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West Way Community Concern 

Objection to planning application ref P13/V2733/FUL  

1. Summary of the objection 
Background: West Way Community Concern is an organisation set up to ensure that the views 

of local residents are taken into account in the redevelopment of the centre of Botley. WWCC is 

in favour of sympathetic redevelopment of a scale and character appropriate to the West Way 

area’s status as a local centre in a residential area. WWCC presented a petition with over 2000 

signatures to VOWHDC opposing the scale of the redevelopment plans put forward by Doric 

Properties. WWCC is co-chaired by Chris Church, Lorna Berrett and Caroline Potter. 

 

WWCC objects to the application on the following grounds: 

1. The application proposal represents an unsustainable overdevelopment of the site, 

contrary to its definition as a local centre.  This overdevelopment would cause harm to the 

locality through, among other factors, traffic generation, change in character, environmental 

impacts, impacts on local amenity, increase of late-night activity in a largely residential 

area, and the loss of the locally important Elms Parade heritage asset. 

2. Planning policy context 

The proposal should be assessed against the policies of the adopted VOWHDC Local Plan 

2011, where these are consistent with the NPPF, and not, as is suggested by the applicant, 

against emerging Core Policy 8 of the Local Plan Part One 2029, which is subject to 

significant objection. The proposal fails to meet the requirements of several planning 

policies, which should lead to the refusal of the application if these policies are 

properly applied: 

 A proper application of Core Policy 8 of the Local Plan Part One 2029, should it be 

adopted in its current form, should result in refusal of this proposal under criteria (i), 

(ii), (iv) and (v). 

 The proposal fails to meet the provisions of saved policies, principally DC1 and S1, 

in the adopted “Local Plan 2011”, and so should be refused. 

 The proposal would also fail to meet the provisions of policies CP2, CP8, CP37 

(amongst others) in the emerging “Local Plan Part One 2029/31”, and so should be 

refused. 

 No Environmental Statement has been submitted pursuant to the EIA regulations; until an 

ES has been submitted, the granting of planning permission would be unlawful. 

 The proposal attempts to redefine Botley’s position in the retail hierarchy for the District 

from a “local” centre (as defined in both the adopted and emerging plans) to a “district” 

centre, contrary to NPPF para 23 which states that the “network and hierarchy of 

centres” should be defined through the preparation of Local Plans. 

 The catchment area required economically to sustain the services and facilities proposed 

in the development would be several times larger than the “local” catchment intended to 

be served by Botley’s position in the retail hierarchy. Such a catchment would include 



2 

Oxford City Centre, Abingdon and Witney, which would all contain more appropriate 

locations, in terms of the sequential test, for the excessive retail and leisure provision 

proposed on the application site. Travel to Botley from such a catchment would mainly be 

by car. 

 The applicant’s assertion that “Botley is the centre on which the sequential test should be 

focused” is erroneous in terms of both needs assessment and adopted and emerging 

local policy; it conflicts with adopted policy L6 and emerging Core Policy 2, and should be 

disregarded. Permission should not be granted in the absence of a complete 

sequential analysis of alternative sites to meet the identified needs. 

3. Scale of provision 

 The large-format anchor superstore proposed is anomalous to the geographically 

constrained context west of Oxford. Its size is not justified by the population resident 

in the area. 

 The cinema is justified by the applicants on the basis of a study of demand 

generated by the whole of VOWH district, but the location only serves a tiny 

proportion of that district. Botley is already well-served by cinemas in Oxford, and 

outlying areas by cinemas in Witney and Didcot.  The six-screen multiplex format is the 

business-model preference of the identified operators, rather than a reflection of local 

need. 

 The number of food and drink outlets (A3/A4/A5) proposed is justified by the developer 

solely in terms of a proportion of non-retail floorspace considered to be appropriate to 

support other “town centre” uses, such as retail and the cinema; there is no identified 

need or demand independent of the other uses that justifies this provision. 

 Like the cinema, the gym is justified by the developer on the basis of demand arising 

from the whole VOWH District, and would again be better provided more centrally to the 

District.  Residents of Botley already benefit from sports and fitness provision at Harcourt 

Hill, the viability of which could be affected by a new gym in Botley. 

4. Urban design and character 

 The applicant’s design proposals are very much affected by problems with the 

overdevelopment of the site, and rely on disingenuous appraisals of Botley’s 

character.  A satisfactory design solution given these tensions is all but impossible. 

 Given the scale of the proposal, it is surprising that it has not already been subject to a 

robust, truly independent design review process, which, like the environmental 

statement, would have been better performed as an integral part of the process of 

developing the proposal.  Planning permission should not be granted for the 

proposal until a proper design review (which WWCC understand is being 

commissioned) has satisfactorily been completed. 

5. Transport 

 The Transport Assessment (TA) submitted with the application is not fit for 

purpose. The methodology used is fundamentally flawed, and the conclusions 

demonstrate a lack of understanding of how the local road and public transport networks 

actually operate. 
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 There are inconsistencies between the conclusions of the Retail Impact 

Assessment (RIA) and the TA in terms of where retail and leisure customers would be 

drawn from and how they would travel. 

 Overall, the estimates for additional traffic levels are considered to be significantly 

understated, and the applicant’s claim that they represent a “worst case” scenario is 

unsubstantiated. 

 There would be significant impacts on the A34/A420 junction, contrary to specific 

policies in the adopted and emerging Local Plans, the Local Transport Plan, and 

Highways Agency recommendations. Traffic would increase to unacceptable levels 

on Westminster Way (part of which is a designated Air Quality Management Area). 

 Existing pedestrian and cycle routes across the site will effectively be removed, 

and accessibility for wheelchair users and families with pushchairs etc will be 

severely impeded by changes of level within the site. 

6. Environment and amenity 

 The proposal will introduce significant late-night activity through its cinema and food and 

drink outlets, to the detriment of local residential amenity. This is justified on the basis of 

“enhancing the night-time economy”, but no evidence has been produced that this is 

desired or justified locally. 

 General impacts upon the environment and amenity are understated or ignored by 

the applicant.  The daylight analysis does not account for all affected properties, 

especially the Church of St Peter & St Paul.  No mention is made by the applicants of 

the impact of their proposal upon the local Air Quality Management Area, nor of 

how their proposal responds to poor air quality. 

7. Housing 

 The proposed purpose-built student accommodation responds to a spurious assessment 

of need in Oxford and to a misinterpretation of Oxford Brookes University’s plans for the 

future of the Harcourt Hill site.  No Oxford Higher Education institution has expressed 

support for this facility, the impacts of which would be detrimental to local 

amenity. 

 The proposal reduces the existing provision of relatively low-cost private rented 

housing on site, for which there is an identified and credible local need, apparently 

in favour of this student accommodation for which the need is not justified. 

 The proposal reduces the provision of age-restricted social accommodation for older 

people from 67 to 33 units, which is contrary to acknowledged local Serious concern has 

been expressed about the psychological and physical distress that the development will 

cause to the residents of Field House, which would be demolished. 

8. Heritage 

 The proposal will result in the demolition of the highly locally-valued Elms Parade 

shops, which is not only an unnecessary loss of an attractive and interesting 

building with local historical associations, it is also to the detriment of the 

character of Botley as a whole.  The applicants justify this destruction on the basis that 

their attempts to retain Elms Parade in previous versions of the scheme “squeezed” their 
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excessive development proposals, coupled with their failure to recognise that current 

national policy affords a level of protection to significant buildings that are not 

statutorily listed or scheduled. 

9. Short-term impacts 

 The proposal will interrupt the trade of the existing retailers and service providers, many 

of whom may not be able to afford to return to the new development, even if their 

business survives the transition.  The displacement and/or loss of these businesses 

will be significantly to the detriment of the local economy. 

 While the harmful impacts of demolition and construction are not generally accepted as 

considerations material to the determination of a planning application, the impacts of a 

development of this scale on a relatively small community will be proportionally 

greater than most developments. Implementation of the proposal will have significant 

social, environmental and health impacts that are unacceptable in terms of the need for 

the development in this location (loss of essential services e.g. food shop, pharmacy, 

Post Office). 

10. The flawed process 

 WWCC consider that the applicants have been disingenuous in their representation of 

how their proposal has evolved in response to local concerns. 

 WWCC also consider VOWH District Council’s contractual relationship with the applicant 

to be potentially prejudicial to its impartial consideration of the proposal.  

VOWHDC’s impartiality has been further compromised by the Council Leader’s authoring 

of an article entitled ‘Should the £100 M West Way shops redevelopment be given 

approval? Yes’ (Oxford Mail, 5 March 2014). 

 A proposal of this scale cannot be properly prepared without the proactive use of 

EIA procedures. The findings of any ES submitted so late after the fact should be 

considered to represent a foregone conclusion.   

 The proposal cannot properly be assessed by the Council or by other stakeholders in the 

absence an ES.  WWCC reserve their right to amend their objection to this proposal 

subsequent to the publication of the ES at the appropriate juncture. 

 

11. Alternatives 

 WWCC recognise the benefits of a sensitive refurbishment of the West Way site, 

including some redevelopment and intensification, consistent with its defined role 

as a local service centre. WWCC remain committed to positively engaging with the 

Council and with developers in order to achieve this goal. 

2. Planning policy context 

Status of planning policy 

12. Planning policy relevant to the determination of this application is set by the adopted 

development plan for the area, within the context of application of the ‘presumption in 

favour of sustainable development’ outlined in the National Planning Policy Framework 
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(NPPF); determination of any application in this context may be influenced by a number of 

‘material considerations’ which in this case may include the emerging local plan and 

evidential information that is more up-to-date than the evidence upon which the adopted 

plan was based. 

13. The adopted plan for the Vale of White Horse (VOWH) area is comprised in the saved 

policies of the Local Plan 2011, adopted in 2006, insofar as these policies have been 

determined to be consistent with the principles of the NPPF. 

14. The NPPF’s ‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’ (para 14) means that 

development should always be granted if it accords with development plan policy, but 

where a plan is out of date or does not address an issue, then development should also be 

granted, unless it would be in serious breach of the principles of national policy in the 

NPPF. 

15. Where a plan is several years old, as is the case with the adopted VOWH Local Plan, 

planning regulations and the NPPF require that development proposals are assessed 

against a combination of the adopted policies (subject to their consistency with the NPPF), 

any emerging local plan policies (subject to how far these have been through the plan 

preparation process and the level of support or objection raised in consultations), any 

recent evidence that might inform the decision, and, of course, the provisions of the NPPF 

itself. 

16. The emerging local plan is set out in the “Local Plan Part One 2029”, which was subject to 

consultation in 2013, and the “Local Plan Part One 2031 Update” which is currently subject 

to consultation closing on 4 April.  Many policies of the former document are subject to 

significant objection, including the new proposal (Core Policy 8) for the development 

of the West Way site, and the outcome of the current consultation is obviously not 

yet known.  The NPPF (para 216) states that the weight to be applied to policies in 

emerging plans should be subject to “the stage of preparation of the emerging plan” 

and “the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies”.   

Core Policy 8 

17. The applicants place great emphasis on how their proposal would deliver the Council’s 

aspirations for this site in terms of meeting Core Policy 8 of the emerging “Local Plan Part 

One 2029”. 

18. This PROPOSED new policy was subject to significant objection during the consultation 

undertaken in February/March 2013.  It would normally be a breach of para 216 of the 

NPPF for this policy to be afforded any weight in the determination of this planning 

application.  However, it is clear from a reading of the objections to this policy that what is of 

concern to the objectors primarily relates to the revised extent of the site boundary (over the 

“shopping centre” designation in the adopted Plan) and the meaning of “comprehensive 

redevelopment” and “large supermarket”. Many objectors see this policy as supporting the 

scale of proposal put forward in the current application, earlier incarnations of which were 

known to the local community at the time of the Local Plan consultation. 

19. The fact that there is an objection from Oxford City Council with regard to Core Policy 8 

calls into question whether VOWH District Council has fulfilled its ‘duty to cooperate’ on its 

local plan with regard to its retail centre hierarchy. 
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20. In fact, when read with the role prescribed for Botley elsewhere in the emerging plan 

(see below on settlement and retail hierarchies), the only correct outcome of 

applying emerging Core Policy 8, particularly criteria (i), (ii), (iv) and (v) would be to 

refuse the current planning application, on the grounds that, in addition to conflicting 

with other policies and priorities of both the adopted and emerging local plans, as will be 

shown in more detail below, the proposal: 

 would not be “appropriately scaled to the role and function of Botley as a Local 

Service Centre”; 

 would not be “proportionate”; 

 would “harm the character or appearance of the Botley central area” and would 

“cause unacceptable harm to the amenities of nearby residents, for example by 

noise pollution from late night opening”; and  

 would not “prioritise the pedestrian customer environment”. 

21. Core Policy 8 itself appears unfortunately to confuse the laudable aim of basing the 

development on a “comprehensive master-planning process”, which could properly take 

account of the value to the community of existing buildings on-site, with a “comprehensive 

redevelopment”, which is certainly being taken by the applicant as well as some concerned 

parties as necessarily requiring the wholesale demolition of all existing buildings on site. 

Settlement and retail hierarchies in local plans 

Consideration of the points below shows that the question of what level of development 

is appropriate for the site rests on how Botley’s position within the retail hierarchy 

should be interpreted, and this comes down to the interpretation of what is meant by a 

“local” service centre”, i.e. what the size of Botley’s catchment area is. 

 

22. A comparison of the ways in which Botley is characterised in the adopted and emerging 

local plans fails to reveal any clear strategic intention to promote Botley’s position in either 

the settlement hierarchy or the retail hierarchy for the District, and often quite the opposite. 

This directly contradicts the planning application proposal for a “District Centre” in this 

location. If the emerging local plan intends this for Botley, it is not explicit. 

23. Both the adopted Local Plan 2011 and the emerging Local Plan 2029/31 consistently refer 

to Botley as a “local centre”, “local shopping centre” or “local service centre”, differentiating 

these from the “town centres” or “market towns” of Abingdon, Wantage and Faringdon.  

Indeed the local centre in Botley is frequently compared with local shopping centres in 

peripheral parts of Abingdon and Wantage, further distinguishing Botley’s role from that of a 

town centre in the locally-defined retail hierarchy. 

24. Botley’s “local” role is reinforced in the emerging Local Plan 2029/31, and no overt attempt 

is made in that plan to promote Botley’s role to that of a “District Centre” as is implied by the 

planning application.  Botley’s role is further distanced from that of the larger settlements of 

the Vale through the emerging Plan no longer referring to the Vale’s “five main settlements” 

(as Abingdon, Wantage, Faringdon, Botley and Grove are defined in the adopted plan - 

policy GS1); in the new Plan, Abingdon, Wantage and Faringdon are “market towns”, while 

Botley and Grove are “local service centres”.   



7 

25. The NPPF advises that LPAs should (para 23) “define a network and hierarchy of centres”, 

but does not give further guidance on what the effect of a hierarchy should be or how it 

should be operated (nor is such guidance currently given in the new online “Planning 

Practice Guidance” resource) other than that such hierarchies should be defined through 

local plan processes. 

26. Clearly, the use of such a hierarchy is intended by Government to allow LPAs to define 

specific roles for particular retail/service centres, and it is therefore appropriate for the 

development of town centre uses in a smaller service centre to respect the function 

intended by the LPA for that centre in the retail hierarchy, even if demand for service 

provision unmet in a wider catchment might justify a larger-scale development than would 

be appropriate for the centre on its own. 

27. This approach is more explicitly supported by the national planning policy context that was 

in place at the time of the adoption of the Local Plan 2011, as set out in then PPS6: 

Planning for Town Centres1 - which was clearly the context within which the Council 

defined Botley’s role.  Note that, where the NPPF and its associated practice guidance is 

unclear or silent, as is the case here, it is established practice to refer back to detailed 

guidance given in earlier statements of Government policy - this practice is accepted by the 

applicant, e.g. referring back to practice guidance on the same version of PPS4 (paras 

5.22-25 of the RPS “Retail and Leisure Assessment” document). 

28. PPS6 (2005) stated in para 2.9 that LPAs should use retail hierarchies to “plan carefully 

how best to distribute any identified growth to achieve the objectives of their spatial 

strategies”, something that VOWH have clearly done with regard to the Local Plan 2011, 

and continued, with revisions in the emerging Plan.  It went on to say (para 2.10) that while 

such hierarchies are dynamic, “any significant change in the role and function of centres, 

upward or downward, should come through the development plan process, rather than 

through planning applications”.  Although the NPPF is not so direct, this sentiment is 

clearly retained in the NPPF statement that hierarchies are defined through “drawing 

up Local Plans”, especially in the context of the core principle that “planning should 

… be genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to shape their surroundings”. 

29. The fact that the planning application seeks to redefine West Way as a “District 

Centre” and to introduce into the site significant services that are intended to serve 

an area far wider than can reasonably be described as “local” is sufficient grounds 

for refusal on their own. 

30. The retail hierarchy remains as defined in the adopted Local Plan 2011.  The emerging 

local plan (2029 and its 2031 update) retain Botley’s position in the retail hierarchy as 

a “local” service centre, demonstrating that, even while seeking to promote the 

“refurbishment” or “redevelopment” of Botley Central Area, the Council have 

consciously chosen not to redefine its intended role and function.  The draft key 

policy (Core Policy 8) of the Local Plan 2029 specifically retains the same “local” 

status and is worded quite conservatively in respect of this.  Nonetheless, it is subject to 

                                                
1
 PPS6 was rationalised into PPS4: Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth in 2009 along with a 

number of other PPSs relating to economic development, and this was in turn replaced by the NPPF in 
2012. 



8 

significant objection on the basis that the policy is associated with the current proposal for 

the overdevelopment of the site.  [See also Annex 1 Gill & Davies, Comments on the 

Design and Access Statement, p.1] 

31. Notwithstanding the technical correctness of West Way being described as a “town centre” 

in terms of the NPPF definition, the application documentation is disingenuous in insisting 

on describing the site as “Botley District Centre”, which implies a promotion in the retail 

hierarchy which has not even been proposed by VOWH - indeed there are no centres 

described as “district centres” in the Vale’s hierarchy, in either the adopted or emerging 

Local Plans (with the exception of development at Didcot in neighbouring South 

Oxfordshire, a part of which extends into the Vale).  In Oxford City this term is used for 

centres such as Headington and Cowley Road, to which a comparison may be informative, 

given the tendency of the application documents to describe Botley as functioning 

effectively as the western arm of Oxford (see below with regard to West Way’s catchment). 

32. All of the above being the case, the question of what level of development is appropriate for 

the site rests on how Botley’s position within the retail hierarchy should be interpreted, and 

this comes down to the interpretation of what is meant by a “local” service centre”, i.e. what 

the size of Botley’s catchment area is. 

 

Catchment area for West Way 

33. In their “Planning Statement” (RIA) the applicants identify the local catchment as being the 

built-up area of Botley, the part of Oxford City on the Botley Road (presumably New Botley, 

Osney & New Osney) and outlying villages to the south and west, giving an estimated 

population at 2011 of 17,500 (plus the villages, which are not quantified in the applicant’s 

statement).  This total is, however, partly derived from the population of Osney & Jericho 

ward in Oxford City, roughly half of which (c. 3,000) comprises Jericho, which is separated 

from the rest of the ward by Oxford City Centre, and there remains a question about 

whether it is appropriate for the catchment to include the residents of New Botley, Osney 

and New Osney, given their relative proximity to Oxford City Centre.  A generous estimate 

for the local catchment of Botley might be in the order of 12,000, not 17,500 as 

suggested by the applicants. 

34. This compares with the “district centre” of Headington, where the catchment would include 

the following wards (populations in brackets, Oxon County Council mid-year estimates 

2013): Headington (6098), Marston (6485), Headington Hill & Northway (5319), Barton & 

Sandhills (7197), Quarry & Risinghurst (6778), Churchill (7078) - a total population of 

38,955, plus similarly unquantified outlying villages, over three times the population of the 

Botley local area. 

35. The apparent deficiency in retail provision to the west of Oxford that is simplistically 

identified by the applicants in comparison with provision within Oxford City and on sites on 

the south, south-east and north of the ring road results not from underprovision of 

facilities in the area, but is because the area to the west of Oxford is relatively 

sparsely populated.  The applicant’s maps that are intended to demonstrate this 

deficiency are misleading in that they tend to be centred on a point to the east of Oxford 
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City Centre, rather than on Botley, and also tend to be cropped to exclude facilities in towns 

such as Abingdon and Witney. 

36. Villages to the north of Botley, beyond Farmoor, including Eynsham, are well served in 

terms of both public and private transport by access to retail and leisure services in Witney 

and Oxford.  Villages to the west of Botley, such as Stanton Harcourt and Standlake, are 

physically severed from Botley by the River Thames and have better access to facilities in 

Witney than to Botley.  Villages to the south of Botley beyond Cumnor and possibly 

Appleton, are better served by Abingdon.  [See also Annex 6, Transport Impacts of the 

Proposed West Way Development, p.5] 

37. Consideration of a catchment area that could possibly justify the level of retail and 

leisure provision proposed by the application leads to the conclusion that the 

catchment must be significantly greater than “local”. It must include large parts of 

Oxford city, as well as drawing car-borne customers via the A34 and A420 from other 

towns that would contain sequentially-preferable sites for such development.  

38. If traffic is being drawn from areas served by the A34, then this implies that some 

customers will be drawn from areas close to, or even passing by, the existing Sainsbury’s 

superstores at Kidlington and Heyford Hill.  The applicants label these stores as having no 

“protection in terms of the sequential test, and this may be strictly correct in retail planning 

policy terms; however, the spirit both of the sequential test and of policies for 

sustainable transport planning expressed in both national and local policy is to 

reduce the need to travel, and drawing customers away from a local out-of-town 

supermarket to a distant supermarket is contrary to the aims of both retail and 

transport policy. 

39. If the catchment area required to support the level of provision in Botley is 

significantly larger than the “local” area then the proposal exceeds that required to 

meet Botley’s local service needs, and if there are any negative impacts, it should be 

refused. 

40. Analyses of the need or demand for the proposed services, as discussed below, bear out 

the fact that the catchment area necessary to support the level of development proposed is 

significantly larger than the local area that the Local Plan proposals intended West Way to 

serve.  

41. Note that the applicants accept (implicitly or explicitly) that the catchment area for their 

proposed development is larger than the “local” area, for example by: 

 acknowledging that the demand for both the cinema and gym element of their proposal is 

generated from the whole of the VOWH area; 

 recognising that the retail elements of the proposal will draw customers away from retail 

outlets in Oxford, Abingdon, Witney and elsewhere; and 

 asserting that the retail element could improve the choice of large-format convenience 

retail operators (in addition to the two Sainsbury’s and one Tesco currently located on the 

Oxford ring-road). 

42. If the catchment area necessary to justify this development is larger than the “local” 

area, and the amount of development proposed exceeds that required to meet the 

location’s development needs in terms of its place in the defined retail hierarchy, 

then in order for the development to be considered sustainable, the sequential test 
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should be applied, taking into account the availability of sites in higher-order centres 

within the catchment area. 

43. Indeed, the application of a sequential test covering areas outside of Botley is not 

only a matter of the proper analysis of needs assessment, as argued above, but a 

requirement of policies in both the adopted and emerging Local Plans. 

44. Saved policy L6 (assessed as fully compliant with the NPPF) sets out a sequential 

approach to meeting the need for “major commercial leisure facilities”, such as the 

proposed cinema and family-themed restaurants, should only be located in local centres “if 

no suitable site can be found within the town centres”.  Furthermore, emerging Core Policy 

2 (Settlement Hierarchy) defines “local service centres” such as Botley as those that 

“provide the next best opportunities for sustainable development outside the Market 

Towns”, thereby prescribing that development that is proposed to meet the needs of 

an area larger than the natural catchment of the local service centre – including 

District-wide needs – should be sought to be addressed first in the Market Towns 

before considering the “next best” location in the local service centres. 

45. The applicant’s assertion that “Botley is the centre on which the sequential test 

should be focused” is erroneous in terms of both needs assessment and adopted 

and emerging local policy, and should be disregarded.   

46. In the absence of a proper sequential analysis that examines the potential of, in policy 

terms, the centres of Abingdon, Wantage and Faringdon, and, with regard to needs 

assessment, all higher order centres that fall within the areas from which the identified need 

arises, the application should be refused. 

 

3. Retail and leisure - the scale of provision proposed 
47. The scale of retail and leisure provision proposed for the site is justified by the applicant on 

the basis of their perception of its future role as a “District Centre”, a position which is 

inappropriate in terms of both adopted and emerging local plan policy, and of a common-

sense understanding of the natural catchment area of the Botley Centre, as set out above. 

48. The influential report Beyond Retail (British Council of Shopping Centres – see Annex 2 for 

more information) recognises that responding to a place’s position in a hierarchy is 

fundamental to appropriate strategies for its improvement.  The current application ignores 

Botley’s natural and prescribed position in the hierarchy of centres. 

Retail and services (use classes A1/A2) 

49. A number of different interpretations of the levels of retail provision appropriate to the site 

can be determined from the data provided by the applicants.  For example: 

i) The RIA suggests that the retail turnover for the development will be £62.5 million 

per year, with the contribution from the local catchment being £18.5 million. This 

implies that 70% of the retail turnover will arise from non-local customers, a 

significant net inflow of traffic which, given (a) the new role of the foodstore as being 

to meet bulk-purchase needs, and (b) the lack of realistic sustainable modes of travel 

from large parts of the proposed catchmentwill largely be car-borne. (See also Annex 

5, Commentary on transport issues, p.3) 
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ii) If a supermarket of about 5000 sq.m were of the right scale for this area, 

Oxford would have 15 such stores, instead of the 3 it actually has. (Again, see 

Annex 5) 

50. It is clear from any interpretation of the data given in the retail needs and impact 

assessments (RIA) is that the catchment area for the level of retail provision proposed is 

significantly larger than the local catchment (Botley, residential areas in Oxford City on the 

Botley Road, and a number of nearby villages) recognised by the applicant, e.g. in their 

planning statement (para 2.3).  If the justification for the proposed supermarket is also 

intended to add to choice, then its catchment is wider again. 

51. The scale of the proposed supermarket alone is larger than is required to meet the 

needs of the local area, and therefore conflicts with adopted and emerging local plan 

policy. 

52. Proposals for increasing the proportion of comparison shopping provision are similarly 

based on the applicant’s misplaced perception that Botley should function as a “District 

Centre”.  A significant proportion of comparison retailing is economically unsustainable in a 

local centre (although some comparison shopping may thrive). It is unlikely that the West 

Way area could create and maintain the critical mass of comparison outlets that could 

compete with nearby provision at Seacourt Tower, Botley Road and Oxford City Centre, 

particularly given the growing trend for internet shopping. 

53. Given the arguments above, there is a substantial risk that a development of the size 

proposed will not be economically sustainable, thereby breaching the requirements 

of the NPPF and risking saddling Botley with a “white elephant” development that 

could become a major blight on the area. 

Cinema 

54. The cinema is justified by the applicants on the basis of a study of demand generated by 

the whole of VOWH district, but the location only serves a tiny proportion of that district. 

Botley is already well-served by cinemas in Oxford: three multi-screen complexes and two 

independent cinemas already exist within approximately 5 miles, and a further multiscreen 

cinema is proposed at Westgate, a short bus ride or walk from Botley. Outlying villages 

have access to cinemas inWitney and Didcot.  The six-screen multiplex format is the 

business-model preference of the identified operators, rather than being based on local 

need. 

55. It should be noted that construction of the proposed cinema depends on demolishing the 

Field House sheltered accommodation complex, a building that (unlike the proposed 

development) is in keeping with the surrounding residential character of the foot of Cumnor 

Hill, and which serves an important need for older-age housing (the applicant’s propose a 

replacement but this will not be a like-for-like either in terms of number of accommodation 

units or of the amenity enjoyed by residents). 

Food and Drink (Use classes A3/4/5) 

56. The number of food and drink outlets (A3/A4/A5) proposed is justified by the developer 

solely in terms of a proportion of non-retail floorspace considered to be appropriate to 
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support other “town centre” uses, such as retail and the cinema; there is no identified need 

or demand independent of the other uses that justifies this provision. 

Gym 

57. Like the cinema, the gym is justified by the developer on the basis of demand arising from 

the whole VOWH District, but a facility to meet this demand would again be better provided 

more centrally to the District.  Residents of Botley already benefit from sports and fitness 

provision at Harcourt Hill, the viability of which could be affected by a new gym in Botley. 

4. Urban design and character 
58. The applicant’s treatment of and justification for the design of their proposal is 

fundamentally undermined by the fact that the scale of the development proposed, 

as well as the mix of uses, is fundamentally inappropriate to the character of Botley 

and to its defined future role as a local service centre, and not the “District Centre” desired 

by the applicant. 

59. A development of a scale closer to that necessary to meet local (rather than district or even 

sub-regional) needs would have no need for the spurious claims made by the applicant as 

to how their proposal responds to what they perceive, somewhat insultingly, as a lack of 

local character.  Furthermore, the applicant’s justification of building heights on the 

basis of their relationship to street widths takes the proposed heights to the absolute 

maximum implied in By Design, ignoring the fact that such solutions are intended to 

be applied in city centres, rather than in Botley’s suburban location. 

60. The proposed design is largely justified by reference to unfavourably selected photographs 

of the locality, to a small number of anomalous recent developments, and to some 

unnattractive commercial buildings – such as Elms Court – that are deeply unpopular 

locally. No reference is made in the application to the many attractive aspects of 

Botley’s character, for example: the area’s 1930s architecture; the high-quality 

houses with large front gardens that front much of West Way, Eynsham Road and 

Cumnor Hill; the low-rise buildings of Field House with their trees and gardens; and 

above all to the overwhelmingly residential and suburban character of Botley (as 

distinct from the retail and commercial district on Botley Road, which is not part of 

Botley and falls within the boundary of Oxford City). 

61. A proper understanding of the character of Botley may be ascertained from the “Botley 

Character Assessment” (Annex 3), undertaken by local residents using the award-winning 

Oxford Character Assessment toolkit, which demands a certain level of objectivity. This 

provides a robust assessment upon which an appropriate development response to local 

service needs could realistically be based, and is commended to the Council. 

62. Further, more detailed critiques of the applicant’s design analysis and proposed 

solutions are provided in Annexes 1 and 4. 

63. Annex 1 addresses the fundamental misapprehensions expressed in the applicant’s 

“Design and Access Statement”, in particular the mismatch between the applicant’s 

proposal as a design solution to a massive over-statement of the need for development, 

and the policy context that actually responds to the appropriate local need. 
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64. Annex 4 provides a critical assessment of the so-called “independent” urban design 

appraisal provided by consultants paid for by the applicant.  WWCC are pleased to 

note that the VOWH District Council are looking towards engaging a properly independent 

assessment, which is strongly recommended in para 62 of the NPPF to be a part of early 

engagement with a development proposal, utilising the highly regarded Design Council 

CABE Design Review methodology.  WWCC awaits that process with interest, and, 

given the significant impact of the proposal, considers that no decision should be 

taken on the application until the design review has concluded. 

5. Transport impacts 

The Transport Assessment (TA) 

65. The applicant notes the NPPF para 32 provision that development should only be “refused 

on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe” 

(RPS Transport Assessment, para 3.61).  While “severe” is not quantified in the NPPF, and 

is therefore open to interpretation appropriate to the location, the NPPF provision does 

not prevent LPAs from refusing development where transport impacts are less than 

“severe” but, when taken cumulatively with other impacts of the development, would 

weigh in favour of refusal. 

66. In their transport assessment (TA) the applicant’s transport consultants have made great 

effort to develop assumptions and interpret the data based on those assumptions such that 

the transport impacts of the proposal would appear less than “severe”. 

67. The TA is not, however, fit for purpose.  Analysis by transport planning experts on 

behalf of WWCC demonstrates that more than a cursory analysis of the TA reveals 

that transport impacts would be significantly greater than the applicant asserts.  

Indeed there are serious weakness in the TA methodology utilised by the consultants, as 

highlighted in the commentaries attached at Annexes 5 and 6.  

68. The key conclusions drawn from WWCC’s independent analysis, which suggest that a 

decision to approve this application should not be made until a revised TA that can 

independently be verified as accurate is submitted, are: 

 The development amounts to an overprovision of shopping provision for a 

geographically constrained area of Oxford which could only work with a 

substantial inflow of shoppers from areas where a car is the only viable means of 

access, contrary to notions of sustainability in the NPPF (para 34), the adopted Local 

Plan policies on retail hierarchy (SC1) and minimising the need to travel (GS10), and the 

County Local Transport Plan policy SD1. 

 Contrary to the argument made in the assessment, the development would be 

likely to add to vehicular traffic on all local roads, with the link from the A34 via 

Westminster Way being especially hard hit. Westminster Way is the preferred 

entrance to much of Botley for traffic from the northbound A34. It is a narrow, bending 

road constrained by the A34 to one side and a narrow pavement and houses to the 

other. It is a designated Air Quality Management Area due to high levels of air pollution 

from the A34. Its narrow width already causes considerable difficulties for traffic, 
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particularly as it is used by frequent double-decker buses from the Brookes Harcourt Hill 

campus. 

 The proposal would most likely add significant traffic to the A34/A420 junction 

and the link between the A34 and Botley Road (which abuts the grounds of Botley 

Primary School). Traffic on Eynsham Road and Cumnor Hill would also increase. All 

these routes are already subject to frequent congestion and traffic queueing at 

rush hour, as they funnel in to the only western route in and out of Oxford. 

 Parking provision is not adequate and does not account for likely demand by employees 

working at the new development, students, or people wishing to make very short stops 

to pick up convenience items. 

 The notion of ‘no student cars’ is unenforceable. 

 A wide area Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) would seem to be inevitable, with residents 

(who currently enjoy free parking) likely being charged to park outside their own homes. 

 There are several aspects of the detailed design which would cause problems for 

parents with young children, cyclists and those with mobility difficulties. 

 The lack of parking restraint measures within or out-with the car park means that the 

Travel Plan cannot be taken to have enough effect to mitigate these impacts, or to 

provide a modal split that would fit with any notion of sustainable development. 

 The proposal demonstrates a lack of knowledge or understanding of local walking, 

cycling and public transport use. 

Other issues relating to transport 

69. A key issue relates to Botley’s accessibility by sustainable modes from the catchment the 

development is intended to serve.  For example, the demand for the provision of a cinema 

and gym arises from VOWH as a whole, most of which is inaccessible by any mode other 

than car from Botley. The proposal notes the transport advantage of reducing Botley 

residents’ need to travel elsewhere for certain services, while ignoring or at best 

understating the harmful impacts on Botley and its road network of increased 

numbers of customers arriving from other areas.  

70. In theory an optimum scale of development appropriate to Botley’s role as a local service 

centre could, and indeed should, have been calculated by the applicant. [See also Annex 

XXX, Peter Headicar Transport Impacts of the Proposed West Way Development, p.5] 

71. The statements made by the applicaticants on car parking are internally inconsistent (see 

Annex 6). 

6. Environment and amenity impacts 
72. The most significant impact is likely to be increased traffic and air pollution. The poor quality 

of the Transport Assessment as submitted has been commented on by various people in 

this process. No significant mention has been made by the applicants of the impact of their 

proposal upon the local air quality management area, nor of how their proposal responds to 

poor air quality.  

73. The existing Air Quality Management Area was set (based on what is available on the 

VOWH District Council website) on limited diffusion tube data some years ago. Since 
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then traffic levels have increased, and the catchment projections for this proposal 

make it likely that air pollution will increase significantly above current levels.    

74. There is a further specific problem in relation to this proposal. In 2012 the World Health 

Organisation classified diesel fumes as being ‘definitely a cause of lung cancer’. The main 

delivery area for the proposed supermarket is accessed from Westminster Way and is likely 

to have a steady flow of diesel trucks arriving to unload. This will add to the current high 

pollution levels in this area, directly adjacent to where 525 young people are expected to 

live, and very close to local homes. In the absence of an Environmental Statement it is not 

clear how far if at all the applicants see this as a problem. This likely impact on human 

health should be actively considered in this context.  

75. The proposal will significantly increase late-night activity through its cinema and food and 

drink outlets, to the detriment of local residential amenity. This is justified on the basis of 

“enhancing the night-time economy”, although no evidence has been produced that this is 

desired justified locally. 

76. General impacts upon the environment and amenity are understated or ignored by the 

applicant.  The daylight analysis does not account for all affected properties, especially the 

Church of St Peter & St Paul.   

7. Housing issues 

Purpose-built student accommodation  

77. The applicant seeks to justify the building of 525 student rooms in the ‘Site at West Way 

Botley: Demand for Student Housing’ report by CBRE Ltd. A full response to this report 

is given in Annex 8. The report makes flawed assumptions on the number of properties in 

Botley that are in multiple occupation (HMO) by students, and on the attractiveness of 

Botley to students.  

78. An analysis of HMO registry data shows that the shared houses in the OX2 postcode are 

concentrated in the northern part of city centre (OX2 6 post codes) and along the 

Botley Road (OX2 0 post codes, up to the Toys R Us store). Only two HMOs were 

identifed in Botley itself.  

79. The selection of Botley as the location for 525 residential places is justified by the 

applicants on the basis of the site’s proximity to Oxford Brookes University’s Harcourt Hill 

campus, with reference to OBU’s masterplan for the campus.  This statement is in direct 

contrast to the university’s own research and statement on its accommodation needs for the 

Harcourt Hill campus. In OBU’s Harcourt Hill Masterplan document, published in December 

2012, the section on Student ‘Accommodation for Students’ (page 16) states: 

“The vast majority of existing students studying on the Harcourt Hill campus either 

live on the campus or in the city. Only approximately 60-80 students currently live in 

local private housing. The University recently carried out a survey which indicated 

that access to friends, the city centre, social facilities etc are most important to 

students when choosing somewhere to live. Therefore we anticipate that increase in 

students will not significantly effect the local private rent market.” 
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80. It should be noted that the Harcourt Hill master plan has not been ratified by VOWH council 

and is less a proper masterplan than a statement of potential.  The figure of a 3000 

students being based on the campus is expressed as the maximum possible capacity of the 

site, and there are significant questions as to whether this figure is realistic, given various 

constraints, including the site’s accessibility, or desirable in terms of OBU’s future use of the 

campus. 

81. For the foreseeable future, the local accommodation needs of students based at 

Harcourt Hill are already fully met on campus at Westminster Hall. 

82. Even if the campus were to be expanded, this would be a very long-term prospect – in the 

order of 20 years, given the context of the existing masterplan and OBU’s current focus on 

redeveloping its Headington campuses.  Indeed, Brookes is currently in the process of 

considering whether it would be appropriate to rationalise some of its existing campuses 

that are peripheral to its centre of operations in Headington, so any long-term future for 

Harcourt Hill remains uncertain. 

83. Neither OBU nor any other HE institution has yet gone into partnership or formed a 

link with the proposed student accommodation.  

84. The location of 525 student bedspaces in Botley adds considerably to the scale and 

dominance of the proposed development, yet is not justified either by reference to the 

needs expressed by Oxford’s HE institutions, nor by the current plans for Harcourt 

Hill campus. 

 

General housing needs 

85. Conversely to meeting an unsubstantiated need for purpose-built student accommodation, 

the proposal would in fact result in a reduction in the existing provision of both age-

restricted social housing (Field House) and relatively low-cost private rented housing 

on the site, both of which meet an identified and credible local need. 

86. The application proposes to remove 25 private-rental flats and reduce the number of 

social housing units for older people by 34. The current 67-unit age-restricted social 

housing complex, Field House, will be demolished. 33 replacement units are proposed. 

This runs counter to the acknowledged local and national need for an increased 

supply of older-age housing to accommodate the ageing population. The proposed 

replacement units, while conforming to the latest building standards, will be high-rise and 

will be inferior to the existing provision in terms of gardens, social space and communal 

facilities. 

87. The reduction in perfectly reasonable smaller units of age-restricted and general housing is 

especially unconscionable given the identified need to “meet the needs of an ageing 

population and a growth in smaller households”, as identified in the emerging Local 

Plan (para 6.30).  It is difficult to identify a more sustainable location for a carefully 

determined number of smaller general housing units than in combination with a local 

shopping centre on convenient bus routes to the railway station and Oxford City Centre. 
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Impacts on existing residents 

88. Little attention has been paid by the applicants to the means by which existing residents 

might be relocated to enable construction to take place. 

89. Serious concern has been expressed in correspondence relating to the proposal regarding 

the psychological and physical distress that the development will cause to the elderly 

residents of Field House. Attention is particularly drawn to the objection to the proposal 

submitted by Dr David Millard, which reproduces the contents of his letter of 12 January 

2014 to the Chairman of the Council.  In his letter Dr Millard is clear about the potential 

impacts of the redevelopment on the health of elderly Field House residents, drawing 

on respected studies of the impacts on similar individuals of similar forced 

relocations, which identified a real and sizeable link between forced relocation and 

actual mortality, as well as the general health and psychological impacts of such stress.  

8. Heritage issues 
90. The applicants’ cavalier attitude to the impacts of the proposal on the built heritage of 

Botley is largely the result of their conclusion that the site is not affected by any listed 

buildings, conservation areas or other ‘designated heritage assets’, coupled with Dr Nick 

Doggett’s dismissive appraisal of the local value of some of the buildings on site, including 

Elms Parade. 

91. WWCC urges the Council to give consideration to Botley’s built heritage that is more 

sympathetic to the local importance ascribed by the community to Elms Parade as a 

local landmark, and to consider both the harm to the character of Botley that would 

arise from its loss, and the impact that the proposed development would have on the 

setting of neighbouring buildings, including the church of St Peter and St Paul. 

92. In considering these issues, the Council is referred to Dr Kathryn Davies’ Heritage 

Statement for Elms Parade (Annex 7) and to the Botley Character Statement (Annex 3). 

WWCC agrees with Dr Davies that Elms Parade, which is widely considered locally 

as an important element of Botley’s identity, meets the criteria to be a Non-

Designated Heritage Asset, and should therefore be considered for preservation in 

any redevelopment of Botley. 

93. National policy for considering the impact of development upon buildings and places of 

historic or architectural interest is set out in the NPPF, which carried forward the new 

principles of heritage conservation introduced through PPS5: Planning for the Historic 

Environment in 2010.  These principles, based on international charters for the protection of 

the historic environment, included the concept of the ‘significance’ of what became known 

as ‘heritage assets’.  In effect, this concept means that the protection of a building or place 

of interest is less about whether it has been listed, scheduled or registered, and more about 

what it is about that building or place that it is important to protect.  The way of describing 

the “what it is” is what is known as ‘significance’. 

94. In terms of planning policy in the NPPF, the effect is that buildings and places can be 

protected on the basis of their significance alone, regardless of whether they have statutory 

protection (listed building, conservation area, scheduled monument, etc.) or not. 

95. Para 135 of the NPPF requires that councils make a “balanced judgement” regarding the 

“scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.” 
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96. While the NPPF defines ‘significance’ as “the value of a heritage asset to this and future 

generations because of its heritage interest”, which comprises a combination of 

“archaeological, architectural artistic or historic” interests, other relevant policy and 

guidance, including the English Heritage Conservation Principles (which remains in force 

and has not been cancelled by the online Planning Guidance resource), includes 

“communal” interest in the definition of significance, recognising that buildings and places 

may have value, meaning and associations for local people that are not necessarily linked 

to physical characteristics that might be identified by a professional, like Dr Doggett; in fact, 

appraisals of significance should take account of a local community’s appreciation 

of the heritage asset, as discussed for example in paras 66-67 of the EH Principles.  

The fact that local appreciation of the significance of heritage assets is important is 

recognised in a number of ways, one of which is in the practice of “local listing” of assets, 

which has been practiced in VOWH in relation to Historic Parks and Gardens, and in many 

other areas in relation to individual buildings.  Local listing of assets has historically been a 

key source for the identification of assets that went on to become statutorily designated, 

recognising that local people are better placed to identify the buildings and places that are 

significant to them than are resource-strapped English Heritage inspectors. 

97. VOWH is a district rich in the evidence of ancient British culture - including the monument 

from which the district takes its name - in addition to countless other prehistoric remains, as 

well as market towns and villages with fine examples of buildings and gardens from the 

mediaeval to the Victorian eras.  The contributions made to the Vale’s character in the 

twentieth century, such as Elms Parade and the surrounding 1930s housing it was built to 

serve, also deserve recognition, otherwise future generations will be denied some of the 

best local examples from the last century. 

Critique of Dr Doggett’s heritage assessment 

98. It should be noted that Dr Doggett’s heritage assessment is approached from the 

perspective of historic building conservation, and not from an architectural perspective. 

Heritage assets with architectural interest alone are worthy of some level of protection. 

Elms Parade 

99. The fact that Pevsner’s Berkshire (here referred to as Tyack et al) mentions Elms Parade at 

all, and without any of the Pevsner series’ trademark disparaging comments, should be 

taken as indicative of the importance of Elms Parade to the character and identity of Botley. 

Pevsner does not deal with uninteresting buildings, and this is reinforced by the Hanson 

reference cited by Dr Doggett. 

100. Dr Doggett’s lengthy description of the history of Elms Parade does more to justify the 

building’s historic interest than dispel it, as does his comment that it is “the earliest existing 

structure” on site.  Dr Doggett also describes the Elms Parade as “initial impressions 

notwithstanding, a heavily altered building”, demonstrating that the building largely retains 

its original character (see Dr Davies’ paper for an alternative interpretation of these 

alterations).  Note that para 130 of the NPPF says that “Where there is evidence of 

deliberate neglect of or damage to a heritage asset the deteriorated state of the 

heritage asset should not be taken into account in any decision”, and there is no 
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reason why some of the alterations might not be reversed through a sensitive 

refurbishment. 

101. Dr Doggett’s claim (para 4.7) that the unsympathetic changes occurred under “planning 

‘rules’ which are little different to those currently in force” is incorrect, and this error might 

call into question his competence in commenting on historic conservation issues in 

planning.  In fact, the planning system has twice been radically altered since the 1990s, 

when the changes Dr Doggett describes appear to have taken place.  In pure planning 

terms, local community views are far more important, but in heritage terms we now operate 

on a system of ‘informed’ conservation, based around the concept of the ‘significance’ of a 

heritage asset as outlined above, which facilitates the protection of buildings and places of 

historic or architectural interest even when they are not statutorily designated. 

102. In contrast to Dr Doggett’s contentions, Dr Davies’ Heritage Statement makes a 

convincing, informed and well-argued case for the recognition of the significance of 

Elms Parade as a heritage asset.  

Other buildings 

103. Dr Doggett’s assessment fails to comment on whether the proposed development would 

impact upon the setting of any heritage asset (designated or otherwise) in accordance with 

NPPF para 129.  For example, no assessment has been made of the impact upon the 

church of St Peter & St Paul, which sits uncomfortably in the middle of the development 

site, in terms of that building’s significance as a heritage asset. 

Conclusion 

104. The heritage assessment that informs the application proposal has a number of 

failings, not least of which is its dismissive attitude towards Elms Parade, of which 

the significance as a heritage asset is clearly demonstrated in Dr Davies’ assessment 

(Annex 7), and whose contribution to the character of Botley is demonstrated in the 

character assessment (Annex 3).  The development would result in the permanent 

loss of an irreplaceable heritage asset in Elms Parade that, given the quantity of 

objections to both this proposal and the related local plan Core Policy 8 that refer to 

the building, clearly manifests great architectural, historical and communal 

significance to local people. 

9. Short-term impacts, with longer term consequences 

Economic impacts 

105. The applicant frequently justifies the proposal on the basis of the “regeneration” of 

Botley, although available indicators would suggest that Botley has no need for 

regeneration – as is reflected in the low level of vacancies in the retail centre and the lack of 

evidence of vandalism and crime. Indeed, the wards that make up the Botley area rank 

within the least deprived third of wards in the country (according to the Indeces of Multiple 

Deprivation, 2005). 

106. In regeneration terms the proposal is therefore unnecessary, and is most likely to have 

undesirable consequences, particularly in terms of raising the value per square metre of 

premises in the central area, with knock-on effects on their rateable value, thereby pricing 
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the existing flourishing independent retailers and service providers out of the local market, 

especially as they will have already been displaced during the construction process. They 

will be unlikely to return to the centre, even if their businesses survive the transition. 

107. The applicants and their retail advisors seem to view the proportion of independent local 

businesses operating in the existing centre, and the lack of representation from national 

multiple chains, as a negative characteristic of the centre. Conversely, the British Council of 

Shopping Centres, in their report Beyond Retail (see Annex 2 for more information) 

consider the strong presence of independents as a strength for centres. 

Social and environmental impacts of development itself 

108. While the harmful impacts of demolition and construction are not generally 

accepted as considerations material to the determination of a planning application, 

the impacts of a development of this scale on a relatively small community will be 

proportionally greater than most developments. 

109. However, in addition to the general noise, dust and heavy plant movements that would 

be expected from development, and also in addition to the impacts on the existing residents 

of the site as a result of their enforced relocation (with the potentially fatal health impacts on 

elderly residents identified by Dr Millard), and the impacts upon displaced businesses, there 

will be a significant detrimental impact upon the local community in terms of the loss 

of services and facilities on which they rely to meet their day-to-day needs.  The 

provision of a temporary post-office, pharmacy and convenience store in 

portacabins or shipping containers on site, as has been suggested, is hardly suitable 

to meet the needs of local people. 

110. A less intensive proposal, that better respected the character and needs of the 

area, would allow for a phased redevelopment that could retain more existing 

services, facilities and businesses on site, with less interruption for them and their 

customers. 

10. The flawed process 
111. It is not clear from the planning application proposal exactly how the applicants have 

responded to public consultation so far, given the level of objection, both to this application 

and to the related policy in the emerging Local Plan, and the issues that are of most 

importance to local residents, including how the applicants propose to respond to those 

landowners and occupants within the site boundary who are not willing to sell up. 

112. There is also the matter of how the Council can be expected to make an impartial 

decision solely on the merits of the proposal in terms of how they accord with local and 

national planning policy when, as a landowner, VOWHDC is known to be contractually 

linked to the developer.  VOWHDC’s impartiality has been further compromised by the 

Council Leader’s authoring of an article entitled ‘Should the £100 M West Way shops 

redevelopment be given approval? Yes’ (Oxford Mail, 5 March 2014). 



21 

12. Annexes 
 

The following papers are attached as annexes to this statement of objection. 

Annex 1. Comments on the Design and Access Statement - Dr Mary Gill, Dr Kathryn 

Davies 

Annex 2. Beyond Retail: Redefining the shape and purpose of town centres: Review 

note - Dr Alan Reeve 

Annex 3. Botley Character Statement - Local residents 

Annex 4. Urban Design objections to the Doric proposal for the redevelopment of 

West Way - Dr Alan Reeve 

Annex 5. West Way, Botley – Development Proposal: Commentary on Transport 

Issues - Gordon Stokes 

Annex 6. Transport Impacts of the Proposed West Way Development: Commentary  - 

Peter Headicar 

Annex 7. Elms Parade Botley Heritage Statement - Dr Kathryn Davies 

Annex 8. Response to ‘Site at West Way Botley – Demand for Student Housing’ 

report – Dr Caroline Potter 


