
Commentary on Socio-Economic Section of Environmental Impact Assessment 

Summary 

 The assessment of socio-economic impacts in the EIA is marred by significant 

omissions, inconsistencies, and misrepresentations of baseline conditions that make 

its conclusions untenable.  

 The most significant of these is the applicant’s assessment of the ‘major beneficial’ 

impact of the large block of student accommodation, which is resoundingly 

contravened by Oxford City Council policies on student accommodation, by verifiable 

data on the city-wide distribution of private rental housing including HMOs, and by 

the lack of policies regarding need or management of student accommodation within 

Vale of White Horse DC. This evidence is summarized below and presented in full in 

a separate appendix. 

 The incorrect impact assessment of the student accommodation underscores the 

applicant’s misconstruing of the impact on general and age-restricted housing as 

‘negligible’ and ‘minor adverse’, respectively. The true impact involves permanent 

reduction of both types of housing stock, with major adverse effects in the context of 

Oxfordshire’s intense housing pressures and aging population.  

 Cumulatively, these shortcoming demonstrate that the applicant’s assessment is not 

based on conclusions drawn from robust independent evidence, but rather reflects 

wishful thinking and the applicant’s determination to carry out the scheme in spite of 

major adverse impacts predicted for the local community.    

 

Inconsistent application of Effect Significance 

1.1 The EIA defines the significance of socio-economic effects in paragraph 14.47 with 

four levels of distinction: Major (‘a very significant effect’), Moderate (‘a noticeable effect’), 

Minor (‘a small, barely noticeable effect’), and Negligible (‘no discernable effect’).  

1.2 All of these effects are to be determined ‘on the assessed socio-economic parameter 

of the local area’, which the EIA defines in paragraph 14.32 as referring to the North Hinksey 

& Wytham ward, i.e. the area including and immediately surrounding the proposed 

development. 

1.3 These clearly defined criteria have been very poorly applied, showing the report’s 

obvious bias in supporting the application rather than offering an objective assessment.  

1.4 Nearly all potential benefits of the development are found to be of ‘Major beneficial’ 

significance – for everything ranging from the re-provision of the existing local library to 

‘crime and fear of crime’ in an area that is already perceived to be, and is in actuality, a low-

crime area (paragraph 14.209).  

1.5 In contrast, the permanent loss of homes and established local businesses are 

labelled as ‘Minor adverse’ effects. To claim that these losses amount to ‘a small, barely 

noticeable effect’, while the more moderate improvement of existing community resources is 

labelled as ‘a very significant effect’, is clearly biased and frankly insulting to the local 



community, who have voiced concern about these adverse effects from the earliest stage of 

public consultation.  

1.6 The most blatant misapplication of the level of analysis is apparent in paragraph 

14.129, where an unverifiable Savills report on the scale of the existing student market in 

Oxford is quoted:  

“In Oxford there are 1,400 homes that could be unlocked, which is equal to 
5 years of recent housing delivery. This would require the delivery of an 
additional 7,100 student beds of a sufficient quality and appropriate price to 
attract students out of the HMO market. A similar scheme would probably 
unlock fewer than 50 family homes in the Vale of White Horse. However, 
given the close proximity to Oxford, it is likely that provision of student 
housing within the district could help to ease housing pressures arising 
in Oxford but that also impact the Vale of White Horse.”     

 
1.7 The ‘Major beneficial’ effect of student accommodation cited in the EIA has nothing to 
do with the assessed socio-economic parameter of the local area’, but rather is presented as 
a city-wide effect with an indirect benefit for Botley residents.  
 
1.8 This benefit is in fact unlikely to ever be realized; as will be demonstrated below, all 
objective evidence shows that student presence in the Botley housing market is currently 
Negligible (‘no discernable effect’), with no significant benefits to be gained by the provision 
of purpose-built student accommodation – aside from the financial viability of the oversized 
retail and leisure offering that the applicant intends to provide. 
 
 
Comparison of assessed socio-economic impacts 

2.1  The table below evaluates the EIA’s socio-economic impacts and offers alternative 

assessments based on information that was omitted or downplayed in the report.  

Para Impact EIA assessment Our assessment Comments 

 Overall Socio-

Economic 

impacts 

MODERATE / 

MAJOR 

BENEFICIAL 

MAJOR 

ADVERSE 

Rapid demographic change, 

permanent loss of general and age-

restricted housing, negative 

character change (including loss of 

independent local businesses) 

14.450 Construction 

phase impacts 

Minor adverse 

temporary 

Major adverse 

temporary, with 

some permanent 

adverse effects 

Owing to the extremely large scale 

of the new buildings, the disruption 

caused by construction will cover a 

large land area and will occur for an 

extended period of time (over 3 

years, Oct 2015 – Dec 2018) 

14.270, 

14.271 

Retail Units & 
Other Service 
Businesses 

Minor adverse 

temporary 

Major adverse Not enough space to accommodate 

all existing businesses; ‘significant 

challenges to business owners in 

maintaining their operations over 

this [20 month] period’ (paragraph 

14.271), i.e. permanent loss of local 

businesses 



14.274 Dental practice Minor adverse 

temporary 

Major adverse 

temporary 

No suitable interim premises for a 

three year period 

14.276 Library  Minor adverse 

temporary 

Moderate adverse 

temporary  

Provision as a ‘pop-up’ shop with 

50% current capacity, next to a 

noisy construction site 

14.280 Community 

halls  

Minor adverse 

temporary 

Major adverse  

temporary 

No interim premises for 3 years, 

relying on venues outside of the 

area that may not be available 

14.282 Church Minor adverse 

temporary 

Moderate adverse 

temporary 

Baptist Church to secure alternative 

premises for 3 years; the applicant 

implies that it is willing to do so.  

14.283 Vicarage Minor adverse 

temporary 

Major adverse 

temporary  

Loss of pastoral care function of the 

vicarage for 19 months; no interim 

accommodation provided by the 

applicant 

14.285 Age-restricted 

accommodation 

Minor adverse 

temporary 

Major Adverse  No interim accommodation at 

present, major disruption for 

vulnerable elderly residents, half of 

current residents will be 

permanently relocated 

14.288 Construction 

employment 

generation 

Major beneficial 

temporary  

Negligible  Benefit of additional employment 

balanced by labour shortage in 

construction, with potential for this 

project and/or others in the area to 

be delayed.  

14.266 General 

housing  

(not mentioned) Major adverse Demolition of 25 flats above Elms 

Parade, the Square and Elms Court 

in November 2015 

14.266, 

Figure 

14.34 

Open space 

and sense of 

place 

(not mentioned) Major adverse Community hub reduced to the 

current Church Way car park; 

pedestrian access restricted and in 

close proximity to large-scale 

construction; all mature trees 

surrounding the current centre lost, 

with no interim greenery 

14.450 Operational 

phase impacts 

Major beneficial Major Adverse Major adverse effects for all forms 

of housing outweigh the  

14.293 

See also 

‘Block C’ 

drawings 

from main 

application 

 

 

Age-restricted 

accommodation 

Minor adverse Major adverse Permanent loss of 34 age-restricted 

units; long internal corridors with 

most flats single-aspect; no flats on 

the ground floor; no greenery or 

garden space; limited social space 

on the ground floor (none on the 

same level as living space); 

severed from main centre 

(including shops, library, cafes) by 

large access road 



14.301 Student 

accommodation 

Major beneficial Major adverse Botley is not a ‘District Centre’ 

according to Oxford City Council; 

its policy HP5 thus does not apply, 

and none of its 24 site-specific 

policies for the city’s strategic 

development of student 

accommodation are located in 

Botley or along the Botley Road.  

A successful implementation of this 

scheme would bring rapid 

demographic change (10% of the 

parish’s current population), intense 

pressures on public transport, and 

disruption from the newly 

introduced night-time economy 

catering for students. 

More likely, the large student 

accommodation block would be 

severely under-occupied, leaving a 

large semi-empty building that 

could not be readily converted to 

long-term housing.    

14.311 General 

Housing 

Negligible Major adverse 25 homes will be permanently lost. 

Calculating from the quoted Savills 

report (paragraph 14.129), 

provision of 525 student beds in 

Botley would ‘unlock’ fewer than 5 

houses from the general market. 

The justification for the ‘negligible’ 

effects in paragraph 14.311 is 

inaccurate and non-sensical.   

14.315 Local schools Negligible Negligible  

14.316 Local primary 

healthcare 

Major beneficial Unknown Not clear if permission would be 

granted by the relevant CCG for a 

new GP surgery so close to the 

existing one. Cited deficit could be 

remedied by the existing practice 

hiring 1 additional GP. 

14.326 Library Major beneficial Moderate 

beneficial 

Botley Library is already one of the 

‘core’ 22 units within Oxfordshire 

County. The additional size could 

be offset by access issues, since 

the proposed library is not on the 

ground floor.  

14.334 Community Hall 

& Church 

provision 

Major beneficial Moderate 

beneficial 

The expansion of the community 

hall is relatively modest (around 

25% gain in floor space); 

placement underneath the 

proposed age-restricted 

accommodation is not ideal in 

terms of traffic and noise 

generation for those residents; 



community facilities are cut off from 

the main shopping and social 

centre by a large access road.   

14.360 Operational 

employment 

generation 

Major beneficial Minor beneficial The jobs created will not fill a clear 
need as local unemployment is 
very low (14.134); students (rather 
than local residents) will  ‘provide a 
ready source of labour seeking 
part-time employment’ 

14.383 Hotel visitor 

numbers & 

spend 

Major beneficial Moderate 

beneficial 

Unclear how much of tourism 

spend will be retained locally, as 

‘there is little of interest in terms of 

tourist attractions in Botley’ 

(paragraph 14.188), so visitors will 

spend most time and money 

elsewhere. 

14.385 Crime & fear of 

crime 

Major beneficial Minor / moderate 

adverse 

In spite of the ‘tatty’ state of the 

1960s buildings, the centre is 

actively used during daytime. 

‘Natural surveillance’ becomes 

more of an issue at night, when 

most (but not all) existing 

businesses are closed. The 

potential benefit of a more 

populated centre during later hours 

must be balanced with the potential 

for more crime via a night-time 

economy; paragraphs 14.208 and 

14.209 show that the yearly crime 

rate in Botley is half of the monthly 

crime rate in Oxford city, where 

more urban night-time economies 

are concentrated.  

14.395 Open space & 

sense of place 

Moderate beneficial Moderate adverse The EIA only discusses the new 

piazza, which has little in the way of 

greenery and is bounded by high 

buildings on two sides. Its effect is 

minor to moderate beneficial, as 

there is already an existing central 

space where community events 

occur. This must be balanced by 

the overall loss of open space and 

pedestrian through-flows as a result 

of the monolithic supermarket, 

which removes existing east-west 

movement across the centre of the 

site. A recent  

 

In support of the above assessments, the following sections lay out the baseline conditions 

for development, the inappropriateness of Botley for such a large provision of student 

accommodation, and the unacceptable adverse effects on the general and age-restricted 

housing provision.  



Baseline context: low deprivation and economic viability 

3.1 Chapter 14 of the EIA presents Botley as a quiet residential suburb with a low crime 
rate: 
 
‘The lower population and quieter residential atmosphere of Botley along with the lack of 
nightclubs and fewer pubs helps it retain a comparatively low crime rate’ (14.209). 
 
3.2 This statement is consistent with the earlier description within the EIA (7.36) of Botley 
as ‘a mainly suburban residential area on the western outskirts of the City of Oxford’. 
 
3.3 The evidence provided in the EIA shows Botley to be an area of low deprivation 

across all metrics: 

 Paragraph 14.64 states that the local area (LSOA 002F) is in the bottom quartile 

nationally for overall deprivation. Other areas immediate adjacent to the application 

site, such as Cumnor Hill, are in the lowest decile (10% least deprived areas 

nationally). 

 Paragraph 14.134 notes that the local area has ‘a very low level of employment 
deprivation that places it within the 8% least deprived in the country (refer to Figure 
14.20)’. 85% of the local population is economically active (14.131), mainly in the 
areas of retail, education, and professional/scientific/technical activities.  

 

 Paragraph 14.193 notes that ‘within LSOA 002F there is a low level of education 
deprivation, which places it within the 12% least deprived areas in the country’.  

 

 Similarly, in paragraph 14.194 ‘The LSOA 002F has a low level of health deprivation 
that places it within the 16% least deprived in the country’. 

 
3.4 The current shopping centre, correctly described as ‘somewhat dated and tired but 
relatively well maintained’ (14.157) consists of 40 retail units ‘largely characterised by 
smaller independent traders’.  
 
3.5 The EIA notes that ‘There are low vacancies in the centre, almost half of the national 
average’ (14.157), and acknowledges that ‘the centre adequately meets modest local day-to-
day needs’ (14.164). The cited emerging Local Plan refers specifically to ‘the West Way 
centre’ [1960s buildings] as ‘in need of refurbishment’, rather than wider wholesale 
demolition and ‘regeneration’ that the applicant proposes. 
 
 
 
3.6 In sum:  

 the existing shops and services function very well as a thriving local service 
centre meeting local needs.  

 The area is relatively affluent, with a fairly stable residential population and quiet 
suburban ambiance.  

 As demonstrated below, Botley does not currently have a high concentration of 
students, and it has not been deemed appropriate as a student hub by either Oxford 
City Council or VOWH District Council.        

 

  



No existing policy and low demand for student accommodation in Botley 

4.1 The application and Chapter 14 of the EIA make a number of broad claims regarding 

the demand for student accommodation in Botley. 

4.2 By drawing on adopted Oxford city policies and compiling objective verifiable data on 

current student pressures within the wider Oxford housing market, this report will 

demonstrate that the applicant’s case for student housing is unsubstantiated by 

evidence, misrepresentative of the existing policy climate, and at high risk for 

economic failure.   

4.3 The full evidence is presented in the attached appendix. Specifically, this report 

demonstrates that: 

 Oxford’s Policy CS25, which sets a target cap for the number of students from each 

university living in private rented accommodation, is moderating the pressure by 

students on the wider housing market. The EIA makes no acknowledgement of 

this policy. 

 The effectiveness of this policy measure is recognized in the conclusions of the 

Oxfordshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) section on student 

accommodation. The SHMA indicates that the real need is for self-contained 

postgraduate accommodation, and not the undergraduate ‘bedsit’ arrangement that 

is proposed. The number and type of student accommodation proposed in the 

application, and supported in the EIA, is at odds with current and future 

student housing needs. 

 Botley is not recognized as a ‘District Centre’ by Oxford, as the applicant claims, and 

it has not been identified as a preferred site for student accommodation within 

Oxford’s adopted Sites and Housing Plan. The EIA’s claim (14.309, 14.310) that 

Botley meets the conditions of Oxford’s Policy HP5 is entirely false.  

 Botley currently has a very low presence of students (around 1%, or less than 100 

students, of a potential 6,000 student market) in comparison to central and east 

Oxford, and thus it is not the focus of any City or VOWH policies regarding the 

strategic development of student accommodation. The figures above are from 

verifiable sources produced by Oxford City Council and Oxford Brookes University 

regarding its Harcourt Hill campus. The deficit of 14,601 student beds asserted in 

the EIA (14.126) stems from a report produced for the applicant that is nowhere 

available for verification (within the application itself or online), and it directly 

contravenes Oxford city’s own evidence on this demand.   

 As the case study of Diamond Place / Ewart House demonstrates, the great city- and 

county-wide need for general and age-restricted housing is leading to these being 

prioritised in Oxford, even in ‘prime’ student accommodation locations such as 

university-owned land in Summertown.  

4.3 The collective silence in existing policy by both Oxford City Council and 

VOWH, combined with all objective and verifiable evidence, demonstrates that the 

case for student accommodation in Botley is entirely a creation of the applicant, 

rather than reflecting any actual need. 

 



High need for age-restricted and general housing 

5.1 The EIA (14.113) lists recommendations from the All Party Parliamentary Group on 
Housing and Care for Older People (APPG) in its Housing our Ageing Population: Plan for 
Implementation (HAPPI2), which include 
 
· “Generous internal space standards; 
· Plenty of natural light in the home and in circulation spaces; 
· Balconies and outdoor space, avoiding internal corridors and single-aspect flats; 
· Adaptability and ‘care aware’ design which is ready for emerging telecare and 
telehealthcare technologies; 
· Circulation spaces that encourage interaction and avoid an ‘institutional feel’; 
· Shared facilities and community ‘hubs’ where these are lacking in the neighbourhood; 
· Plants, trees, and the natural environment; 
· High levels of energy efficiency, with good ventilation to avoid overheating; 
· Extra storage for belongings and bicycles; and 
· Shared external areas such as ‘home zones’ that give priority to pedestrians.” 
 
5.2 The EIA attempts to justify the demolition and non-replacement of 34 existing age-
restricted homes by asserting (14.115) that Field House does not currently meet the 
HAPP12’s recommendation of at least 58m2 of internal space for age-restricted flats. It 
acknowledges that its estimate of existing floor space for Field House flats is an estimate 
based on the overall footprint of the building and has not been confirmed by Sovereign. 
 
5.3 The EIA notes the high county-wide demand for age-restricted housing (14.293), and 
it acknowledges that overall the proposal would bring an overall housing reduction of 59 
units (34 age-restricted and 25 general housing) that would most likely be secured through 
the use of Compulsory Purchase Orders (14.290). 
 
5.4 By noting the (unconfirmed) larger space standards for the re-provided units, the EIA 
claims that the development ‘is bringing forward age-restricted accommodation that is 
beyond best practice in terms of space standards and designed to remain attractive to the 
market over the long-term’ (14.297). The EIA fails to note that the proposed age-
restricted housing does NOT comply with many of the other HAPP12 
recommendations, including:  
· Balconies and outdoor space, avoiding internal corridors and single-aspect flats; 
· Circulation spaces that encourage interaction and avoid an ‘institutional feel’; 
· Plants, trees, and the natural environment; 
· Extra storage for belongings and bicycles; and 
· Shared external areas such as ‘home zones’ that give priority to pedestrians.” 
 
5.5 As has been noted by many of the submitted objections to the application, the 
‘replacement’ age-restricted accommodation is not like-for-like. In addition to the net 
reduction in 34 units, the replacement accommodation does not provide existing Field House 
amenities including  

 garden and green space,  

 ‘circulation spaces’ such as the on-site library,  

 ground-floor access for the majority of homes,  

 storage space for walkers, buggies, etc.  
 

Further, the new flats are located in an isolated block cut off from the main shops by 
a 4-lane access road into the underground car park – hardly a ‘home zone’ that 
gives ‘priority to pedestrians’. The architectural drawings submitted with the planning 
application show almost all of the age-restricted flats to be located off of a single long 



stretch of central corridor, with single-aspect view – those on the eastern side 
looking directly onto the blank back wall of the cinema. 

 
5.6 The EIA further acknowledges (14.285) that the proposals do not provide interim 
accommodation during the 19 months between demolition of Field House and construction 
of the new flats.  
 
5.7 In the context of high and increasing demand for age-restricted 
accommodation, the demolition of the 67 units of Field House and their replacement 
with only 34 units (that are sub-standard according to the full HAPP12 
recommendations) cannot be condoned and must be acknowledge as a Major 
Adverse effect with long-term implications. 
  
 
 
Conclusions 

The assessment of the socio-economic impacts of this development is wholly 

inadequate. The table in section 2.1 portrays a much more realistic and honest 

assessment of the impacts of the development on the local community, concluding 

that overall there are Major Adverse effects. 
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