
services company (which links well with the Project LEO Eynsham Smart and Fair Futures energy 

 
24 https://eddington-cambridge.co.uk/news-and-updates/storeys-field-centre-double-win-at-aj-architecture-awards-2018 
25 Collaborative Housing, Exploring the options for a Community Land Trust at the Oxfordshire Cotswolds Garden Village 
June 2002 



 15 

project). 
 
Suggestions  
Add to Policy 31 ‘facilitate the objectives of the emerging Community Land Trust and wide 
community ownership of assets’. 
Measures of success (page 184 and Section 12)- should include extent of community ownership and 
amount of community facilities. 
 
 
The Delivery and Monitoring Framework 
 
This new section (12) is key to achieving the aspirations set out in the preceding Policies. In 
EPIC/GreenTEA’s previous response we stated that ‘The AAP should be enhanced by addition of 
specific lower level policies, preferably defined by numerical or measurable criteria, that can be clearly 
measured on the ground, thereby enabling full implementation of the AAP's good intentions’. We 
consider that this aim has been only partially met, for instance in respect of Policy 2 (net zero carbon 
development) where ‘KPIs aligning with net-zero carbon development, and five-year post-
construction energy monitoring, required as condition’. Other policy areas are less precise. We have 
suggested above some areas for greater precision of measures of success.   
 
To be effective, we suggest more quantified and qualitative measures of success and failure (rather 
than simple yes/no), a timescale and details of how this process will be resourced, monitored and 
enforced over time.  There is an assumption in the Framework that everything will automatically be 
successful, but a column could be added that would indicate how failure will be identified, addressed 
and rectified.  
 
 
We hope you find our response both supportive of the plan and constructive in relation to 
improvements.  
 
Yours sincerely,  
 

Miranda Handscomb  
 

Margherita Pierini 
 

Gwilym Rowlands  
 

Caroline Edwards  
 
Anna Rowlands  

 
Anna Parrinder  

 
David Rivalin  

 
Chris Baker 

 
Paul Hunt 

 
Austen NAUGHTEN 
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Lucy Dickinson 
 

Andy Egan,  
 

Andrew Bickley 
 

Michael Nightingale  
 
Jennifer Griffiths 
 
Hannah Laurens 
 
Maarten van Hardenbroek 

 
Stephen Howells,  

 
Katherine Howells,  

 
Anna Colyer 

 
Robin Colyer 

 
Sue Chapman,  

 
Sue Raikes 
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Dr James Cadman,  
 
Jackie Goodwin 
 
Lisa Hynes 
 
Andrew Hynes 

 
Jessica Baker-Pike 

 
David Baker-Pike 

 
Laraine Saedi  

 
Tessa Hammond 

 
Caroline Ogden, 
 
Kathy Peltan 

 
Adrian Pinnock 
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Tom Smith 
 
Sue Osborne 
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Patricia Moore,  
 

Rev John Underwood, 
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Larry Poole  

 
June Poole 

 
Margaret Underwood  
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Mrs Gill Parry 
 

 


