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1 Summary of the Response 

1.1 Key Points 

Overall, the EIA fails to address several key issues, and is shown by our expert advisers to 
be flawed in many respects. It is apparent that it has been written after the design has been 
completed, with the intention of justifying the development, rather than an objective 
assessment of the likely environmental impacts, and no proper proposals for mitigation are 
offered. No consideration is given to a smaller scale of development, which would be less 
environmentally damaging in all respects. 

Throughout this report, chapter and paragraph numbers refer to those in Volume 1 of the 
Environmental Impact Assessment. 

1.2 Chapter 4 - Planning Policy Context 

The terminology used implies that Botley should be treated as a stand-alone town centre. 
We contest that Botley is a suburb of the City of Oxford (only 2 miles away), and the local 
plan intends that it should remain a local centre to meet the day-to-day needs of the local 
area. The scale of proposed development is out of keeping with a suburban setting, and is 
intended to serve a much wider catchment. The local plan makes no mention of 
accommodation for students. 

The National Planning Policy Framework says that planning should be plan led, empowering 
people to shape their surroundings. This development is not consistent with any current 
plan. We are extremely disappointed in the absence of meaningful consultation with Doric, 
and the Vale do not appear to wish to take the views of the public on board. 

The proposed development fails to meet the planning policies in respect of: scale and 
character, service vehicle access, provision for cyclists and pedestrians, privacy and 
intrusion, and consistency with local landscape.  

1.3 Chapter 5 - Design Evolution and Alternatives 

There is no adequate presentation of the possible alternatives for development of the West 
Way Centre. The EIA should present the alternative proposal for the redevelopment of part 
of the site - Elms Court, Grant Thornton Building, Baptist Church and the West Way 
Shopping Centre. This scheme which the Vale proposed in 2012, and would be supported 
by most residents. 

The EIA does not present the reasons for choices made, or discuss the relative environment 
effects (social, economic and environmental) of the different possible schemes. 

The EIA provides no evidence of the need for regeneration, or for a development of this 
scale. The proposals do not have the support of the local community. 

1.4 Chapter 7 - Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment  

We disagree with the statement that the development would have a ‘slight beneficial impact’ 
on the area and its residents. The photo montages demonstrate that there will be a 
massively damaging visual impact on the area, from wherever it is viewed.  The EIA 
seriously understates the severity of the impact of the development, both in terms of its scale 
and its architecture. 

The EIA acknowledges that the rural setting is part of the distinctive character of Botley, and 
that it is suburban and predominantly residential. It also acknowledges the importance of 
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Elms Parade.  We disagree with both the statements that ‘it is appropriate for the district 
centre to have a separate identity for the residential suburbs that surround it’, and the 
statement that ‘it draws on the existing townscape with reference to local building materials 
and street frontages’.  

The approach used by the EIA to reach its conclusion is based overmuch on professional 
judgement (which does not imply independent), and fails to take into account any evidence 
of the perceptions of users. 

1.5 Chapter 8 – Transport 

The methodology used in the Transport Assessment has been reviewed by an expert from 
Oxford University. The conclusion is that the data and analytical approach are flawed, and 
show a lack of understanding of local roads and behaviour. Hence the results produced must 
be treated as suspect. In particular: 

 The transport aspects of the EIA only assess a very limited area (the short section of 
Westminster Way between the proposed entrance and its junction with West Way). 
This is the only road forecast by the applicants to see a 30% or higher increase in 
traffic, due to the flawed analysis that has been used to forecast likely traffic levels on 
all routes. 

 The EIA completely misses out analysis of traffic on the A34 south of Botley 
Interchange, and Westminster Way south of the development which both run through 
an Air Quality Management Area.  

By using alternative calculations it is shown that consideration should have been given to 
West Way (between Field House and the A420 junction), the entirety of Westminster Way 
and the A420 link road to the A34 all showing increases of over 30% traffic. On these roads 
the impacts would be ‘major adverse’, rather than ‘negligible’. 

1.6 Chapter 9 - Historic Environment 

We disagree with the statement that there is no justification for Elms Parade to be 
considered as a non-designated heritage asset. It meets the majority of the selection criteria 
used by local authorities for their local lists. The vast majority of residents who commented 
on the application wish to see Elms Parade retained.  

1.7 Chapter 10 - Ecology and Nature Conservation 

The loss of mature trees and the gardens of the vicarage and Field House will lead to a 
negative impact for nature and diversity. It will be at least 7 years before replanting will 
provide any significant benefit. It is unlikely that the roof-garden to the student 
accommodation will be managed to have biodiversity value. 

1.8 Chapter 12 - Noise and Vibration 

The proposed development would clearly harm the amenity of properties on West Way and 
Westminster Way in terms of noise, and would expose students and hotel guests to 
unacceptable levels of noise.  

There are some short-comings in the EIA, in that it hasn’t considered reflected noise, noise 
on Westminster Way South of the development, or the noise generated by evening and 
night-time activities. 
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1.9 Chapter 13 - Air Quality 

The development would lead to unacceptable air quality for the students and other users of 
the development, and will increase levels of pollution in the Air Quality Management Area 
(Westminster Way). 

The increase in air pollution has been underestimated in the EIA, as it is related to the traffic 
analysis, which omits the increase in traffic on Westminster Way, the effect of traffic speeds 
and stop-start traffic. 

The development would prevent sustained compliance with EU limit values. It would be 
against the NPPF, in that it would be building new homes in an area of poor air quality. 

1.10 Chapter 14 – Socio-Economic 

The student accommodation contravenes Oxford City Council policies on student 
accommodation. The Vale of White Horse District Council has no policy on the need for, or 
management of, student accommodation in the Vale. The ‘Major beneficial’ effect of student 
accommodation cited in the EIA has nothing to do with the assessed socio-economic 
parameter of the local area’, but rather is presented as a city-wide effect with an indirect 
benefit (at best) for Botley residents.  

The applicant’s case for student housing is unsubstantiated by evidence, misrepresents 
existing policy climate and is at high risk of economic failure. 

The permanent loss of general and age-restricted housing in the area must be considered as 
major adverse. 

Botley/North Hinskey/Cumnor is an area of extremely low deprivation and low crime. The 
existing shops and services function well as a local centre meeting local needs. The Local 
Plan refers to the West Way Centre as in need of refurbishment. There is no case for 
‘regeneration’. The three-year development will cause permanent loss of the area as a local 
provision, with the proposed temporary facilities being totally inadequate. 

Throughout, the EIA misapplies its own scheme, and hence over-states the perceived 
benefits of the development, showing the report’s obvious bias in supporting the application 
rather than offering an objective assessment. 

1.11 Cumulative Effects and Summary 

The final chapters on cumulative effects and the summary do not address the impacts in a 
systematic way that allows for an unbiased assessment to be made of the impacts. 

The applicant has failed to apply the assessment scheme consistently and has shown bias 
by assigning greater importance to those aspects which they consider beneficial. For 
example, we would agree that the loss of 34 aged related housing units is regarded as major 
adverse, but to maintain that a somewhat larger library could be regarded as major 
beneficial is a severe exaggeration. 
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1.12 Tabular review of Impacts 

The table below summarises the economic, environmental and social impacts identified in the report, and where appropriate, suggests 
alternative assessments, and other factors not considered in the EIA. Numbers refer to the chapter numbers used in the Non-Technical 
Summary. (Where italics are used, reference is to Volume 1 of the main report, since many impacts are not recorded in the NTS). 

 Impact EIA assessment Our assessment 

6 Construction and Demolition  (not stated) Adverse (temporary or permanent loss of businesses serving the 
local community) 

    

7 Landscape and visual Not significant Major Adverse 
7.13 Temporary changes to the physical fabric 

of the site 
Short term adverse  

7.14 Pedestrian and resident views Adverse prior to mitigation Adverse throughout 

7.16 Local landscape character Beneficial Major Adverse 

    

8 Traffic and transport Negligible Major Adverse 
 Construction phase   

8.8 Construction traffic impacts Negligible (no road sees >10% overall) Moderate adverse. Westminster Way sees 85% HGV increase – several other >20% 

8.13 Road traffic Negligible (based on flawed figures from TA) Major Adverse 

8.152 Severance during construction (not 
mentioned in NTS) 

Negligible Moderate adverse (busy access road between community and other elements of 
development) 

8.153 Driver delay during construction (not 
mentioned in NTS) 

Negligible Minor adverse 

8.156 Pedestrian delay during construction (not 
in NTS) 

Negligible Minor adverse (EIA only mentions Westminster Way) 

8.160 Accidents and safety during construction Negligible Negligible 

8.163 Hazardous Loads Negligible Negligible 

8.165 Dust and dirt during construction Negligible Major Adverse (plan requires movement of thousands of tons of earth to create 
level car park) 

 Parking by construction workers  Major adverse (600 workers can be expected to bring >400 vehicles to be parked in 
surrounding area) 

 Impacts when operational   

8.256 Visual impacts Negligible  

8.266 Severance Negligible  

8.270 Driver delay Negligible Adverse 

8.278 Pedestrian delay and amenity Negligible Adverse due to loss of footpath from Arthray Road to West Way 

8.292 Accidents and safety Negligible  
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 Impact EIA assessment Our assessment 
8.295 Hazardous loads Negligible  

 Air quality  In EIMA report, but not mentioned in TIA 

8.298 Dust and Dirt Negligible  

    

9 Historic environment Negligible  
9.10 Construction traffic HGV impacts on 

sensitive buildings 
Minor adverse to negligible (prior to 
mitigation) 

 

9.11 Ground disturbance to buried 
archaeological remains 

Minor to moderate adverse  

9.12 Loss of communal heritage value of Elms 
Parade 

Minor to moderate adverse Major Adverse 

9.14 Operational traffic HGV impacts on 
sensitive buildings 

Minor adverse to negligible  

    

10 
10.89 

Ecology and nature conservation Minor beneficial Minor Adverse Loss of existing gardens and mature trees. Urban 
landscaping will not have equivalent benefit 

    

11 Flood risk and water No Risk  
    

12 Noise and vibration Minor Adverse short term, 
Negligible long term 

Major Adverse (underestimated traffic flow and effect of reflected 
noise and night-time use) 

    

13 
 

Air quality   

13.188 No constraints on development in the 
context of air quality 

 The development is adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area. Residential units 
being placed in an area of poor air quality. Increase in traffic, and hence pollution, 
underestimated. 

    

14 Socio-economic Moderate / Major Beneficial Major Adverse 
 Construction phase impacts Minor adverse temporary Major adverse temporary, with some permanent adverse effects.  

Extended construction phase (over 3 years) covering a large land area in a 
congested traffic area. 

 Retail Units & Other Service 
Businesses 

Minor adverse temporary (residual)  
originally Moderate Adverse temporary 

Major adverse.  
Not enough space to accommodate all existing businesses. Recognized risk of 
permanent business loss (EIA 14.271). 
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 Impact EIA assessment Our assessment 
 Botley dental practice Minor adverse temporary (residual)  

Originally Major Adverse temporary 
Major adverse temporary.  
No suitable interim premises for a three year period. 

 Community Hall, Baptist Church, Vicarage Minor adverse temporary Major adverse temporary.  
No interim premises for hall and vicarage. 
Moderate adverse temporary for Baptist Church, which the EIA claims will provide 
its own interim premises off site 

 Library Minor adverse temporary Moderate adverse temporary.  
Interim premises at 50% of current capacity, next to a noisy construction site. 

 Age-restricted housing Minor adverse temporary (residual)  
Originally Major Adverse temporary 

Major Adverse.  
Net permanent loss of 34 units. No interim accommodation at present, major 
disruption for vulnerable elderly residents, half of current residents will be 
permanently relocated 

 Peak construction employment (600) Moderate beneficial (residual)  
Originally Major beneficial temporary 

Negligible. 
Benefit of additional employment balanced by labour shortage in construction, with 
potential for this project and/or others in the area to be delayed. 

 General housing (not mentioned) Major adverse.  
Permanent loss of 25 flats.  

 Open space and sense of place (not mentioned) Major adverse.  
Community hub reduced to the current Church Way car park; pedestrian access 
restricted and in close proximity to large-scale construction; all mature trees 
surrounding the current centre lost, with no interim greenery. 

 Operational phase impacts Major beneficial Major Adverse.  
Major adverse effects for all forms of housing and overall sense of place / local 
character outweigh the moderate benefits of improvements to existing facilities.  

 Age-restricted accommodation  
(See also ‘Block C’ drawings from main 
application) 

Minor adverse (residual)  
Originally Major Adverse 

Major adverse 
Permanent loss of 34 units; long internal corridors with most flats single-aspect; no 
flats on the ground floor; no greenery or garden space; limited social space on the 
ground floor (none on the same level as living space); isolated from main centre 
(shops, library, cafes) by car park access road 

 Student accommodation Major beneficial Major adverse 
If it is successful: rapid demographic change (10% of the parish’s current 
population), intense pressures on public transport, and noise and light pollution 
from the newly introduced night-time economy catering for students. 
If under-occupied (more likely): large  and visually dominant semi-empty building 
that could not be readily converted to long-term housing 

 General Housing Negligible Major adverse 
25 homes permanently lost. Homes ‘unlocked’ by student accommodation would 
be small (calculated from EIA14.129 to be 5 or less) and would not offset the deficit. 
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 Impact EIA assessment Our assessment 
 Effect on primary and secondary 

education 
Negligible Negligible 

 Re-provision of dentist and new Doctor Major beneficial Uncertain.  
Not clear if permission would be granted by the relevant CCG for a new GP surgery 
so close to the existing one. Cited deficit could be remedied by the existing practice 
hiring 1 additional GP. 

 Bigger library with bigger catchment Major beneficial Moderate beneficial.  
Botley Library is already one of the ‘core’ 22 units within Oxfordshire County. The 
additional size could be offset by access issues, since the proposed library is not on 
the ground floor. 

 Re-provision of Church facilities and 
community hall 

Major beneficial Moderate beneficial – Baptist Church and community hall 
The expansion of the community hall is relatively modest (around 25% gain in floor 
space); placement underneath the proposed age-restricted accommodation is not 
ideal in terms of traffic and noise generation for those residents; community 
facilities are isolated from the main shopping and social centre by the access road 
to the main car park.   
Moderate Adverse – Vicarage of St Peter & St Paul Church pastoral care is 
compromised with its relocation away from the church 

 Operational employment generation Major beneficial Minor beneficial 
Local unemployment is very low; students (rather than local residents) will  ‘provide 
a ready source of labour seeking part-time employment’ (EIA 14.360) 

 Hotel visitor numbers & spend Major beneficial Moderate beneficial 
Unclear how much tourism spend will be retained locally, since most spend will 
occur in Oxford centre (EIA 14.188) 

 Crime and fear of crime Major beneficial (residual) 
Originally Moderate beneficial 

Minor / moderate adverse 
The potential benefit of more ‘natural surveillance’ during later hours must be 
balanced with the potential for more crime via a night-time economy and the 
undercover car park. Botley is currently a very low crime area, with the annual 
crime rate at half of the monthly crime rate for Oxford city, where urban night-time 
economies are concentrated. 

 Open space & sense of place Moderate beneficial Moderate adverse 
High and dense buildings block views of the sky from most vantage points. The 
piazza has little greenery, is bounded by high buildings on two sides, and is 
dominated visually by the cinema frontage. Current east-west flows across the site 
are restricted. The loss of local heritage asset Elms Parade negatively impacts the 
centre’s distinctive suburban character. 
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1.13 Authors 

This report has been produced by a number of expert advisors (all acting in a private 
capacity on behalf of West Way Community Concern) including: 

Dr Riki Therivel: Visiting Professor, Department of Planning, Oxford Brookes University 
Gordon Stokes: Research Associate, Department of Transport Studies, University of Oxford 
Dr Kathryn Davies: Senior Advisor, English Heritage 
Dr Alan Reeve: Department of Urban Design, Oxford Brookes University 
Dr Caroline Potter: Department of Anthropology, University of Oxford 
Jan McHarry and Chris Church: Community Environment Associates 
 

Where a specific chapter comment has been developed by a named expert that is made 
clear in that section. 
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2 Chapter 4 - Planning Policy Context 

Comments prepared by Dr Kathryn Davies and Dr Alan Reeve 

2.1 Key Points 

The terminology used implies that Botley should be treated as a stand-alone town centre. 
We contend that Botley is a suburb of the City of Oxford (only 2 miles away), and the local 
plan intends that it should remain a local centre to meet the day-to-day needs of the local 
area. The scale of proposed development is out of keeping with a suburban setting, and is 
intended to serve a much wider catchment. The local plan makes no mention of 
accommodation for students. 

The National Planning Policy Framework says that planning should be plan led, empowering 
people to shape their surroundings. This development is not consistent with any current 
plan, and we are extremely disappointed in the absence of meaningful consultation with 
Doric, and the Vale’s reluctance to take the views of the public on board. 

The proposed development fails to meet the planning policies in respect of: scale and 
character, service vehicle access, provision for cyclists and pedestrians, privacy and 
intrusion, consistency with local landscape.  

2.2 Public consultation 

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. 

2.3 Is Botley a 'town centre'? 

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

The VoWHDC Retail and Town Centre Study 2013 concurs: ‘Although Botley is a similar 
size in terms of units and floorspace to Faringdon, it does not perform as a town centre nor 
does it provide the range of services and other facilities that would be expected in a town 
centre. It functions more as a suburban district centre in the outskirts of Oxford City Centre.’  

The intention in the emerging local plan may well be to expand the role of Botley to a larger 
centre but this plan suffers from ambiguous use of language that needs clarifying, referring 
to Botley as a district centre in the text but as a local service centre in the policy. In any 
event this plan has very little weight in determining this application. The development plan, 
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Local Plan 2011, clearly refers to Botley as a local centre with no intention to serve a wider 
area. Whilst this predates the NPPF, it has been found to accord with the NPPF. 

2.4 Quality & character 

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’. Our objection here is that the proposal fails on 
both counts – certainly in terms of scale (it is too large), and in terms of character (it has 
nothing to do with its local context architecturally or in urban design or townscape terms). 
These points are developed further in our comments with reference to Chapter 7 of the EIA. 

The Botley Character Statement (prepared by local residents using the Oxford Character 
Assessment Toolkit and supported by a large number of residents) was submitted as part of 
the WWCC objection to this planning application) describes in detail the character of the 
locality. 

2.5 Service vehicle access 

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. We conclude that this proposed development would be heavily dependent 
on car borne access for its viability, and that it fails to redress the existing balance with 
respect to modes, as it does nothing to reduce car use, and nothing to encourage more 
sustainable forms of movement. Also, the plans for access for HGVs to the proposed 
supermarket underestimate not only the volume 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. 

2.6 Privacy & intrusion 

Para 4.32 refers to Policy DC9, dealing with loss of privacy and dominance and visual 
intrusion. 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 spaces and streets, and 
from locations more distant from the development. The proposal does not meet the 
requirement of DC9. 

2.7 Consistency with local landscape.   

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. The proposed development 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 reinforcing 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 of the EIA. 
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2.8 Consistency with local service centre needs 

Para 4.67 refers to Policy 8 ‘Botley Central Area’. Our 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 supporting text, referred to in para 4.67, does confirm that the West Way 
Shopping Centre is dated, relatively unattractive and in need of refurbishment, and that 
development of the centre would be supported. However, the policy was clearly written to 
discourage the scale and nature of the development put forward. To interpret this as support 
for this scale of development would contradict the intentions of the Local Plan, and the 
recommendations of the VOWHDC Retail and Town Centre Study 2013. 
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3 Chapter 5 - Design Evolution and Alternatives 

Comments prepared by Chris Church, Dr Kathryn Davies and Dr Alan Reeve 

3.1 Key Points 

There is no adequate presentation of the possible alternatives for development of the West 
Way Centre. Alternatives which should be presented are:  

(1) Redevelopment of part of the site (Elms Court, Grant Thornton Building, Baptist Church), 
plus refurbishment of the West Way Shopping Centre;  

(2) Redevelopment of part of the site (Elms Court, Grant Thornton Building, Baptist Church) 
and the West Way Shopping Centre – the scheme which the Vale proposed in 2012, and 
which would be supported by most residents;  

(3) Smaller developments on the whole site – as described in Chapter 5 of the EIA. The EIA 
does not contain an indication of the reasons for choice made, or take into account the 
relative environment effects (social, economic and environmental) of the different possible 
schemes. 

The EIA provides no evidence of the need for regeneration, or for a development of this 
scale. The proposals do not have the support of the local community. 

3.2 Introductory comment 

The document states that ‘This Chapter is provided in accordance with the requirements of 
Schedule 4, Part 1 (S.2) of the  EIA Regulations 2011, which specifies that an ES should 
contain: an outline of the main alternatives studied by the applicant or appellant and an 
indication of the main reasons for the choice made, taking into account the environmental 
effects’. 

The only alternative offered in this section is the so called ‘Do Nothing Alternative’ involving 
leaving the ‘Site (sic) in its current state with ageing and unattractive buildings and 
frontages’. This has never been an option in this process, nor is it an option that is supported 
by WWCC.  The only reason that we can perceive for this is to suggest that there is no other 
alternative. 

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. No evidence is provided for the commercial or other need for 
the scale of the proposal presented. 

Paragraph 5.10 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. 
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3.3 No proper discussion of alternatives 

Alternatives which should be presented are:  

(1) Redevelopment of part of the site (Elms Court, Grant Thornton Building, Baptist Church), 
plus refurbishment of the West Way Shopping Centre. 

This was the original scheme proposed by the Vale, against which they undertook their 
competitive marketing. It is presumed that Doric presented a scheme for this site, as 
required by the marketing process. (Deliverability of ‘the scheme’ was one of the criterion 
used for selection of the preferred bidder.) The reason for rejecting this proposal is known to 
be that ‘a large food store placed next to the existing West Way Shopping Centre would 
mean that the centre would become unsustainable’ – Report of Strategic Director to Scrutiny 
Committee, 21 November 2013. Evidence for this assertion should be provided. 

(2) Redevelopment of the part of the site (Elms Court, Grant Thornton Building, Baptist 
Church) and the West Way Shopping Centre. 

This was the scheme which the Vale proposed and consulted on in 2012. This alternative 
has been shown in our surveys to be consistently popular, as it is linked to retaining and 
improving Elms Parade and retaining Field House and the Vicarage.  This is in line with 
existing saved policies within Vale of White Horse District Council Local Plan. 

Para 5.21 of the EIA states ‘Options A and B were the first to encompass entirety of the Site; 
including the West Way Shopping Centre, the Vicarage, Vale House and Field House’, 
demonstrating that smaller schemes were considered by the applicant. 

The reasons for rejecting this option should be given. 

(3) Smaller developments on the whole site. 

Volume 1 of the EIA presents a number of schemes, of increasing size. Correspondence 
between Doric and Planning Officers confirms that the scheme has ‘gone through various 
incarnations. Each time the proposed development has become more ambitious and 
increased in land coverage’. Justification should be given as to why these earlier schemes 
were rejected, in terms of their pros and cons, taking into account all aspect of the 
environmental impact – i.e. social, economic and environmental.  

The Non-Technical Summary rejects the option of Alternative Locations, stating that the 
Applicant has ownership of the site. This is not true. Development of the full site may require 
compulsory purchase orders, which creates a potential for signification delay, or even failure, 
in delivery of the scheme. 

3.4 Inadequate design brief 

The stated aim of the design process is to improve the townscape character by introducing 
active frontages, enhanced public realm into the site and landscaping. This is an 
extraordinarily narrow brief for such a major development. It is flawed in that it has not 
considered all the implications of the landscape and visual impact.  

Para 5.8 asserts that the site is in a suitable location to accommodate the proposed form of 
development. There is no evidence to substantiate this.  

There is no evidence that the Commercial Brief was the correct basis for designing the 
development. The major redevelopment of a neighbourhood should have a brief developed 
in collaboration with all stakeholders and there should be meaningful consultation on all 
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stages. There was minimal consultation on limited options. There has been no option put 
forward which reflects the views of the majority of local residents, i.e. developing the original 
site only. 

The table 5.1 does not demonstrate what it purports to do, i.e. iterations of the design set out 
to minimise the adverse effects and enhance beneficial effects. 

Para 5.16 sets out key development criteria which claim to have been established from 
discussions with stakeholders. Not only was there no input to this from local people, who 
must surely be key stakeholders, but these criteria demonstrate a fundamental 
misunderstanding of the function and character of the area. 

3.5 Incorrect statement on public consultation   

Para 5.32 deals with the public consultation carried out by Doric, but needs to be read with 
great care. The applicant should be required to produce evidence from the consultation 
exercise of their claims that the range of facilities and amenities were supported by the 
consultees, which they present as: 

 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; 

 A mixture of 525 high quality student housing units; 

 A 100 bed hotel; 

 33 age-restricted residential units (for Sovereign Housing Association); 

 A replacement parsonage for the Church of St. Peter and St. Paul on the Vale/ Field 
House site; 

 Car and bicycle parking; 

 Enhanced public realm throughout. 

This is simply not the case. There is no evidence that these amenities and the scale of the 
proposal have general local support: they do 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. 

To conclude on this section, there has been no meaningful consultation with local people on 
this major redevelopment of their well-used, much-cherished, local shopping area. There 
have been no real alternatives put forward for redeveloping the site – only variations on one 
option. 
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4 Chapter 7 - Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment  

Comments prepared by Dr Kathryn Davies and Dr Alan Reeve 

4.1 Key Points 

We disagree with the statement that the development would have a ‘slight beneficial impact’ 
on the area and its residents. The photo montages demonstrate that there will be a 
massively damaging visual impact on the area, from wherever it is viewed.  The EIA 
seriously understates the severity of the impact of the development, both in terms of its scale 
and its architecture. 

The EIA acknowledges that the rural setting is part of the distinctive character of Botley, and 
that it is suburban and predominantly residential. It also acknowledges the importance of 
Elms Parade.  We disagree with the both the statements that ‘it is appropriate for the district 
centre to have a separate identity for the residential suburbs that surround it’, and the 
statement that ‘it draws on the existing townscape with reference to local building materials 
and street frontages’.  

The approach used by the EIA to reach its conclusion is based overmuch on professional 
judgement (which does not imply objectivity), and fails to take into account any evidence of 
the perceptions of users. 

4.2 Introductory comment 

An extraordinarily complex methodology, incomprehensible to most readers, has been 
employed by the professional advisors and an awful lot of wordage, to conclude that there 
would be a slight beneficial impact of this development on the area and its residents. Using a 
very simple methodology of comparing plans and photos as existing and as proposed, the 
conclusion is reached that this development would have a massively damaging visual 
impact on the character of the area, from wherever it is viewed, and this impact would 
extend to the setting of the city of Oxford, being a distractingly large development prominent 
within the city’s green setting. One has to question the validity of a methodology that can 
conclude that ‘in overall landscape terms there will be little net change’. Surely this discredits 
the whole process 

4.3 Flaws in methodology 

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 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, 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 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. 
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4.4 Impact on setting 

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

4.5 Impact on immediate and local views 

The EIA stresses the likely impact of the development on views from within the 
neighbourhood, which 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 
our 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 we consider that this seriously underestimates the degree 
of severity of this impact. 

4.6 Impact on residential character of Botley 

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 – i.e. 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 Paras 7.77 and 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’. 
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4.7 Impact on existing architectural features and character 

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’. 

 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. 

4.8 Impact on urban design of the centre 

The existing centre performs poorly in urban design terms, but the EIA fails 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 our view, 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. However, it is perverse to argue that Elms Parade 
is disconnected from West Way, (para 7.82) as though this will, in some way, justify its 
demolition. The baby should not be thrown out with the bath water. 

4.9 Impact of building works 

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 – certainly 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 a nonsense to assert that, ‘in overall landscape terms, 
there is little net change’. Likewise the assertion that the development will ‘reduce 
pressure for urban development elsewhere’ - this is an unsubstantiated claim; it is 
more likely that the development will increase pressure for housing development in 
order to make the proposal commercially sustainable. 

4.10 Quality of the proposed development and its impact on character 

We consider that 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 
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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 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, it fails to 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 street 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. 

 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 our opinion 
– 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 
effect on this view is assessed as having a moderate adverse impact’. In our view, 
this is a serious understatement of the severity of the impact of the development, 
both in terms of its scale and its architecture. 

4.11 Inappropriate scale 

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. 

 Para 7.285 acknowledges that there will be larger massing of buildings ‘creating a 
more substantial presence and influence on the character of West Way and 
Westminster Way…’ but that this is ‘balanced by the positive aspects of the 
development which will bring a distinctive architectural style and local focus 
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appropriate of a district centre in this important landmark location. As a result the 
proposals do not adversely affect the character of either the local setting or the wider 
landscape’. Just about every word of this is inaccurate and the professional advisors 
have submitted evidence to demonstrate this. This conclusion is incomprehensible. 

4.12 Sense of place 

The EIA attempts to justify the proposal by arguing that it will create a greater sense of 
place. In our 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, since 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 appreciation of the existing character of Botley, or 
to show deliberate negligence on the part of the applicant. 
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5 Chapter 8 – Transport 

Comments prepared by Gordon Stokes 

5.1 Key Points 

The methodology used in the Transport Assessment has been reviewed by an expert from 
Oxford University. The conclusion is that the data and analytical approach are flawed, and 
show a lack of understanding of local roads and behaviour. Hence the results produced must 
be treated as suspect. In particular: 

 The transport aspects of the EIA only assess a very limited area (the short section of 
Westminster Way between the proposed entrance and its junction with West Way) 
because it uses flawed analysis to forecast likely traffic levels. This is the only road 
forecast by the applicants to see a 30% or higher increase in traffic.  

 The EIA completely misses out analysis of traffic on the A34 south of Botley 
Interchange, and Westminster Way south of the development which both run through 
an Air Quality Management Area.  

By using alternative calculations it is shown that consideration should have been given to 
West Way (between Field House and the A420 junction), the entirety of Westminster Way 
and the A420 link road to the A34 all showing increases of over 30% traffic. On these roads 
the impacts would be ‘major adverse’, rather than ‘negligible’. 

5.2 Basis on flawed evidence 

The transport aspects of the EIA are based on analysis used in the Transport Assessment 
(TA) submitted in the original Application that has been shown to be fundamentally flawed. 
The same data and analytical approach have been used throughout the EIA. While various 
adjustments can and have been made to account for what would be the case if current office 
buildings were fully used, and for large proportions of potential users already passing by the 
site, it is simply not credible that the new development will lead to reductions in traffic on 
Eynsham Road and Cumnor Hill, especially on a Saturday when the ‘unused office 
adjustment’ is not relevant. The main flaws in assumptions and calculations 1  can be 
summarised as: 

 The trip generation rates for all but 3 land use types are quite different for 
calculations of trip generation and for parking accumulation, with no explanation 
given. For the supermarket the difference is 22% and is higher for some others. (This 
leads to about a 15% underestimate of new development trips) 

 The formula used to predict the number of people who visit different shops without 
moving their car is unrealistically high and based on a question in a survey asking 
about something else, leading to total shopping trips being less than supermarket 
trips alone. This is nonsensical.  (This leads to about a 20% underestimate of new 
development trips) 

 The expected origin zones of users is unrealistically biased towards local residents, 
using a methodology that is circular in its logic. (This results in a distribution of road 
traffic onto road network underplaying use of A34) 

                                                           

1 These have been detailed in Appendix 5 of West Way Community Concern’s objection of 27 March 

2014 



21 
 

 Unrealistic assignment of trips from zones to the network, based on a lack of local 
knowledge of road conditions being applied. (This leads to further underestimation of 
A34 traffic, and a complete lack of recognition that a large proportion will turn off the 
A34 onto Westminster Way) 

 The definition of ‘surrounding network’ for ‘linked diverted trips’ is too narrow, 
excluding the A34/ A420 junction and therefore through traffic on the A34, or A420W/ 
A34 movements. (This leads to traffic on the A34 and A420 West being 
underestimated). 

 Overestimation of trips expected from currently unused office space in the ‘existing 
development’ traffic. About 220 vehicles expected to use 117 car spaces. (Leads to 
an underestimate of about 200 in/out trips per weekday). 

 While a large proportion of trips to the new development are expected to be ‘pass by, 
or diverted’ no such adjustment is made for trips to the existing development. (Leads 
to an overestimate of before traffic of at least 10% for existing trips on various links). 

Even if the overall figures were accepted as correct: 

 Traffic on both the A34 south of Botley Interchange and on Westminster Way south 
of Arthray Road have been ignored. This runs directly through the Air Quality 
Management Area. 

 All traffic from the A34 from the south is assumed to use the Botley Interchange to 
approach the site. In reality a large proportion would use Westminster Way which 
would lead to various environmental issues which remain unaddressed. 

 All traffic from the A420 West (Swindon direction) is assumed to use the Botley 
Interchange, rather than exit at Cumnor and use Cumnor Hill. 
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5.3 Overlooked factors in environmental impacts related to traffic: 

 All construction traffic is assumed to use West Way and a short section of 
Westminster Way to access the site. This is unrealistic since it is not possible to 
control construction traffic outside the immediate site entrance. There seem to be no 
plans for access when work above ground level of the undercroft car park (with low 
roof clearance) starts and HGVs will have to enter via West Way. 

 No estimate is given for how many of the 600 construction workers will arrive by 
vehicle, or where they will park. 

 Most expected impacts (road traffic, dust and dirt, driver and pedestrian delay, 
accidents and safety, severance and visual impacts) are not discussed because it is 
argued that traffic levels will not increase by more than 30% except on Westminster 
Way (between West Way and the site entrance (where there are few ‘receptors’ of 
impacts. In fact HGV construction traffic is forecast (even using the TIA figures) to 
increase by over 120% on Westminster Way, and by over 30% on West Way under 
the A34, and on the A34 link road (referred to as the “slip road”). 

 Driver delay changes shown as ‘percentage’ increases shown are actually ‘seconds’. 
If they had calculated the percentages the figures would have been very much higher 
– 3400% in one case, but between 20% and 270% in about half of the cases. 

13.9% 14.9% 20.1%
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 No special allowance appears to have been made for the very large number of HGVs 
needed to carry earth away from the site to create space for the car park, which will 
be very heavy and carry mud and dust. 

These errors alone make the assessment unfit for purpose and imply much larger impacts 
that have not been assessed. 

5.4 Estimates of likely traffic levels 

Preliminary estimates of what traffic levels would actually be if the development were 
completed imply that traffic would probably increase; 

 by over 30% on West Way (between Field House and the A420 junction), the entirety 
of Westminster Way and the A420 link road to the A34 – on these roads the impacts 
would be ‘major adverse’, rather than ‘negligible’, and 

 by massively more on Westminster Way for its entire length (quite likely by 100% or 
more). 

5.5 Summary of impacts – comparing EIA with alternative assessment 

These levels would produce very high impacts on most aspects measured. A re-assessment 
of the impacts is shown in Table 1 below. (Paragraph numbers refer to the main report, 
except for those in bold which relate to the Non-Technical Summary). 
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Table 1: Reassessment of likely impacts 

 

Para Impact EIA assessment Our assessment Comments 

 Overall Transport NEGLIGIBLE MAJOR ADVERSE Based on flawed evidence, with only one short section of road assessed 

8.8 Construction traffic 

impacts 

Negligible Moderate adverse Westminster Way sees 85% HGV increase – several other >20% 

8.144 Visual impacts Negligible Moderate adverse HGVs carrying earth will leave mud all over roads 

8.152 Severance during 

construction 

Negligible Moderate adverse  Disruption to children reaching Botley Primary School via Westminster Way rather 

than through site 

8.153 Driver delay during 

construction 

Negligible Minor adverse Inevitable delays during road works for new traffic signalled junction.  

HGVs entering and leaving will cause delays on narrow Westminster Way 

8.156 Pedestrian delay during 

construction  

Negligible Minor adverse  EIA only mentions Westminster Way 

8.160 Accidents and safety during 

construction 

Negligible Minor adverse Potential danger to cyclists caused by mud on roads 

8.163 Hazardous Loads Negligible Negligible Assuming no asbestos is found on site 

8.165 Dust and dirt during 

construction 

Negligible Major Adverse  Plan requires movement of thousands of tons of earth to create level car park will 

create dust, mud and dirt 

 Parking by construction 

workers 

(not mentioned) Major adverse  600 workers can be expected to bring >400 vehicles to be parked in surrounding area 

     

8.13 Operational traffic 

impacts 

Negligible Major Adverse Westminster Way, West Way, A420 link road all see >30% traffic increase. 

Westminster Way likely to be >100% 

8.256 Visual impacts Negligible Negligible  

8.266 Severance Negligible Major adverse Busy access road between community and other elements of development 
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Para Impact EIA assessment Our assessment Comments 

8.270 Driver delay Negligible Major adverse Increases in traffic would increase frequency of road system ‘breakdown’ and heavy 

congestion. More delays on Botley Road. West Way, A420 link, Westminster Way 

and at times A34 

8.278 Pedestrian delay and 

amenity 

Negligible Moderate adverse 4 sets of pedestrian lights to get from ‘community’ area to North side of West Way. 

Steps required between Arthray Road and West Way 

 Cyclist amenity (no mention) Minor adverse Loss of route from Arthray Rd to West Way, and need for more busy Westminster 

Way route 

8.292 Accidents and safety Negligible Moderate adverse Elderly people having difficulty learning in new situations 

8.295 Hazardous loads Negligible Negligible  

 Air quality  Moderate adverse In EIMA report, but not mentioned in TIA. Much traffic will arrive via Westminster Way 

part of which is an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) 

8.298 Dust and Dirt Negligible Negligible  

 Parking by users (no mention) Moderate adverse Car park is inadequate for expected use. 
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6 Chapter 9 - Historic Environment 

Comments prepared by Dr Kathryn Davies 

6.1 Key Points 

We disagree with the statement that there is no justification for Elms Parade to be 
considered as a non-designated heritage asset. It meets the majority of the selection criteria 
used by local authorities for their local lists. The vast majority of residents who commented 
on the application wish to see Elms Parade retained.  

6.2 Heritage statement 

The EIA heritage statement has been written by a heritage professional who concludes that 
there is no ‘credible or sustainable justification for Elms Parade to be considered as a non –
designated heritage asset.’ 

As a heritage professional equally well qualified and arguably more experienced, Dr Davies 
has the advantage of knowing the area well and has contributed to the characterisation 
study of the area. Using the same Conservation Principles as Doric’s advisor, but with added 
expertise and local knowledge, I come to an entirely different conclusion. That is, that Elms 
Parade is eminently appropriate for inclusion on a local list of heritage assets and meets the 
majority of the selection criteria used by various local authorities throughout the country for 
their local lists.  

The very many comments made by local people in respect of this application, concur with 
this view. The clue here is in the word local. A non-designated heritage asset is one that is 
on a local list, and a local list is one that is drawn up by a local authority in conjunction with 
local people, not one produced by a single consultant from outside the area. 

It is acknowledged that it is not currently on any local list. But the VoWH do not yet have a 
local list of heritage assets so this should not be taken as Elms Parade having no heritage 
interest. This point is recognised in the English Heritage Good Practice Guide for Local 
Heritage Listing. .... ‘absence of any particular heritage asset on a local list should not be 
taken to imply that it has no heritage value, simply…. that it has yet to be identified’.  

The heritage statement for Elms Parade already submitted as Annex 7 to WWCC's original 
objection to this planning application explains in detail the heritage values of the building. 
Assessing these values against the criteria most commonly used in the 82 local authorities 
who have published criteria to assess buildings for local listing, it meets four out of the five 
most frequently used criteria and 9 out of 11 regularly used criteria.   

To counter assertions that might be made that some of these conclusions might be 
subjective, there is the weight of the overwhelming majority of residents who commented on 
the application who favour retention of Elms Parade as it is an important part of their local 
area. Not all might have articulated their views in professional language, but the spirit of the 
comments is absolutely clearly in favour of retaining this parade of shops. 

In this case, despite the lack of a formal local list I, along with the majority of residents in the 
area, argue that Elms Parade should be treated as a non-designated heritage asset for the 
purposes of the NPPF. As such, its conservation and the contribution it makes to the local 
area are material considerations.  
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7 Chapter 10 - Ecology and Nature Conservation 

Comments prepared by Jan McHarry and Chris Church 

7.1 Key Points 

The loss of mature trees and the gardens of the vicarage and Field House will lead to a 
negative impact for nature and diversity. It will be at least 7 years before replanting will 
provide any significant benefit. It is unlikely that the roof-garden to the student 
accommodation will be managed to have biodiversity value.  

7.2 Summary 

Botley acts as a barrier, splitting Wytham Hill / Woods from the open land on Cumnor Hill 
and Boars Hill that forms a natural edge to Oxford. There is no evidence of any consultation 
with Wytham staff regarding potential impacts on this Site of Special Scientific Interest.  
Some staff have expressed their concerns to WWCC about the increased densification of 
the new development, and that there is no sign of any attempts to create space for 
biodiversity. 

The plans suggest that the gardens in the student accommodation will be managed to have 
biodiversity value. There is no evidence of how this might happen, nor is there any likelihood 
that any future management agency would be tied by an agreement on this. 

A number of high value trees would be lost if these plans go ahead in this way. A smaller 
development based on the plans proposed by Vale in 2012 would open the way to some of 
these being retained.  

The key point is perhaps what is not here. The EIA refers to ‘minor beneficial impacts’, (see 
below)  (while ignoring issues such as air pollution or noise (which are certainly capable of 
delivering ecological impacts) but the plans make no attempt to improve the local 
biodiversity. This is a wasted opportunity. 
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7.3 The issues within the EIA 

Chapter 10 reviews the ecological surveys and data collection sources used, including a 
Phase 1 Habitat and Protected Species Survey, Tree Survey, Bird and several Bat surveys. 
The presence of a protected species is a material consideration when a planning authority is 
considering a development proposal. Bats are a protected species under British and 
European legislation but no evidence of bat habitation was found during the Bat Surveys. No 
other protected species is thought to exist on the site due to the absence of water and the 
amount of building and hard surface areas.    

7.4  Likely impacts during the Construction Phase 

The significance of effects is graded according to guidelines set out by the Chartered 
Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management. For example, negligible impact means 
‘no significant change to nature conservation would arise (Para. 10.37).  

Negligible Impact: The proposed site does not fall within any statutory wildlife designations 
(e.g. Site of Special Scientific Interest) nor is it considered to have any impact (negligible) 
upon the three nearest SSSI’s (including Wytham Woods). Natural England, the non 
departmental body with a statutory purpose to ensure the natural environment is conserved, 
enhanced and managed for the benefit of present and future generations raised no current 
objection to the close proximity of the proposed site to Wytham Woods in February 2014. 
(Under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 re-consultation would be required if changes 
were made to the proposal)    

The proposed site is considered to have negligible impact upon non-statutory sites (e.g. 
Local Wildlife Sites/within the locality, again due to a lack of connectivity and intervening 
roads, residential and commercial areas. 

Negative impact: Removal of 59 trees – including 16 mature trees with provisional Tree 
Preservation Orders (January 2014). In addition, several of these trees, including the 3 Red 
Oak and Copper Beech, were identified by the Tree Survey as being of high quality/value to 
last another 40 years.  A further 8 trees were identified as being of value/in condition to last 
another 20 years. Note that Chapter 7 (para.165) states that some of the trees create a 
strong visual identity to the local area.   

For the retained trees, the applicant states that best practice guidelines through a 
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and arboricultural interventions will 
be implemented to prevent tree crown and root damage.  

There would be a loss of nesting and habitat sites for birds. Two species of bird surveyed 
were on the RSPB Red List (Starling and House Sparrow), (para 10.65). 

7.5 Likely significant impacts during the Operational Phase 

Minor beneficial: Mitigation measures focus on a Landscaping Strategy that plants trees for 
their  ‘green screening’ role,  as a replacement for trees, (including mature species and 
including those with a Tree Preservation Order) removed in site preparation, and tree 
planting to enhance wildlife benefits. It includes 192 new trees, including 46 new large Lime 
and Birch trees on road frontages of West Way and Westminster Way); a 300 metres long 
belt of dense native tree planting, and native ground cover (southern boundary/Arthray 
Road); ornamental flowering and berry species around the piazza, community hall and 
church; and 2,000 metres of ‘biodiversity’ roof gardens on student accommodation.  
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7.6 Overall conclusion   

The overall conclusion of Chapter 10 is that ‘the land is of low ecological value, with limited 
species diversity’. It suggests that the ‘proposed development will have very little impact on 
ecology and biodiversity, except during the removal of existing trees and shrubs on site that 
provide potential bird nesting habitat.’  Mitigating actions (e.g. removing vegetation outside of 
the bird nesting season), combined with the proposed ecological enhancement delivered 
through the Landscape Strategy, will, it concludes, ‘have a beneficial effect on the ecology 
and biodiversity of the site and surrounding area.’   

7.7 Points to note 

Biodiversity enhancements: The National Planning Policy Framework March 2012 
(Para.118) states that ‘opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments 
should be encouraged.’ Natural England (February 2014) encourages the VOWH to 
‘consider securing measures to enhance the biodiversity of the site’ if planning permission is 
given. It also notes that Section 40(3) of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 
Act (2006) states that ‘conserving biodiversity includes, in relation to a living organism or 
type of habitat, restoring or enhancing a population or habitat.’   

The ‘creation of a mosaic of new habitats’ is mentioned in Chapter 7 (para 223) of the 
applicant’s Landscape Strategy, as is opportunities for the provision of bird and bat nesting 
boxes (Chapter 10).    

Chapter 10 does not include comments on the value of replacing lost habitats (trees and 
gardens) as pollinator habitats, the public health implications of green space, the role of 
trees for shading purposes,  value of informal green space and other habitats as ‘wildlife 
corridors’ and the value of trees in absorbing pollutants and ‘cleaning’ the air.   

It does not provide an indication of when all the newly planted trees will grow sufficiently to 
reach their ‘screening potential’ - suspect this is some years into the proposed development 
for the lower build sections. For example, Chapter 7 (para. 205) suggests that the ‘changes 
to the physical landscape will have a moderate beneficial impact from approximately 7 years 
post construction’.  

The full report gives a passing mention to the loss of garden space (around Vicarage, Field 
House, churches). It notes that although mature, ‘they could be easily replicated’ (Para. 
10.64) but in purely ecological terms, suggests they are of low value and the impact would 
be negligible.  We do not agree. 
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8 Chapter 12 - Noise and Vibration 

Comments prepared by Dr Riki Therivel 

8.1 Key Points 

The proposed development would clearly harm the amenity of properties on West Way and 
Westminster Way in terms of noise, and would expose students and hotel guests to 
unacceptable levels of noise.  

There are some short-comings in the EIA, in that it hasn’t considered reflected noise, noise 
on Westminster Way South of the development, or the noise generated by evening and 
night-time activities. 

8.2 Details 

The EIA is unclear about how the noise predictions have been calculated, for instance 
whether it has taken into account the reflection of traffic noise (particularly on West Way) 
from the tall, hard building facades, and the fact that most of the traffic generated by the 
development will be stopping and starting rather in free flow.  It is unlikely that the EIA has 
considered the former, which itself could well increase noise levels on West Way by 2.5-3dB 
even with no increase in traffic.  Stop-start traffic would further increase noise levels. 

The EIA has not considered noise on the residential area on Westminster Way south of the 
development, nor the noise of the evening economy (other than related traffic).  Noise 
impacts on hotel guests are likely to be significantly greater than predicted because the hotel 
would be so close to the ring road.     

The Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011Policy DC9 states that ‘Development will not be 
permitted if it would unacceptably harm the amenities of neighbouring properties and the 
wider environment in terms of:... iii) Noise or vibration’. 

Policy DC10 states that: ‘Development will not be permitted if it is likely to be adversely 
affected by existing or potential sources of: i) Noise or vibration..’. 

The EIA suggests that a wide range of properties would be subject to more than 1dB change 
in noise, with properties on West Way and Westminster Way subject to increases of 2-3dB.  
A change of 3dB is generally held to be just detectable by the human ear.  However we 
believe that these calculations do not include some factors which would, in practice, lead to 
a significantly greater increase in noise as a result of the development, adversely affecting 
neighbouring properties and users of the student accommodation and hotel. 

Reflection of noise from building facades: Again, because the EIA is not clear about how the 
noise predictions were made, it is not clear whether noise reflection from the facades of the 
new buildings has been included in the calculations.  The noise monitoring was carried out in 
free field conditions (para. 12.47-12.49).  However the proposed development would have 
high hard walls within just a few metres of West Way and Westminster Way, which would 
reflect traffic noise to nearby buildings.  The former Planning Policy Guidance Note 24 
suggested that a facade value for noise (which takes into account reflection) is typically 
about 3dB higher than a free-field value at the same location, and the Department for 
Transport's Calculation of Road Traffic Noise suggests a 2.5dB increase. As such, reflection 
of noise from the proposed tall buildings is likely to significantly increase noise, especially to 
houses facing the site on West Way, even if traffic noise from the development does not 
increase. 
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Noise of cars stopping and starting:   The EIA gives no indication of how it has calculated 
road traffic noise impacts, for instance whether it has assumed that all traffic is in free-flow 
conditions (the easiest assumption to make in noise predictions).  However the majority of 
new traffic near the development site would be either stopping or starting: turning in or out of 
the development, at the stop lights etc.  This type of noise is both noisier and less steady 
than free-flow traffic.   

Noise on Westminster Way:  Like the traffic assessment, the noise assessment does not 
consider the impacts of traffic on Westminster Way south of the development, although this 
would be an obvious rat-run from the A34.  It states that ‘the highest noise change will be... 
on Westminster Way. However there are no NSRs [noise sensitive receptors, which include 
residential areas] close to Westminster Way’ (para. 12.62), despite the existence of dozens 
of homes on Westminster Way.   

Evening economy:  Although the noise chapter considers the impacts of traffic during 
operation, it does not consider the other possible noise generated by the 'evening economy' 
that would be fostered with a hotel, restaurants and cinema: people talking and yelling, glass 
breaking etc.  Although this noise may not be significant in terms of Leq, it would come in 
sharp peaks during otherwise quiet times: the EIA itself notes that there is currently 
"relatively little pedestrian activity across the centre in the evening hours" (para. 14.157).  
Para. 12.30 of the EIA itself notes that ‘Where people experience a change in noise level, 
particularly where the noise changes in character due for instance to the increase in the 
number of heavy goods vehicles, the reported change in nuisance is far greater than would 
be predicted from the steady state model.’  In this case, the new noise would be significantly 
different in character in the evening than is the case at present, and so more annoying. 

Noise impacts on hotel: The EIA assumes that the student accommodation and hotel 
fronting onto the A34 are represented by noise monitoring location 1, namely 2m from the 
edge of the roof of the Grant Thornton building and 20m from the edge of the carriageway 
(Figure 12.1).  However the proposed location of the hotel would be significantly nearer the 
A34: at its nearest point, it seems to be only half as far away from the A34 as the Grant 
Thornton building, and so ambient noise levels there would be roughly 3dB higher.  The 
plans for the hotel have at least half the rooms facing the A34.  The EIA already suggests 
that it will be difficult to attenuate the road noise to an adequate level for location 1: this will 
be significantly more difficult for the hotel. 

It is also difficult to square the concept of 'high quality' student accommodation with students 
having to live in triple glazed, ventilated rooms whose windows can't be opened because of 
traffic noise outside. 
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9 Chapter 13 - Air Quality  

Comments prepared by Dr Riki Therivel 

9.1 Key Points 

The development would lead to unacceptable air quality for the students and other users of 
the development, and will increase levels of pollution in the Air Quality Management Area 
(Westminster Way). 

The increase in air pollution has been underestimated in the EIA, as it is related to the traffic 
analysis, which omits the increase in traffic on Westminster Way, the effect of traffic speeds 
and stop-start traffic. 

The development would prevent sustained compliance with EU limit values. It would be 
against the NPPF, in that it would be building new homes in an area of poor air quality. 

9.2 Air Pollution 

Summary:  The NPPG advises that in considering planning permission, the relevant question 
for air quality is ‘will the proposed development (including mitigation) lead to an 
unacceptable risk from air pollution, prevent sustained compliance with EU limit values or 
national objectives for pollutants or fail to comply with the requirements of the Habitats 
Regulations?.’ The EIA claims that it will not.  We claim that it will.   

Even with just the EIA's predictions, the development would lead to unacceptable air quality 
for the students and other users of the development, and increase air pollution in two 
AQMAs.  Additionally, the EIA does not consider air pollution on residents of Westminster 
Way south of the development site; and does not take into consideration the stop-start 
nature of traffic that would be caused by the development.  It is difficult to imagine a clearer 
example of many new residents moving into a place with poor air quality, which the NPPF 
states should be a criterion for deciding planning applications. 

Two nearby Air Quality Management Areas:  Air quality in the Botley area is already poor.  
Although the site itself is not in an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA), the Botley and 
Oxford AQMAs both lie within 300 metres of the site, so traffic travelling south and east from 
the site will enter into AQMAs, and traffic travelling from the Botley Road and Westminster 
Way will be coming from AQMAs.  This would prevent sustained compliance with EU limit 
values. 
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Westminster Way south of the development site: The only location on Westminster Way for 
which air pollution impacts were predicted in the EIA are at 32 Westminster Way, directly 
adjacent to the development.  As was discussed in our critique of the traffic chapter, there 
are likely to be significant traffic – and thus air pollution – impacts south of the site on 
Westminster Way due to it being used as a rat run to the development.  At that point, 
Westminster Way is within the Botley AQMA, and so air pollution from the development 
would exacerbate the air quality problems within an area that already has significant air 
quality problems. 

Traffic speeds:  Table 13.18 of the EIA explains the traffic speeds used in the air pollution 
models.  These range from 93kph on the ring road to 40kph on Westminster Way.  Para. 
13.87 notes that ‘The average speed on each road has been reduced by 10 km.hr-1 to take 
into account the possibility of slow moving traffic near junctions and at roundabouts in 
accordance with LAQM.TG(09).’  It is not clear whether the 10kph reduction is already 
reflected in Table 13.18 or not.  However, even if 10kph has been taken off Table 13.18, it is 
difficult to imagine that, post development, traffic on West Way near the air pollution 
receptors would travel at 24mph (39kph) or traffic near 32 Westminster Way would travel at 
18mph (30kph): the pedestrian crossing at Poplar Road, the traffic light at the junction of 
West Way and Westminster Way, and the traffic lights at the ring road slip road will all slow 
down traffic to less than that speed; people would be slowing down to enter the 
development; and people will be slowly circling the area to find parking places if they cannot 
find enough room in the development.  The slower, stop-start nature of the traffic would 
exacerbate air pollution in the area. 

Impacts on students:  The NPPF states that ‘When deciding whether air quality is relevant to 
a planning application, considerations could include whether the development would:... 
Expose people to existing sources of air pollutants. This could be by building new homes, 
workplaces or other development in places with poor air quality.’  The EIA suggests that air 
quality impacts on users of the development would not be significant as ‘Predicted 
concentrations at all receptors are below the annual-mean AQS objective of 40 μg.m-3.’ The 
EIA does not include a table of sensitivity to NO2, although it provides tables for dust 
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(Table 13.11) and PM10 (Table 13.12).  However if it used a table similar to that for PM10, 
and used the NO2 predictions at Table 13.39 which suggests NO2 levels of between 31.7 
and 35.8μg/m3 at the proposed site, then this would show that air quality impacts on 
students and hotel guests would be high: more than 100 students would be living within 20m 
of the site, with an annual mean NO2 concentration of over 28μg/m3.   Indeed, it is difficult to 
imagine a clearer example of many new residents moving into a place with poor air quality. 
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10 Chapter 14 – Socio-Economic 

Comments prepared by Dr Caroline Potter 

10.1 Key Points 

The student accommodation contravenes Oxford City Council policies on student 
accommodation. The Vale of White Horse District Council has no policy on the need for, or 
management of, student accommodation in the Vale. The ‘Major beneficial’ effect of student 
accommodation cited in the EIA has nothing to do with the assessed socio-economic 
parameter of the local area’, but rather is presented as a city-wide effect with an indirect 
benefit (at best) for Botley residents.  

The permanent loss of general and age-restricted housing in the area must be considered as 
major adverse. 

Botley/North Hinskey/Cumnor is an area of extremely low deprivation (employment, 
education, health), and low crime. The existing shops and services function well as a local 
centre meeting local needs. The Local Plan refers to the West Way Centre and in need of 
refurbishment. There is no case for ‘regeneration’. Such a development would increase 
crime and fear of crime. 

The EIA over-states the perceived benefits of the development, showing the report’s obvious 
bias in supporting the application rather than offering an objective assessment. 

10.2 Summary 

The assessment of socio-economic impacts in the EIA is marred by significant omissions, 
inconsistencies, and misrepresentations of baseline conditions that make its conclusions 
untenable.  

The most significant of these is the applicant’s assessment of the ‘major beneficial’ impact of 
the large block of student accommodation, which is resoundingly contravened by Oxford City 
Council policies on student accommodation, by verifiable data on the city-wide distribution of 
private rental housing including HMOs, and by the lack of policies regarding need for or 
management of student accommodation within Vale of White Horse DC. This evidence is 
presented below. 

The incorrect impact assessment of the student accommodation underscores the applicant’s 
misconstruing of the impact on general and age-restricted housing as ‘negligible’ and ‘minor 
adverse’, respectively. The true impact involves permanent reduction of both types of 
housing stock, with major adverse effects in the context of Oxfordshire’s intense housing 
pressures and ageing population.  

Cumulatively, these shortcomings demonstrate that the applicant’s assessment is not based 
on conclusions drawn from robust independent evidence, but rather reflects wishful thinking 
and the applicant’s determination to carry out the scheme in spite of major adverse impacts 
predicted for the local community.   

10.3 Inconsistent application of Effect Significance 

The EIA defines the significance of socio-economic effects in paragraph 14.47 with four 
levels of distinction: Major (‘a very significant effect’), Moderate (‘a noticeable effect’), Minor 
(‘a small, barely noticeable effect’), and Negligible (‘no discernable effect’).  
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All of these effects are to be determined ‘on the assessed socio-economic parameter of the 
local area’, which the EIA defines in paragraph 14.32 as referring to the North Hinksey & 
Wytham ward, i.e. the area including and immediately surrounding the proposed 
development. 

These clearly defined criteria have been very poorly applied, showing the report’s obvious 
bias in supporting the application rather than offering an objective assessment.  

Nearly all potential benefits of the development are found to be of ‘Major beneficial’ 
significance – for everything ranging from the re-provision of the existing local library to 
‘crime and fear of crime’ in an area that is already perceived to be, and is in actuality, a low-
crime area (paragraph 14.209).  

In contrast, the permanent loss of homes and established local businesses are labelled as 
‘Minor adverse’ effects. To claim that these losses amount to ‘a small, barely noticeable 
effect’, while the more moderate improvement of existing community resources is labelled as 
‘a very significant effect’, is clearly biased and frankly insulting to the local community, who 
have voiced concern about these adverse effects from the earliest stage of public 
consultation.  

The most blatant misapplication of the level of analysis is apparent in paragraph 14.129, 
where an unverifiable Savills report on the scale of the existing student market in Oxford is 
quoted:  

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

 
The ‘Major beneficial’ effect of student accommodation cited in the EIA has nothing to do 
with ‘the assessed socio-economic parameter of the local area’, but rather is presented as a 
city-wide effect with an indirect benefit (at best) for Botley residents.  

This benefit is in fact unlikely to ever be realised; as will be demonstrated below, all objective 
evidence shows that student presence in the Botley housing market is currently negligible 
(‘no discernible effect’), with no significant benefits to be gained by the provision of purpose-
built student accommodation – aside from the financial viability of the oversized retail and 
leisure offering that the applicant intends to provide. 

10.4 Comparison of assessed socio-economic impacts 

Table 2 below evaluates the EIA’s socio-economic impacts and offers alternative 
assessments based on information that was omitted or downplayed in the report. 
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Table 2: Reassessment of the socio-economic impacts 

Para Impact EIA assessment Our assessment Comments 
 Overall Socio-

Economic impacts 
MODERATE / 
MAJOR 
BENEFICIAL 

MAJOR ADVERSE Rapid demographic change, permanent loss of general and age-restricted housing, 
negative character change (including loss of independent local businesses) 

14.450 Construction phase 
impacts 

Minor adverse 
temporary 

Major adverse 

temporary, with some 
permanent adverse 
effects 

Owing to the extremely large scale of the new buildings, the disruption caused by 
construction will cover a large land area and will occur for an extended period of time 
(over 3 years, Oct 2015 – Dec 2018) 

14.270, 
14.271 

Retail Units & Other 
Service 
Businesses 

Minor adverse 
temporary 

Major adverse Not enough space to accommodate all existing businesses; ‘significant challenges to 
business owners in maintaining their operations over this [20 month] period’ 
(paragraph 14.271), i.e. permanent loss of local businesses 

14.274 Dental practice Minor adverse 
temporary 

Major adverse 

temporary 
No suitable interim premises for a three year period 

14.276 Library  Minor adverse 
temporary 

Moderate adverse 

temporary  
Provision as a ‘pop-up’ shop with 50% current capacity, next to a noisy construction 
site 

14.280 Community halls  Minor adverse 
temporary 

Major adverse  

temporary 
No interim premises for 3 years, relying on venues outside of the area that may not be 
available 

14.282 Baptist Church Minor adverse 
temporary 

Moderate adverse 

temporary 
Baptist Church to secure alternative premises for 3 years; the applicant implies that it 
is willing to do so.  

14.283 Vicarage Minor adverse 
temporary 

Major adverse 

temporary  
Loss of pastoral care function of the vicarage for 19 months; no interim 
accommodation provided by the applicant 

14.285 Age-restricted 
accommodation 

Minor adverse 
temporary 

Major Adverse  No interim accommodation at present, major disruption for vulnerable elderly 
residents, half of current residents will be permanently relocated 

14.288 Construction employment 
generation 

Major beneficial 
temporary  

Negligible  Benefit of additional employment balanced by labour shortage in construction, with 
potential for this project and/or others in the area to be delayed.  

14.266 General housing  (not mentioned) Major adverse Demolition of 25 flats above Elms Parade, the Square and Elms Court in November 
2015 

14.266, 
Figure 
14.34 

Open space and sense of 
place 

(not mentioned) Major adverse Community hub reduced to the current Church Way car park; pedestrian access 
restricted and in close proximity to large-scale construction; all mature trees 
surrounding the current centre lost, with no interim greenery 

14.450 Operational phase 
impacts 

Major beneficial Major Adverse Major adverse effects for all forms of housing and overall sense of place / local 
character outweigh the moderate benefits of improvements to existing facilities. 

14.293 
 

Age-restricted 
accommodation  
(See also ‘Block C’ 
drawings from main 
application) 

Minor adverse Major adverse Permanent loss of 34 age-restricted units; long internal corridors with most flats 
single-aspect; no flats on the ground floor; no greenery or garden space; limited social 
space on the ground floor (none on the same level as living space); severed from 
main centre (including shops, library, cafes) by large access road 
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Para Impact EIA assessment Our assessment Comments 
14.301 Student accommodation Major beneficial Major adverse Botley is not a ‘District Centre’ according to Oxford City Council; its policy HP5 thus 

does not apply, and none of its 24 site-specific policies for the city’s strategic 
development of student accommodation are located in Botley or along the Botley 
Road.  
A successful implementation of this scheme would bring rapid demographic change 
(10% of the parish’s current population), intense pressures on public transport, and 
disruption from the newly introduced night-time economy catering for students. 
More likely, the large student accommodation block would be severely under-
occupied, leaving a large semi-empty building that could not be readily converted to 
long-term housing.    

14.311 General Housing Negligible Major adverse 25 homes will be permanently lost. Calculating from the quoted Savills report 
(paragraph 14.129), provision of 525 student beds in Botley would ‘unlock’ fewer than 
5 houses from the general market. The justification for the ‘negligible’ effects in 
paragraph 14.311 is inaccurate and nonsensical.   

14.315 Local schools Negligible Negligible  

14.316 Local primary healthcare Major beneficial Uncertain Not clear if permission would be granted by the relevant CCG for a new GP surgery 
so close to the existing one. Cited deficit could be remedied by the existing practice 
hiring 1 additional GP. 

14.326 Library Major beneficial Moderate beneficial Botley Library is already one of the ‘core’ 22 units within Oxfordshire County. The 
additional size could be offset by access issues, since the proposed library is not on 
the ground floor.  

14.334 Community Hall & Baptist 
Church provision 

Major beneficial Moderate beneficial The expansion of the community hall is relatively modest (around 25% gain in floor 
space); placement underneath the proposed age-restricted accommodation is not 
ideal in terms of traffic and noise generation for those residents; community facilities 
are cut off from the main shopping and social centre by a large access road.   

14.360 Operational employment 
generation 

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

14.383 Hotel visitor numbers & 
spend 

Major beneficial Moderate beneficial Unclear how much of tourism spend will be retained locally, as ‘there is little of interest 
in terms of tourist attractions in Botley’ (paragraph 14.188), so visitors will spend most 

time and money elsewhere. 

14.385 Crime & fear of crime Major beneficial Minor / moderate 
adverse 

In spite of the ‘tatty’ state of the 1960s buildings, the centre is actively used during 
daytime. ‘Natural surveillance’ becomes more of an issue at night, when most (but not 
all) existing businesses are closed. The potential benefit of a more populated centre 
during later hours must be balanced with the potential for more crime via a night-time 
economy; paragraphs 14.208 and 14.209 show that the yearly crime rate in Botley is 
half of the monthly crime rate in Oxford city, where more urban night-time economies 
are concentrated.  
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Para Impact EIA assessment Our assessment Comments 
14.395 Open space & sense of 

place 
Moderate beneficial Moderate adverse High and dense buildings block views of the sky from most vantage points. The piazza 

has little greenery, is bounded by high buildings on two sides, and is dominated 
visually by the cinema frontage. Current east-west flows across the site are restricted. 
The loss of local heritage asset Elms Parade negatively impacts the centre’s 
distinctive suburban character. 
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In support of the above assessments, the following sections lay out the baseline conditions 
for development, the inappropriateness of Botley for such a large provision of student 
accommodation, and the unacceptable adverse effects on the general and age-restricted 
housing provision.  

10.5 Baseline context: low deprivation and economic viability 

Chapter 14 of the EIA confirms that Botley is a quiet residential suburb with a low crime rate: 

‘The lower population and quieter residential atmosphere of Botley along with the lack of 
nightclubs and fewer pubs helps it retain a comparatively low crime rate’ (para 14.209). 

This statement is consistent with the earlier description within the EIA (7.36) of Botley as ‘a 
mainly suburban residential area on the western outskirts of the City of Oxford’. 

The evidence provided in the EIA shows Botley to be an area of low deprivation across all 
metrics: 

 Paragraph 14.64 states that the local area (LSOA 002F) is in the bottom quartile 
nationally for overall deprivation. Other areas immediate adjacent to the application 
site, such as Cumnor Hill, are in the lowest decile (10% least deprived areas 
nationally). 

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

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

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

The current shopping centre, correctly described as ‘somewhat dated and tired but relatively 
well maintained’ (14.157) consists of 40 retail units ‘largely characterised by smaller 
independent traders’.  

The EIA notes that ‘There are low vacancies in the centre, almost half of the national 
average’ (14.157), and acknowledges that ‘the centre adequately meets modest local day-to-
day needs’ (14.164). The cited emerging Local Plan refers specifically to ‘the West Way 
centre’ [1960s buildings] as ‘in need of refurbishment’, rather than wider wholesale 
demolition and ‘regeneration’ that the applicant proposes. 

To summarise:  

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

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

 As demonstrated below, Botley does not currently have a high concentration of 
students, and it has not been deemed appropriate as a student hub by either Oxford 
City Council or VOWH District Council. 
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 This proposed development could create problems for the future, in terms of crime 
and fear of crime in the area. 

10.6 No existing policy and low demand for student accommodation in Botley 

The application and Chapter 14 of the EIA make a number of broad claims regarding the 
demand for student accommodation in Botley. 

By drawing on adopted Oxford city policies and compiling objective verifiable data on current 
student pressures within the wider Oxford housing market, this report will demonstrate 
that the applicant’s case for student housing is unsubstantiated by evidence, 
misrepresentative of the existing policy climate, and at high risk for economic failure.   

The full evidence is presented in the attached appendix. Specifically, this report 
demonstrates that: 

 Oxford’s Policy CS25, which sets a target cap for the number of students from each 
university living in private rented accommodation, is moderating the pressure by 
students on the wider housing market. The EIA makes no acknowledgement of 
this policy. 

 The effectiveness of this policy measure is recognized in the conclusions of the 
Oxfordshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) section on student 
accommodation. The SHMA indicates that the real need is for self-contained 
postgraduate accommodation, and not the undergraduate ‘bedsit’ arrangement that 
is proposed. The number and type of student accommodation proposed in the 
application, and supported in the EIA, is at odds with current and future 
student housing needs. 

 Botley is not recognized as a ‘District Centre’ by Oxford, as the applicant claims, and 
it has not been identified as a preferred site for student accommodation within 
Oxford’s adopted Sites and Housing Plan. The EIA’s claim (14.309, 14.310) that 
Botley meets the conditions of Oxford’s Policy HP5 is entirely false.  

 Botley currently has a very low presence of students (around 1%, or less than 100 
students, of a potential 6,000 student market) in comparison to central and east 
Oxford, and thus it is not the focus of any City or VOWH policies regarding the 
strategic development of student accommodation. The figures above are from 
verifiable sources produced by Oxford City Council and Oxford Brookes University 
regarding its Harcourt Hill campus. The deficit of 14,601 student beds asserted in 
the EIA (14.126) stems from a report produced for the applicant that is nowhere 
available for verification (within the application itself or online), and it directly 
contravenes Oxford city’s own evidence on this demand.   

 As the case study of Diamond Place / Ewart House demonstrates, the great city- and 
county-wide need for general and age-restricted housing is leading to these being 
prioritised in Oxford, even in ‘prime’ student accommodation locations such as 
university-owned land in Summertown.  
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The collective silence in existing policy by both Oxford City Council and VOWH, combined 
with all objective and verifiable evidence, demonstrates that the case for student 
accommodation in Botley is entirely a creation of the applicant, rather than reflecting any 
actual need. 

10.7 High need for age-restricted and general housing 

The EIA (14.113) lists recommendations from the All Party Parliamentary Group on Housing 
and Care for Older People (APPG) in its Housing our Ageing Population: Plan for 
Implementation (HAPPI2), which include: 

 Generous internal space standards; 

 Plenty of natural light in the home and in circulation spaces; 

 Balconies and outdoor space, avoiding internal corridors and single-aspect 
flats; 

 Adaptability and ‘care aware’ design which is ready for emerging telecare and 
telehealthcare technologies; 

 Circulation spaces that encourage interaction and avoid an ‘institutional 
feel’; 

 Shared facilities and community ‘hubs’ where these are lacking in the 
neighbourhood; 

 Plants, trees, and the natural environment; 

 High levels of energy efficiency, with good ventilation to avoid overheating; 

 Extra storage for belongings and bicycles; and 

 Shared external areas such as ‘home zones’ that give priority to pedestrians. 
 
The EIA attempts to justify the demolition and non-replacement of 34 existing age-restricted 
homes by asserting (14.115) that Field House does not currently meet the HAPP12’s 
recommendation of at least 58m2 of internal space for age-restricted flats. It acknowledges 
that its estimate of existing floor space for Field House flats is an estimate based on the 
overall footprint of the building and has not been confirmed by Sovereign. 

The EIA notes the high county-wide demand for age-restricted housing (14.293), and it 
acknowledges that overall the proposal would bring an overall housing reduction of 59 units 
(34 age-restricted and 25 general housing) that would most likely be secured through the 
use of Compulsory Purchase Orders (14.290). 

By noting the (unconfirmed) larger space standards for the re-provided units, the EIA claims 
that the development ‘is bringing forward age-restricted accommodation that is beyond best 
practice in terms of space standards and designed to remain attractive to the market over 
the long-term’ (14.297). The EIA fails to note that the proposed age-restricted housing 
does NOT comply with many of the other HAPP12 recommendations, including:  

 Balconies and outdoor space, avoiding internal corridors and single-aspect flats; 

 Circulation spaces that encourage interaction and avoid an ‘institutional feel’; 

 Plants, trees, and the natural environment; 

 Extra storage for belongings and bicycles; and 

 Shared external areas such as ‘home zones’ that give priority to pedestrians.” 
 
As has been noted by many of the submitted objections to the application, the ‘replacement’ 
age-restricted accommodation is not like-for-like. In addition to the net reduction in 34 units, 
the replacement accommodation does not provide existing Field House amenities including:  
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 garden and green space,  

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

 ground-floor access for the majority of homes,  

 storage space for walkers, buggies, etc.  
 

Further, the new flats are located in an isolated block cut off from the main shops by a 4-
lane access road into the underground car park – hardly a ‘home zone’ that gives 
‘priority to pedestrians’. The architectural drawings submitted with the planning application 
show almost all of the age-restricted flats to be located off of a single long stretch of central 
corridor, with single-aspect view – those on the eastern side looking directly onto the blank 
back wall of the cinema. 

The EIA further acknowledges (14.285) that the proposals do not provide interim 
accommodation during the 19 months between demolition of Field House and construction 
of the new flats.  

In the context of high and increasing demand for age-restricted accommodation, the 
demolition of the 67 units of Field House and their replacement with only 34 units (that are 
sub-standard according to the full HAPP12 recommendations) cannot be condoned and 
must be acknowledge as a Major Adverse effect with long-term implications. 

10.8 Conclusions 

The assessment of the socio-economic impacts of this development is wholly inadequate. 
Table 2 on page 36 portrays a much more realistic and honest assessment of the impacts of 
the development on the local community, concluding that overall there are Major Adverse 
effects. 
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11 Context of the National Planning Policy Framework  

Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in 
accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
The National Planning Policy Framework must be taken into account in the preparation of 
local and neighbourhood plans, and is a material consideration in planning decisions.  

Our assessment of the development in this context is presented in Table 3 below. 
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Table 3: Comments on the proposed development in the context of the NPPF 

NPPF requirement VoWH Local Plan policy (saved) How NPPF requirement is met by proposed 

West Way development 

Sequential test for retail development / urban 

development in a suburban area 

24. Local planning authorities should apply a 

sequential test to planning applications for main town 

centre uses that are not in an existing centre and are 

not in accordance with an up-to-date Local Plan. They 

should require applications for main town centre uses 

to be located in town centres, then in edge of centre 

locations and only if suitable sites are not available 

should out of centre sites be considered. When 

considering edge of centre and out of centre 

proposals, preference should be given to accessible 

sites that are well connected to the town centre. 

Applicants and local planning authorities should 

demonstrate flexibility on issues such as format and 

scale. 

 

26. When assessing applications for retail, leisure and 

office development outside of town centres, which 

are not in accordance with an up-to-date Local Plan, 

local planning authorities should require an impact 

assessment if the development is over a 

proportionate, locally set floorspace threshold...This 

should include assessment of: 

 The scale and type of development proposed 

(8 storeys, cinema etc.) is appropriate for a 

main town centre like Oxford, but is 

proposed for an edge of town location.  The 

VoWHDC's Retail and Town Centre Study 

2013 states that ‘Although Botley is a similar 

size in terms of units and floorspace to 

Faringdon, it does not perform as a town 

centre nor does it provide the range of 

services and other facilities that would be 

expected in a town centre. It functions more 

as a suburban district centre in the outskirts 

of Oxford City Centre.’ 

The VoWHDC's Retail and Town Centre Study 

2013  notes that development at West Way 

would ‘alter shopping patterns and the 

floorspace capacity projections...: 

• increase the inflow from outside the District 

to Botley from 20% to 40%; 

• increase the market share of Botley within 

Zone 4 from 27% to 40% - this will partly be 

through clawing back expenditure currently 

going to stores outside the District, in 

particular stores in Oxford, and partly 

through retaining spending in Zone 4 that is 
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NPPF requirement VoWH Local Plan policy (saved) How NPPF requirement is met by proposed 

West Way development 

 the impact of the proposal on existing, committed 
and planned public and private investment in a 
centre or centres in the catchment area of the 
proposal; and 

 the impact of the proposal on town centre vitality 
and viability, including local consumer choice and 
trade in the town centre and wider area, up to five 
years from the time the application is made. For 
major schemes where the full impact will not be 
realised in five years, the impact should also be 
assessed up to ten years from the time the 
application is made. 

27. Where an application fails to satisfy the sequential 

test or is likely to have significant adverse impact on 

one or more of the above factors, it should be 

refused. 

currently directed to stores in Abingdon’. 

In other words, the proposed development 

would be a main town centre use located in a 

suburban district centre, which would affect 

the vitality and viability of town centre uses 

in Oxford. 

Scale and design of development 

59. Local planning authorities should consider using 

design codes where they could help deliver high 

quality outcomes. However, design policies should 

avoid unnecessary prescription or detail and should 

concentrate on guiding the overall scale, density, 

massing, height, landscape, layout, materials and 

access of new development in relation to 

neighbouring buildings and the local area more 

generally. 

Policy DC1 

Development will be permitted provided that: 

i) it is of a high quality and inclusive design such 

that the layout, scale, mass, height, detailing, 

materials used and its relationship to adjoining 

buildings and open space do not adversely affect 

those attributes that make a positive 

contribution to the character of the locality; 

ii) it takes into account local distinctiveness and 

character either in a modern or a traditional 

The proposed development is severely out of 

scale/mass with its location.  It would be up 

to eight storeys tall in an area where most 

buildings are two storeys tall.  It would lead 

to one side of West Way looking massively 

discordant with the other side.  It would 

affect people's views of the hills that 

contribute to the character of the locality.  

The proposal's design is generic, with no link 

to local distinctiveness, or with the area's 

natural, built and historic environment. 
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NPPF requirement VoWH Local Plan policy (saved) How NPPF requirement is met by proposed 

West Way development 

 

61. Although visual appearance and the architecture 

of individual buildings are very important factors, 

securing high quality and inclusive design goes beyond 

aesthetic considerations. Therefore, planning policies 

and decisions should address the connections 

between people and places and the integration of 

new development into the natural, built and historic 

environment. 

interpretation. 

 

Policy DC9 

Development will not be permitted if it would  

unacceptably harm the 

Amenities of neighbouring properties and the 

wider environment in terms of: 

i) loss of privacy, daylight or sunlight; 

ii) dominance or visual intrusion...  

 

Policy S1 

Proposals for new retail development or changes 

of use to retail will be permitted in the following 

locations provided they are in keeping with the 

scale and character of the centre or area 

concerned and would not create unacceptable 

traffic or environmental problems:... 

ii) within the local shopping centres at... Botley...  

 

The EIS has scoped out daylight and sunlight, 

although several properties would be 

severely affected by the development in this 

respect.  

Residents of Field House and church facilities 

70. To deliver the social, recreational and cultural 

facilities and services the community needs, planning 

Policy CF1 

Proposals involving the loss of land or buildings 

in community use 

The current shops at West Way and 

particularly the current residents of Field 

House would need to move at least 
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NPPF requirement VoWH Local Plan policy (saved) How NPPF requirement is met by proposed 

West Way development 

policies and decisions should: 

 plan positively for the provision and use of shared 

space, community facilities (such as local shops, 

meeting places, sports venues, cultural buildings, 

public houses and places of worship) and other 

local services to enhance the sustainability of 

communities and residential environments; 

 guard against the unnecessary loss of valued 

facilities and services, particularly where this 

would reduce the community’s ability to meet its 

day-to-day needs; 

 ensure that established shops, facilities and 

services are able to develop and modernise in a 

way that is sustainable, and retained for the 

benefit of the community... 

Which, in terms of their location, physical 

characteristics and 

Accessibility, are considered suitable to meet 

identified community 

Needs will not be permitted, unless: 

i) adequate, appropriate, alternative provision 

sufficient to 

Accommodate the loss is included as part of the 

proposal, or 

ii) sufficient convenient provision is already 

available elsewhere. 

temporarily during construction.   

 

Field House currently has 65 one-bedroom 

flats; this would be replaced by 33 

apartments comprising a total of 45 beds.  

Field House's residents are elderly, and some 

may well die prematurely if forced to move 

elsewhere. 

Saint Peter & Paul church will be significantly 

disadvantaged by the over-shadowing of 

larger buildings, the insensitive proposals to 

expose the garden of remembrance to more 

public access and overlooking, and the 

physical removal of the rectory. All of these 

aspects will have an adverse impact on the 

church as a focal point for the pastoral and 

spiritual well-being of the community. 

Traffic 

See comments on the relevent chapter above 

Policy S1 

Proposals for new retail development or changes 

of use to retail will be permitted in the following 

locations provided they are in keeping with the 

scale and character of the centre or area 

concerned and would not create unacceptable 

traffic or environmental problems:... 

ii) within the local shopping centres at... Botley... 

The traffic commentary above shows that the 

proposed development will generate a large 

volume of extra traffic with no explanation of 

how this will be accommodated by the road 

network.  

The car parking proposed is adequate for the 

retail space, leisure facilities and the hotel. 
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NPPF requirement VoWH Local Plan policy (saved) How NPPF requirement is met by proposed 

West Way development 

Subject to Policies S12 and TR6 (the retention of 

public car parking spaces); 

Noise pollution 

120. To prevent unacceptable risks from pollution and 

land instability, planning policies and decisions should 

ensure that new development is appropriate for its 

location. The effects (including cumulative effects) of 

pollution on health, the natural environment or 

general amenity, and the potential sensitivity of the 

area or proposed development to adverse effects 

from pollution, should be taken into account... 

123. Planning policies and decisions should aim to: 

 avoid noise from giving rise to significant adverse 

impacts on health and quality of life as a result of 

new development; 

 mitigate and reduce to a minimum other adverse 

impacts on health and quality of life arising from 

noise from new development, including through 

the use of conditions; 

 recognise that development will often create 

some noise and existing businesses wanting to 

develop in continuance of their business should 

not have unreasonable restrictions put on them 

because of changes in nearby land uses since they 

Policy DC9 

Development will not be permitted if it would 

unacceptably harm the amenities of 

neighbouring properties and the wider 

environment in terms of:... iii) noise or vibration. 

Policy DC10 

Development will not be permitted if it is likely 

to be adversely affected 

By existing or potential sources of: 

i) noise or vibration... 

 

The EIS suggests that noise levels will 

increase by up to 3.1dB as a result of the 

development.  However these predictions do 

not seem to take account of the fact that the 

tall buildings will reflect traffic noise on West 

Way and Westminster Way; that traffic on 

Westminster Way south of the development 

is likely to increase significantly; or that traffic 

in the area will be stopping and starting much 

more than at present.  All of these points 

would increase the development's noise 

impacts. 

Students in the proposed development would 

need to keep their windows shut to not be 

subject to unacceptable levels of noise.  

Noise at the proposed hotel is likely to be 

significantly greater than is predicted in the 

EIS.   
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NPPF requirement VoWH Local Plan policy (saved) How NPPF requirement is met by proposed 

West Way development 

were established; ... 

Air pollution 

124. Planning policies should sustain compliance with 

and contribute towards EU limit values or national 

objectives for pollutants, taking into account the 

presence of Air Quality Management Areas and the 

cumulative impacts on air quality from individual sites 

in local areas. Planning decisions should ensure that 

any new development in Air Quality Management 

Areas is consistent with the local air quality action 

plan. 

Policy DC9 

Development will not be permitted if it would 

unacceptably harm the amenities of 

neighbouring properties and the wider 

environment in terms of:... 

iv) smell, dust, heat, gases or other emissions; 

v) pollution 

Policy DC10 

Development will not be permitted if it is likely 

to be adversely affected 

By existing or potential sources of:... 

ii) smell, dust, heat, gases or other emissions; or 

iii) pollution 

The proposed development is within 300m of 

two Air Quality Management Areas, both of 

which would receive more traffic as a result 

of the development.  The 525 students would 

all be subject to air pollution levels nearing 

the legal standards for NO2.  Indeed it is 

difficult to imagine of a clearer case of a new 

development exposing new residents to poor 

air quality. 

The EIS does not take into account stop-start 

traffic, people searching for parking spaces if 

those at the development are full, or air 

pollution impacts to residents of 

Westminster Way south of the development.   

Historic environment 

129. Local planning authorities should identify and 

assess the particular significance of any heritage asset 

that may be affected by a proposal (including by 

development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) 

taking account of the available evidence and any 

necessary expertise. They should take this assessment 

into account when considering the impact of a 

Policy HE2 

The total or substantial demolition of an unlisted 

building that 

Contributes positively towards the special 

architectural or historic 

Interest, character or appearance of a 

It is clear from the heritage comments above 

and the many objections made to the 

demolition of Elms Parade that this is a well-

loved local landmark that fits with the 

suburban landscape of Botley, and therefore 

has asset value even if not listed. 
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NPPF requirement VoWH Local Plan policy (saved) How NPPF requirement is met by proposed 

West Way development 

proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise 

conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and 

any aspect of the proposal. 

 

131. In determining planning applications, local 

planning authorities should take account of: 

 the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the 

significance of heritage assets and putting them to 

viable uses consistent with their conservation; 

 the positive contribution that conservation of 

heritage assets can make to sustainable 

communities including their economic vitality; and 

 the desirability of new development making a 

positive contribution to local character and 

distinctiveness. 

 

135. The effect of an application on the significance of 

a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into 

account in determining the application. In weighing 

applications that affect directly or indirectly non 

designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will 

be required having regard to the scale of any harm or 

loss and the significance of the heritage asset. 

conservation area will not be 

Permitted unless: 

i) the building is beyond repair; 

ii) there is no compatible use which would 

secure retention of the 

Building and contribute positively towards the 

character or 

Appearance of the conservation area; and 

iii) proposals for the redevelopment of the site 

have been prepared 

Which will bring benefits that outweigh the loss 

resulting from 

The demolition. 
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NPPF requirement VoWH Local Plan policy (saved) How NPPF requirement is met by proposed 

West Way development 

Duty to Cooperate 

178. Public bodies have a duty to cooperate on 

planning issues that cross administrative boundaries, 

particularly those which relate to the strategic 

priorities set out in paragraph 156. The Government 

expects joint working on areas of common interest to 

be diligently undertaken for the mutual benefit of 

neighbouring authorities. 

 There is no evidence of co-operation with the 

City Council in developing a coherent 

planning strategy for the west side of Oxford 

and its immediate vicinity. This is shown by 

the unco-ordinated development of the 

Seacourt site and the new Waitrose store on 

Botley Road. 

 

 



 
 

 


