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30 Hazel Road, Botley 

Oxford 

OX29LF 

9
th
 of June 2014 

 

Submitted by Dr Alan Reeve BA BA PGCE (FE) Dip Arch Dip Urban Design 

MA Urban Design PhD 

To whom it may concern, 

I am writing as a local resident to register an objection to the 

proposed redevelopment of West Way in Botley (planning application 

ref P13/ V 27 33/FUL).  My objections are set out below, and are in 

response to the contents of the Environmental Impact Assessment 

commissioned by Doric, as a requirement of their application for 

planning approval to the Vale of White Horse District Council, and 

as published on the local authority’s planning portal.  

It should be noted that I have over twenty years professional 

experience as an urban designer, leading the premier UD course in 

the UK, with extensive practice experience in running public 

consultation and training workshops, and am someone who has 

published extensively in peer reviewed journals on methods of 

townscape and urban design evaluation, and on urban regeneration.  I 

am currently Reader in Planning and Urban Design at Oxford Brookes 

University, and have a PhD in urban design, as well as several 

degrees in architecture.  

As a preamble, I have serious doubts about the independence of the 

interpretation given in the EIA of the evidence selectively 

presented in the report,  and feel strongly that the Local Authority 

would have been better advised to have commissioned its own 

assessment,  to ensure that any EIA might be more credible.  

Objections and observations: 

Chapter 4 of the EIA – Planning Context 
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Objection 1.   

Page 36 of the report refers in Para 4.14 to the NPPF and its 

statement that planning should ‘be genuinely plan-led, empowering 

local people to shape their surroundings…’ 

What is evident from the process to date is the lack of regard paid 

by Doric and the Local Authority to the requirement that local 

people should be empowered to shape their surroundings. Doric have 

not carried out meaningful public consultation, and to date the 

Local Authority have not seriously taken on board the views 

expressed through the local community group’s well-articulated and 

evidence based opposition to much of the scheme. The EIA does not 

disclose the detailed findings or data from Doric’s consultation, 

which is a serious failing on the part of the applicant. 

Objection 2. 

Para 4.18 refers to the NPPF’s definition of a ‘town centre’, and 

that under this definition Botley can be defined as such. However, 

whilst the NPPF provides this definition in order that Local 

Authorities can justify developments such as this, it does not 

change the fact that Botley is not a town centre in any real sense, 

but a local centre, with a suburban character. The fact that it 

might be convenient for the applicant’s to apply the town centre 

designation to Botley does not mean that the decisions that follow – 

in terms of the scale of development proposed – are either 

justifiable or viable in a suburban setting.  That is, the scale of 

the proposed development is not appropriate for Botley as a local 

centre – even if it were to be called a town centre. 

Objection 3.  

Para 4.24 refers to Policy DC1, relating to the requirement that 

development should be ‘of high quality’ and that the design should 

not ’adversely affect those attributes that make a positive 

contribution to the character of the locality’; and that 

developments should ‘take into account local distinctiveness and 

character’. My objection here is that the proposal fails on both 

counts – certainly in terms of scale (it is too large), and in terms 
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of character (it has nothing to do with its local context 

architecturally or in urban design or townscape terms). These points 

are developed with reference to Chapter 7 of the EIA in my later 

objections, but the general point stands. 

Objection 4.  

Para 4.27 refers to Policy DC5, which requires that proposals make 

‘adequate provision for loading, unloading, circulation etc’; and 

proposals will be permitted if they are ‘designed to minimise the 

impact of  vehicles and give priority to the needs of pedestrians, 

cyclists, public transport users etc’. Again, in general terms the 

EIA fails to show how these requirements have been met; and my 

objection is that this proposal is heavily dependent on car borne 

access for its viability, does not  redress the existing balance 

with respect to modes (ie it does nothing to reduce car use, and 

nothing to encourage more sustainable forms of movement). Secondly, 

my professional assessment of the plans for access for HGVs to the 

proposed supermarket is that they underestimate not only the quantum 

of movement, but also the degree of disruption – by virtue of the 

poor layout – that will be caused by such deliveries. The transport 

section of the report appears to be silent on this issue. 

Objection 5.  

Para 4.32 refers to Policy DC9, dealing with loss of privacy and 

dominance and visual intrusion. Again, my professional assessment is 

that not only will there be a diminution of privacy for the 

residents of Arthray Road adjoining the new development – overlooked 

as they will be by a significant number of student rooms; there will 

be a similar adverse impact on the residents of West Way immediately 

opposite the proposed hotel portion of the scheme. This is self-

evident. The scheme is clearly also much larger than the existing, 

and as the EIA’s own images show, visually extremely dominant from a 

number of positions in the local and not so local spaces and 

streets. My objection here is on the grounds that in general terms 

the proposal does not meet this policy requirement. 

 



4 
 

Objection 6.   

Para 4.56 refers to Policy S1, and again stresses the importance of 

new development to be in keeping in character and scale with the 

existing centre: the EIA report does not demonstrate that the 

proposal will conform to this policy – in my professional view the 

proposal is completely out of scale in massing, building height and 

in terms of its plan and section relationship to its context; and it 

detracts from the local identity and character of Botley rather than 

enhancing or re-enforcing it. In a sense this is developer’s 

architecture (if it can be called this), with standard façade 

detailing which attempts unsuccessfully to hide its massive bulk and 

floor area. The need to retain existing character is reiterated 

under Policy 8, as referred to in Para 4.67 

Objection 7. 

Para 4.67 refers to Policy 8 ‘Botley Central Area’. My objection is 

that the proposal is inconsistent with the requirement of this 

policy that proposals should be ‘appropriately scaled to the role of 

Botley as a Local Service Centre…to meet the day-to-day shopping 

needs of the local area’.  The proposal is inconsistent with this 

policy in that it is scaled to Botley as if it were the centre of a 

much larger catchment than can meaningfully be sustained by the word 

‘local’; and in that the retail and leisure provision in Doric’s 

scheme can only be sustained commercially if they meet more than the 

‘day-to-day’ shopping needs of the local area. The policy was 

clearly written to discourage the scale and nature of the 

development put forward, and therefore to approve it would 

contradict the intentions of the Local Plan for Botley.  

Para 4.69 is an unwarranted interpretation of the meaning of Policy 

8 in asserting that comprehensive redevelopment is supported, and 

that this could include a large supermarket. Policy 8, as indicated 

above, is clearly written to discourage such an interpretation. 

Therefore Para 4.69 should be removed from the EIA. 
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Chapter 5 of the EIA  

Objection 8.  

Para 5.10 discusses the so called ‘Do Nothing Alternative’ involving 

leaving the ‘Site (sic) in its current state with ageing 

and unattractive buildings and frontages’. It goes on to claim that 

this would result in a series of negative consequences for the area. 

However, for most of these, it provides no evidential base, and they 

are simply assertions. There is no evidence that there is a need for 

‘further regeneration of the wider area’. The validity of the whole 

of the argument in this paragraph relies on an acceptance that there 

is a need for ‘intensive regeneration’ in Botley and the surrounding 

area: but the report presents no evidence that this is the case; in 

reality, it is trying to make the case that there is an opportunity 

for further investment and growth (which is not the same thing as 

regeneration), in order to justify the scale of the proposal. It 

deliberately conflates the two concepts of regeneration and 

development. My objection here is that the EIA sets out no evidence 

of the commercial or other need for the scale of the proposal 

presented. 

 

Paragraph 5.10 also refers to ‘the need for student accommodation 

within the area’; but again it fails to evidence that there is even 

demand, let alone need. The Local Authority should ignore the EIA’s 

argument in favour of such a large number of student rooms, since it 

presents no hard evidence that such a provision is justified. 

 

Objection 9.   

Para 5.32 deals with the public consultation carried out by Doric, 

but needs to be read with great care, and in my view the applicant 

should be required to produce evidence from the consultation 

exercise of what, on the face of it, they are claiming – which is 

that a range of facilities and amenities were supported by the 

consultees:  
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‘The key features of the refined scheme following public 

consultation and pre-application discussions were:  

· An extensive active new High Street along West Way, with 

local shopping and services;  

· Community facilities, including improved and enlarged 

replacement buildings for  

Seacourt Hall, the Baptist Church, and the Library; together 

with a proposed medical  

centre, small business space and a gymnasium;  

· Anchor food store including customer café;  

· Six screen multiplex digital cinema;  

· Restaurant space with a variety of family themed restaurant 

units; Botley District Centre Design Evolution and 

Alternatives 

· A mixture of 525 high quality student housing units;  

· A 100 bed hotel;  

· 33 age-restricted residential units (for Sovereign Housing 

Association) and a  

replacement parsonage for the Church of St. Peter and St. Paul 

on the Vale/ Field House site;  

· Car and bicycle parking; and  

· Enhanced public realm throughout’ 

 

This is simply not the case; and my objection to the proposal here 

is based on the lack of evidence that these amenities and the scale 

of the proposal has general local support: it does not. Moreover, 

the applicant has failed to fully disclose the actual findings from 

their own ‘consultation’ with the public against which their claims 

can be independently assessed. 

 

 

Chapter 7 of the EIA – Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 

(My objections to the scheme that follow from a reading of this 

Chapter of the report are detailed below, but in my professional 

view the method of assessment applied is fundamentally flawed: first 

because there is no extant method capable of objectively assessing 

visual or landscape impact – it is a matter of judgement, based on a 
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careful consideration of the appropriate evidence, using 

visualisation and other tools to forecast what changes will occur 

and how they will look. The guidance on the use of Landscape 

Institute’s methodology as used in the EIA itself acknowledges the 

subjectivity of assessments of character, and that these are not 

measurable, but qualitative.  Because of this, and in my 

professional view and experience, the only justifiable method for 

assessing landscape and townscape quality and the likely impact of 

change on this, is a combination of professional judgement, and 

systematic and rigorous interrogation of local users’ perceptions of 

quality and visual amenity, particularly in highly contested and 

sensitive locations such as this.  The findings from the EIA in 

Chapter 7 should be largely discounted on four grounds: first they 

rely overmuch on professional judgement, where assessments of scale 

of impact have not been calibrated; second they do not take into 

account any evidence of the perceptions of users (Para 7.24 refers); 

third they seem to be biased in favour of the proposal, rather than 

set out as an independent assessment blind to the interests of the 

commissioning agent; and finally they are inconsistent and sometimes 

contradictory. 

For the sake of brevity, the objections relating to Chapter 7, are 

set out under key themes. 

Impact on setting 

Objection 10.  

The EIA notes the negative impact on the setting of the site, which 

in my view is significant in terms of how the scheme will 

irrevocably change the character of Botley, and the sense of place 

seen from key view-points: 

 Para 7.38 ‘Skyline  views from Botley’s more elevated streets 

are possible to these (surrounding) hills, and the landform 

and extensive woodland areas make an important contribution to 

Botley’s general context and setting’ 

 Para 7.151 ‘Botley is surrounded by open countryside on the 

elevated land of the Midvale Ridge Character area. This is 
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typified by a landscape of arable fields and elevated woods on 

the ridge, and this has created a distinctive local rural 

landscape which surrounds the suburb of  Botley….The landscape 

is visible in distant views from parts of the application site 

and surrounding streets, and therefore makes an important 

contribution to Botley’s character and setting’.  

 Paras 7.137, 7.104, 7.49, 7.90 reiterate both that the rural 

setting is part of the distinctive character of Botley, and 

that the site would be highly sensitive to the impact of large 

scale urban development. 

Below: Images taken from the EIA clearly demonstrating the visual 

intrusion of the proposed development Botley’s rural and natural 

setting 

 

Impact on immediate and local views 

Objection 11.  

The EIA stresses the likely impact of the development on views from 

within the neighbourhood, which in my professional judgement are 

likely to be more severe than the report acknowledges: 

 Para 7.111 highlights the fact that the site is ‘extensively 

overlooked in closer range views’. 

 Paras 7.119, 7.120, 7.121 and 7.192 evidence the negative 

impact of the development on the local townscape and existing 

character of the place, but again, in my professional view, 

underestimates the severity of this impact. 

 Para 7.228 highlights the sensitivity of the views from the 

immediate residential properties, and acknowledges that these 

are highly valued. 

 Paras 7.231, 7.234, 7.235 and 7.250 acknowledge the negative 

impact on views of the new development, but in my professional 

judgement seriously underestimate the degree of severity of 

this impact. 

Below: Image taken from the EIA clearly showing the ugly  contrast 

between the urban scale of the new buildings and the suburban scale 

of the houses on Arthray Road 
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Impact on residential character of Botley 

Objection 12.  

The EIA stresses that Botley is suburban and predominantly 

residential in character, and the scale and nature of the 

development will negatively impact on this – ie it will turn Botley 

into an urban centre; it also recognises that a large part of the 

distinctively suburban character of the place is due to the clear 

boundary provided by the A34 which marks a change in scale to 

something much more urban, to the east: 

 Para 7.41 ‘The townscape of Botley on the western side of the 

A34 is principally residential’ 

 Para 7.151 refers to the ‘suburban character’ of Botley; 

likewise Para. 7.77. 

 Para 7.78 notes the abrupt change in scale at the A34 

boundary: ‘Beyond the A34, the townscape comprises a 

continuous built-up character into the city with a mixture of 

larger retail and office buildings, together with some 

residential streets’. 

Below: Image taken from the EIA of the proposed view west along West 

Way, clearly showing the urban rather than suburban scale of the 

proposal, and revealing the indifferent architecture which has 

nothing to do with Botley in form or style 

 

Impact on existing architectural features and character 

Objection 13.  

The EIA notes that there are some distinctive and important 

architectural elements in the existing centre, which the development 

will remove, which make an irreplaceable contribution to the charter 

of the suburb: 

 Para 7.82 ‘The character of the buildings is typical of the 

era and consistent with the local residential design of the 

same period’ 
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 Para 7.152 ‘Only Elms Parade maintains a link to the pre 

district centre character of the original 1930s suburb’. This 

is a crucial observation, and a clear argument for maintaining 

this very significant building. 

 Para 7.120 also stresses the importance of Elms Parade to the 

sense of place of Botley. 

Below: Images taken from the EIA showing how Elms Parade will be 

replaced with buildings of much larger scale, with no stylistic 

reference to Botley, and architecturally lacking in the integrity, 

and coherence of Elms Parade with its strong sense of place. 

 

 

 

Impact on urban design of the centre 

Objection 14.  

The EIA claims that the existing centre performs poorly in urban 

design terms, but fails, in my professional judgement, to show how  

the new scheme will create a place that is better in this regard.  

 Para 7.98 states ‘the existing centre fails to provide a focal 

point in the immediate suburb and lacks legibility, presence 

and architectural prominence’ – in my professional judgement 

this is simply not true. Elms Parade provides a very strong 

focus, and is architecturally - both in style and scale – the 

key building in providing a distinctive character to Botley 

(see also Para 7.152). The surrounding and later buildings are 

more questionable in terms of their quality and 

appropriateness to this suburban location, but the baby should 

not be thrown out with the bath water. 

 

Impact of building works 

Objection 15.  
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The removal of a number of trees with TPOs, many of which the report 

recognises as creating a strong visual identity to Botley, is simply 

unacceptable (Para 7.165 refers). In addition, there is no guarantee 

that the replacement planting will compensate for this loss, or at 

what point in the future – I suspect many years hence – the new 

planting will be of sufficient scale to screen the new buildings. 

 Para 7.206 acknowledges the adverse impact of the development 

during the building phase, however it is simply not true that, 

as it asserts, ‘in overall landscape terms, there is little 

net change’: this statement is simply a non-sense. Likewise 

the assertion that the development will ‘reduce pressure for 

urban development elsewhere’ - this is an unsubstantiated 

claim; it may well be that the development increases pressure 

for housing development in order to make the proposal 

commercially sustainable. 

 

Quality of the proposed development and its impact on character 

Objection 16.  

In my professional view, the impact of the proposal on the character 

of Botley will be significantly adverse. In addition, the lack of 

any sense of local identity in the design, that is appropriate to 

Botley and its existing character, demonstrates that the proposal is 

in contradiction of Policy DC1 : 

 Para 7.218 says ‘overall, the change in the present character 

of the site and its influence on the character of West Way and 

Westminster Way is substantial’ This is undoubtedly true. 

However, the paragraph also suggests that the new development 

will be an improvement in that it will replace existing 

‘bland’ buildings. This is simply not a true evaluation of 

Elms Parade – which is a far from bland building. The 

paragraph goes on to claim it ‘is seen as appropriate for the 

replacement district centre to have a separate identity to the 

residential suburbs which surround it’. This last statement is 

challengeable since the report produces no evidence that it is 
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seen as appropriate, or by whom. Its conclusion that the 

impact will be ‘slight beneficial’ is not justified, and again 

is open to serious professional challenge. 

 Para 7.209 provides a lengthy attempt to justify the new 

proposal in urban design and architectural terms.  However, in 

my professional view it does not make a coherent or valid set 

of arguments. It is simply not the case that the scheme ‘draws 

on the existing townscape with reference to the local building 

materials and street frontages’. The palette of materials are 

largely arbitrary, and are not distinctive to Botley; nor are 

the scale or form of the proposed buildings in any way 

justified by their townscape setting.  In terms of streets 

frontages, again the analysis ignores the strong precedent of 

Elms Parade, which has great presence precisely because it is 

set back from the Botley Road, and creates thereby a lively 

interface to the main carriageway, and has greater visual 

presence as a consequence. (To be blunt, if any of my students 

had produced the series of statements within this paragraph as 

an explanation and justification of the urban design qualities 

of a design, I would fail them). 

 Para 7.211 asserts that the new district centre will have a 

‘strong architectural presence and a distinctive sense of 

place’. This is again simply not true in my professional 

judgement – the scheme will have presence because it is large, 

not because of its architectural qualities (in this sense it 

is unremarkable, and lacks any of the design strengths of the 

existing Elms Parade). It does not create a distinctive sense 

of place, since it is typical and not very good developers’ 

architecture which can sadly be found in any number of urban 

locations across the UK. 

 Para 7.253 seems to want to have it both ways in justifying 

the design ‘ Overall the new, contemporary character of the 

visible buildings, with greater massing compared to the 

existing, and their extension above the wooded skyline, will 

significantly change the view. However, the new built forms 

are seen within the wider context of the suburban setting and 

its associated clutter of mixed rooflines…. As a result, the 
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effect on this view is assessed as having a moderate adverse 

impact’. In my professional view this is a serious 

understatement of the severity of the impact of the 

development, both in terms of its scale and its architecture. 

 

Inappropriate scale 

Objection 17.  

The EIA acknowledges the large scale of the proposal, and is clear 

evidence that the scheme does not conform with Policy DC1: 

 Para 7.217 states that  ‘ The replacement district centre will 

result in a substantially different character of buildings on 

site, with larger massing in parts….parts of the buildings 

will be higher than at present, rising up to eight storeys in 

height..’ 

 Paras 7.242, 7.243, 7.244, 7.253, 7.258 and 7.260 evidence the 

much larger scale of the new buildings compared with the 

existing, and highlight the negative impact on both local and 

distant views, the overall effect of which will be to visually 

disconnect Botley from its wider natural and rural setting. 

 

 

 

 

Below: Images taken from the EIA clearly revealing the dramatic 

and unacceptable massing of the proposed eight storey hotel 

building, and its impact on the existing boundary between urban 

Oxford and Suburban Botley 

 

 

Sense of place 

Objection 18.  
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The EIA attempts to justify the proposal by arguing that it will 

create a greater sense of place. In my professional view, the scheme 

detracts from the existing strong suburban sense of place, and 

replaces it with something which is both urban (and therefore 

inappropriate in this location), and lacking in a distinctive 

identity linked to any existing aspect of Botley’s character. 

 Para 7.268 consists of a series of un-evidenced assertions 

that the scheme will have a strong sense of place and provide 

a focal point. It is simply untrue and largely meaningless to 

assert that it ‘integrates into the existing townscape, thus 

performing its function in urban design terms’ 

 Para 7.287 cynically states that ‘whilst it is acknowledged 

that some may see the new development as more urbanized in 

character, this is balanced by the advantages that these new 

landmark buildings will bring to the visual amenity of the 

area….providing a focal point for the suburb which functions 

as the western district of Oxford’. The contradictions here 

are obvious, but essentially Botley is a suburb, and urban 

scale development is neither appropriate in terms of scale or 

character, nor desirable in terms of the overall impact on the 

neighbourhood and its residents as a whole, and inconsistent 

with the Local Authority’s own policies. Elms Parade already 

provides a strong townscape and architectural focus, and to 

imply that this is absent is to show either a lack of 

appreciate of the existing character of Botley, or to show 

deliberate negligence on the part of the applicant. 
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