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Planning application Ref:- P13/V2733/FUL 
 
Botley District Centre 
 
Demolition of a mix of existing buildings and the erection of mixed use 
development comprising retail, restaurants and cafés, offices, hotel, student 
accommodation and ancillary facilities, 33 apartments, replacement vicarage, 
library and place of worship (Baptist Church), health centre, cinema, 
gymnasium, covered car parking and access, public square, landscaping and 
associated works. 
 
RESPONSE FROM CUMNOR PARISH COUNCIL: 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
The failure to insist on an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) was a serious 
error on the part of the Planning Authority: 

• EIAs are intended to inform a planning application, not to be written post hoc 
in support of the application 

• It is impossible to comment fully on the application in the absence of an EIA 

• All consultation on this proposal should cease until such time as the EIA has 
been completed. 

Irrespective of the outcome of the EIA, the following objections remain valid: 

• Elms Parade: should be retained for its architectural and heritage interest 

• Field House: should be excluded from the development site, and the 
interests and views of the residents should be paramount 

• Scale of the proposal: grossly over-dominant in this location, out of 
character and causing significant loss of amenity to neighbouring properties 

• Transport infrastructure: strategic discussions on infrastructure and 
transport improvements should be undertaken before any major new 
development is permitted in Botley or on the Botley Road 

• Traffic congestion: the scheme, if allowed, would cause greatly increased 
congestion with all the attendant problems of noise and air pollution, lost 
productivity and loss of amenity 

• Parking: inadequate to meet the needs of the proposal 

• Petrol filling station: without the inclusion of a petrol filling station the 
scheme will not be viable 

• Delivery vehicles: inadequate parking for delivery vehicles serving the front 
of the site 

• Noise pollution: it is unjustifiable to place student accommodation so close 
to  noise pollution arising from the A34 

• Air pollution: there are serious concerns about the impact of increased traffic 
on levels of NO2 and particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10) so close to student 
accommodation 

• Local housing: insufficient replacement for flats and accommodation 
currently on the site, when the emphasis should be on local housing for local 
people 

• Medical centre: no demonstrated need and no evidence of availability of 
necessary medical funding to establish or sustain the proposed practice 

• Student housing: no demonstrable need in this location and the 
arrangements as submitted are unworkable 

• Hotel: not viable without dedicated parking 
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• Vicarage: proposed replacement inadequate to meet the needs of the parish 
and no evidence of support from the Diocese 

• Foul Waste: there are serious concerns about the capacity of the foul 
sewerage system to cope with a development on this scale. 

This planning application should be REFUSED on the above grounds 
 
Introduction: 
 
It is clear that Botley centre is in need of regeneration.  Much of it looks tired, run 
down and outdated and it would benefit from a wider range of retail and leisure 
facilities.  However the scale of what is being proposed in this application is massive 
by any standards and, if allowed, would constitute a grossly over-developed and 
over-crowded site. 
 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA): 
 
As soon as the scale and density of what is being proposed became clear, it should 
have been apparent to all concerned, applicants and planning officers alike, that an 
EIA would be needed. 
 
It is commonly regarded as good practice that, in the planning of any large-scale 
development, an EIA should be undertaken early on in the development process so 
that the results of it inform the eventual plans.  An EIA should never be undertaken 
as an afterthought, in the hope that it can be tailored to meet the needs of plans that 
have already been submitted and put out to consultation, as has happened in this 
case. 
 
It is clear from the Planning Policy Statement, para 5.3, that the applicants believed 
that they had convinced officers that an EIA would not be necessary: During 
discussions with officers it was established that the proposal did not amount to EIA 
development and this was the view of the appropriate authority throughout, 
nevertheless a planning application scope was agreed with officers in February 2013 
covering a significant number of technical areas to enable the LPA to fully assess the 
proposals in terms of planning impacts once a planning application submission had 
been made. 
 
It is impossible to know whether this accurately represents what was understood 
between the applicants and officers. 
 
However Cumnor Parish Council (CPC) would argue that, once it became clear 
(February 2014) that an EIA was needed, the consultation process should have been 
halted until such time as the EIA was completed and available to all.  It is wrong to 
expect any respondent to be able to make an adequate response to this application 
without having full information available.  At the same time there is deep suspicion 
about how rigorously the EIA will be done, given that it is being done as a response 
to the application and not to inform it. 
 
The Site: 
 
Elms Parade: 
 
There can be no justification for the demolition of Elms Parade. 
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Though it is not a listed building, it is considered by English Heritage to have 
sufficient architectural and heritage interest to merit designation as a "heritage asset" 
of local importance. 
 
Certainly it is much loved locally, both for its character and style and in the goodwill 
towards the various shopkeepers and traders who are invariably welcoming and 
helpful, and this gives real value to the centre. 
 
The symmetry and uniformity of its neo-classical and neo-Georgian form are of 
aesthetic value, and CPC also notes that, built on the site of Elms Farm as it is, it 
provides evidential value for its historic setting.  Low-rise and set back as it is from 
West Way, there is a sense of space and openness around it which would be 
destroyed by development on the scale of what is being proposed.  It gives a 1930s 
character to the area and is reflected architecturally in the unusual pyramid roofs of 
neighbouring houses. 
 
New developments should respond to the positive features of a local area, which 
Doric's proposals do not. 
 
Field House: 
 
Nor can there be justification for the inclusion of Field House and Vale House in the 
proposed site.  There is no reference in the submitted documents justifying their 
inclusion.  As in so much else in this application, when an issue or argument is 
difficult the applicants simply avoid it and remain silent. 
 
Thus in the Design and Access Statement, p.16, 'Site and Constraints', the 
applicants summarise the main constraints affecting the development of the site and 
describe the site's boundaries to the south, east and north, but there is simply no 
mention of where the western boundary is, or of what it consists. 
 
Similarly in the Design and Access Statement, p.18, 'Early Design Options', there is 
the intriguing sentence re Options A & B: These two proposals were the first to 
encompass the current overall site: Site 1, Site 2, The Vicarage, Vale House and 
Field House.  Clearly there were yet earlier proposals which the applicant has chosen 
not to share with us. 
 
This proposal, if permitted, would require the compulsory purchase of Field House in 
order to proceed.  There can surely be no excuse for this. 
 
The Vale's Core Strategy, 2009, quoted by Julian Philcox in the Planning Statement, 
3.6, makes no mention of Field House and Vale House being included in any re-
development of Botley. 
 
Field House was opened in 1988 and provides retirement/sheltered housing in 65 
flats/bungalows.  It is sympathetically designed at a domestic scale, and sits 
comfortably and unobtrusively within its surroundings.  It could benefit from 
renovation but CPC considers that it would be wanton destruction to demolish it and 
replace it with institutional flats with no garden, located above a community hall. 
 
Amongst its several roles Field House is the base for a day centre run by the WRVS 
with transport provided by the Red Cross.  It operates from the communal area at 
Field House.  There is no comparable communal area in the proposed replacement 
in the plans.  The loss of the day centre would be an unacceptable result if 
permission for this proposal were to be granted. 
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In deciding whether to include Field House in the development site, the interests of 
residents should be paramount. However the proposals make no attempt to address 
the effects of the proposals on the residents who are said to be happy with their 
current accommodation. 
 
Of particular concern are the likely health consequences of forced re-location on the 
elderly residents of Field House.  This has been well summarised in a letter from Dr 
David Millard to Cllr. Matthew Barber of 12 Jan 2014, but for ease of reference we 
reiterate his comments here.  He describes how it is common knowledge among 
professionals working in old-age services that the forced relocation of residents from 
such places is regularly followed by an increase among them in physical and mental 
ill-health and in higher death rates.  He goes on to say that this has been the subject 
of serious research*.  In one study (Laughlin, 2005) within a year of moving: … 38 
among 83 of those relocated died compared with 12 of 90 controls.  Even the lowest 
estimate found almost twice as many deaths among those moved, compared to 
those who did not. 
 
Applying the figures from each of these studies to the 60 residents of Field House, it 
can be safely predicted that there would be at least twice as high a death rate 
amongst the relocated residents as would be expected if they were not moved.  Apart 
from any other considerations this fact alone should be sufficient to refuse the 
inclusion of Field House in the proposed site. 
 
*References 
1. Holder, J M, Jolley, D (2012). ‘Forced relocation between nursing homes: resident’s health 
outcomes and potential moderators’. Reviews in Clinical Gerontology, 22. 301-319 . 
2. Laughlin, A (2005) The impact of involuntary inter-institutional relocation on the physical, 
psychological and cognitive functioning of older individuals. Lincoln: University of Nebraska 
3 Castle N G, Engberg J B (2011) ‘The health consequences of relocation for nursing home 
residents following hurricane Katrina. Res. Aging. 33, 661-687 
 
 

The Scale of the Proposal: 
 
This proposal can only be described as 'grandiose' in its ambition to convert a local 
centre essentially serving the populations of North Hinksey and Cumnor (popn. 
10,290 – 2011 census – Planning Statement, 2.3) into a centre serving much of west-
central Oxford and what is described as "Botley's rural hinterland" (Planning 
Statement, 2.7).  The whole scale of the proposal is predicated on the assumption 
that a transformed Botley will draw in customers from Jericho and most of west 
Oxford and from "villages to the north, west and south".  As regards the former, the 
residents of west-central Oxford have always looked towards central Oxford or the 
Westgate centre for most of their retail services, and this tendency can only be 
reinforced once the re-development of the Westgate centre is complete (Outline 
Planning Permission granted 11/03/2014).  As regards the latter, local knowledge 
suggests that the populations in those areas gravitate towards other centres for their 
services.   
 
In the Vale of White Horse area, Botley is, in size of population, the smallest, behind 
Abingdon, Wantage and Faringdon.  Botley's population is predicted to increase by 
15% in the next 15-30 years.  However in this proposal Doric are proposing a fourfold 
increase in scale, turning Botley from a 'minor district' into a 'major district' centre.  
This could only be accommodated via a sharply upgraded transport infrastructure.  



 

5 
 

The proposals as submitted would alter the character of the area in a wholly 
unacceptable way. 
 
The scale of the proposed buildings is grossly over-dominant in this setting.  
Buildings of 7 and 8 storeys would lead to the loss of a feeling of space and of views.  
There would be significant loss of winter light to dwellings on West Way.  At the same 
time there would be unacceptable overlooking and loss of privacy to the houses on 
Arthray Road and neighbours to the west. 
 
Put simply, building on this scale is unacceptable in this semi-rural location. 
 
In commenting on the scale of the proposal, CPC is mindful of saved Policy S12 of 
the Local Plan, 2011.  This includes the provisos that: "changes of use from Class A1 
(Retail) to Classes A2 and A3 will only be permitted if … the proposal would not 
individually, or cumulatively with other existing non-retail uses, cause demonstrable 
harm to the function, character or appearance of the shopping centre concerned" … 
and … "there would be no demonstrable harm caused to the living conditions of any 
neighbouring residents in terms of noise … or general disturbance".  It seems 
absolutely clear to CPC that these proposals, if implemented, would lead to such 
"demonstrable harm" as shown repeatedly throughout this response. 
 
Transport Considerations: 
 
Anyone who travels into Oxford regularly would acknowledge that, of the routes into 
Oxford, the one from the west, along Botley Road is the most congested.  There are 
several reasons for this: 
 

• The conjunction of two main roads (A34 and A 420) bringing traffic from north, 
south and west, combined with an awkward and unsatisfactory junction with 
Botley Road causes inevitable congestion at peak times 

• The location of three major retail parks along the Botley Road, with a fourth 
(Seacourt) undergoing reconstruction and well-advanced plans for a large 
supermarket.  These all generate large amounts of traffic, with vehicles 
entering and exiting causing traffic along Botley Road to slow to a snail's pace 
much of the time 

• A significant industrial park at Ferry Hinksey Lane with an awkward and 
unsatisfactory traffic lights junction where it meets Botley Road adding to 
congestion 

• A pinch point where Botley Road narrows to cross the river and go under the 
railway bridge, meaning that no widening of the road to alleviate congestion 
can be considered. 

 
Any new development at Botley centre can only add to the congestion.  Already 
traffic is backed up along Eynsham Road and up Cumnor Hill at peak times. 
 
Until now, development along Botley Road has been allowed piecemeal. This cannot 
be permitted with a re-development on the scale of what is being proposed by Doric 
Properties Ltd. 
 
It is CPC's firm opinion that, before any regeneration of Botley centre is given the go-
ahead or any major new development is allowed on Botley Road, strategic 
discussions should take place between the relevant authorities, namely Oxford City 
and Vale of White Horse District Councils and Oxfordshire County Council, with clear 
and transparent agreements on infrastructure and transport improvements. 
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Traffic congestion: 
 
The applicants say that there will be no increase in overall traffic, and even assert 
that there will be a reduction of traffic on some roads.  Frankly these assertions are 
risible.  What local residents believe is that there will inevitably be an increase in 
traffic on all roads in the area, and that some will be very badly hit with severe 
congestion at times.  Westminster Way, for example, would almost certainly become 
a rat-run, with a wholly unacceptable loss of amenity for its residents.  West Way, 
with greatly increased traffic entering and exiting the site, would grind to a halt at 
times.   
 
CPC also shares the Highways Agency's concerns, expressed in their letter to Stuart 
Walker of 6 March 2014, that potential trips generated by the proposals at peak times 
will lead to an increased risk of queuing from the A34 Botley Interchange Junction 
back to the main A34 carriageway with consequent safety concerns and delays 
affecting through traffic on the A34. 
 
Parking: 
 
The proposed parking allocation is completely inadequate to meet the needs of this 
proposed development. 
 
The proposed anchor store, 4831 sq.m., is large by any standards and together with 
the other convenience and comparison goods floor space, 2104 sq.m., constitutes an 
enormous shopping area, a total of 6935 sq.m..  Sainsbury's at Heyford Hill, known 
to most local people and therefore good for comparison purposes, has had a floor 
area of 6003 sq.m. since its re-fit (completed in Nov 2011), being therefore 
significantly smaller.  Sainsbury's has 537 parking spaces (490 standard / 25 
disabled / 20 parent and child / 2 ATM). This proposal, in comparison, has 550 (496 
standard / 33 disabled / 17 parent and child / 1 car club / 3 taxi spaces). 
 
Thus, the parking available at the 2 locations is broadly comparable.  Anyone visiting 
Sainsbury's on a regular basis knows that it can be difficult to find somewhere to park 
at peak times. 
 
Sainsbury's is a stand-alone store, and only needs to provide parking for its staff and 
customers.  In this proposal, in contrast, as well as providing parking for the 
customers of the superstore and the other retail units, the available parking will have 
to meet the needs of: 
 

• customers of the several cafes and restaurants, and of Barclays Bank 

• users of the gymnasium 

• viewers at the 882-seat cinema 

• office workers 

• users of the medical centre, the library and community hall 

• congregations and users of the premises of the two churches within the site 

• guests at a 100-bed hotel without any dedicated parking 

• visitors to the 525 students resident in the student accommodation 

• at least some of the staff in the 680 FTE jobs that it is estimated will be 
generated by this proposal (Planning Statement, p.27) 

  
Frankly the parking projections do not stack up.  Without adequate parking the 
superstore, let alone other retail units, will not be viable or sustainable.  At the same 
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time the complete lack of parking on site for the 680 workers in the jobs to be 
generated by this scheme will lead to many of them seeking to park in neighbouring 
streets, causing chaos and discord. 
 
If for no other reason, this application should be rejected on grounds of inadequate 
parking. 
 
Petrol Filling Station: 
 
CPC has serious doubts about whether an anchor store of this size in this location 
can be viable without a petrol filling station.  It notes that a petrol filling station was 
included in Options A and B of the Early Design Options, but was then dropped in 
Option C and in subsequent incarnations of the proposals. 
 
Currently there is a petrol filling station located nearby on the Seacourt site, but this 
is due to close with the re-development of the site.  When application was made for 
the re-development of the Seacourt site, CPC opposed the closure of the petrol filling 
station on the grounds that it would leave the A34 without any filling station between 
Abingdon and the Pear Tree roundabout and meaning that local residents would 
have to travel to one of these locations or to Sainsbury's, Heyford Hill or into Oxpens 
to fill their vehicles.  It is ironic that a decision made by the Vale Planning Department 
to allow closure of the Seacourt filling station is now contributing to the lack of 
viability of this new scheme in Botley. 
 
The reality is that in this day and age many people choose to fill their vehicles at the 
same time as doing their weekly shop.  It seems highly unlikely that people from 
outside the immediate vicinity would choose to do their weekly shop at this proposed 
superstore knowing that they would then have to go to Tesco in Abingdon or 
Sainsbury's at Heyford Hill or Kidlington to fill their tank. 
 
Delivery Vehicles: 
 
The plans and drawings indicate a Service Yard providing access for lorries making 
deliveries to the superstore.  This is all well and good. 
 
However there is no obvious passageway or route linking the service yard and the 
retail units facing onto West Way.  When questioned about this at public meetings, 
representatives from Doric respond that service vehicles supplying the other retail 
units would have to park in what is labelled in the drawings as 'Existing Bus Stop and 
Loading Bay'. 
 
This is wholly unacceptable.  There are 16 retail units and a number of delivery 
vehicles could be expected at certain times of day.  A very busy bus stop cannot be 
allowed to be blocked by delivery vehicles.  There are clear risks to bus passengers 
alighting. For disabled bus passengers it is essential that buses are able to get close 
to the pavement at all times.  There is a grave danger of a combination of buses and 
delivery vehicles adding to traffic congestion. 
 
There are similar concerns about how traders would access the central pod in the 
piazza which is intended to provide space for farmers' markets, exhibitions and local 
events (Design and Access Statement, p.37). 
 
None of these delivery issues have been thought through in the planning process 
and what is being suggested is a makeshift, Heath-Robinson remedy.  Planning 
permission should not be granted on this basis. 
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Noise Pollution: 
 
The applicants are aware that noise from heavy traffic on the A34 is a significant 
issue and they have sought to address this in the Environmental Acoustics 
Assessment.  However it seems clear to CPC that good design would have dictated 
that buildings serving the transient populations within the proposals (notably 
supermarket and cinema) would all have been placed at the east end of the site and 
that any residential accommodation would have been placed at the western end, to 
minimise the adverse impacts on health and quality of life arising from excess noise.  
The reality of the proposals is that a significant number of student rooms as well as 
all the hotel rooms look directly out onto the A34 with all the adverse impacts that 
that entails.   
 
For short-stay hotel guests this is perhaps not a major issue, as means can be found 
to double-glaze and insulate the windows and ensure that they cannot be opened. 
For the proposed student accommodation it is another matter entirely. 
 
In the Environmental Acoustics Assessment, 2.32, the authors quote from Policy 
DC9 of the Vale of White Horse Local Plan: Noise from road traffic, trains, aircraft, 
commercial and entertainment premises can have serious effects on people's lives 
and it is important that these effects are minimised.  The planning process can assist 
by ensuring that as far as possible 'noise sensitive' developments, such as dwellings 
… are located away from existing sources of noise.  In the light of this CPC wonders 
how the applicants can justify placing student accommodation so very close to the 
A34.  Students are not a transient population in the way that hotel guests are.  
Rather, a student hostel is usually the student's home for a minimum of a year. 
 
Paras 4.8 and 4.10 of the Environmental Acoustics Assessment also make 
interesting reading.  Para 4.8 contains the intriguing observation: With closed 
standard double glazed windows internal maximum noise levels would be between 
39 and 50 dB.  Therefore levels would, on occasion, exceed 45 dB but this is likely to 
be infrequent (i.e. less than 10 times per night) .. .  It is as if the authors do not 
realise how important good quality sleep is for mental and physical well-being and 
how some residents would find themselves waking repeatedly through the night 
because of excess noise.  And in para 4.10 it becomes apparent that 'good' to 
'reasonable' levels of noise can only be achieved provided that windows remain 
closed at all times, and that alternative means of ventilation will be needed.  In other 
words the applicants have put forward proposals knowing that students will, for the 
duration of their period of residence (usually for up to a year), be unable to open their 
windows and enjoy natural air, even during spells of good weather, because of the 
levels of noise. 
 
CPC believes that there can be no justification for granting permission for such a 
proposal on this basis.  Frankly it would run contrary to natural justice. 
 
Air Pollution: 

The development site is close to two discrete Air Quality Management Areas 
(AQMA).  In both instances, the AQMA was applied because levels of Nitrogen 
Dioxide (NO2) exceeded air quality standards.  However, air quality standards do not 
differentiate between safe and unsafe levels of pollution.  It is now widely accepted, 
including by WHO, that vulnerable groups can suffer adverse health effects when 
pollution levels are well below standard values. It does not follow, therefore, that 
areas adjacent to the AQMAs do not have associated adverse health 
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consequences.   In both areas the likely dominant source of the pollution is vehicular 
traffic, i.e. Botley Road and A34.  Whereas Botley Road carries up to 24,000 vehicles 
on an average day, the A34 carries up to 79,000.  Although in places the data seems 
questionable, according to the applicant’s consultants, RPS, the additional traffic 
generated on Westminster Way and West Way by the development is likely to be 
substantial (Table 3.7, pp. 18/19).  It seems likely, therefore, that this would also 
produce significant additional pollution and that the AQMA south of the site might 
have to be extended since any extra pollution would add to the already elevated 
levels found adjacent to the AQMA.  This is contrary to Policy DC9 of the “saved” 
Local Plan.   

Nitrogen dioxide levels can be seen as surrogates of other air pollutants, including 
toxic particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10).  The two relevant local authorities do not 
routinely monitor levels of particulate matter in the neighbourhood of the site.  The 
extent of the area where the PM2.5 and PM10 levels might exceed their respective 
air quality standards is, therefore, not known.  Were they to be known, the 
development site might find itself within an AQMA due to particulate pollution.  The 
absence of PM monitoring near the development site is a significant oversight, 
especially since young persons, notably students, will spend lengthy periods living in 
the accommodation on the eastern end of the development which is closest to the 
A34.   The provision of the student accommodation close to this polluted road is 
contrary to Policy DC10 of the Local Plan. 

Motorists travelling from the south and intent on visiting the West Way area have two 
choices of route, i.e. via Westminster Way or via the Botley Interchange.  Motorists 
will doubtless take what at the time appears to be the easier route.  Those vehicles 
travelling via Westminster Way will pass through an AQMA thereby adding to existing 
pollution levels and possibly extending the area that ought to be covered by this 
AQMA.  Those travelling via Botley Interchange will add to the doubtless already high 
PM10 levels there, not least of all through brake and tyre wear (and road dust) due to 
having to slow/stop as they reach the light-controlled 4-arm roundabout junction. 
Pollution levels are likely to be markedly elevated should the additional vehicles 
visiting the site be obliged to queue and add to the high levels of congestion 
frequently encountered on the over-capacity A34. 

Local Housing and Medical Centre: 
 
One of the unsettling things about this application is the complete absence of 
comment on or justification for some of the proposals within it. 'Local Housing' and 
Medical Centre' provide good examples of this. 
 
Local Housing: 
 
The figures for the number of Residential Units, both existing and proposed, are 
stated baldly enough in the completed Application Form: 

• Total proposed residential units 34 

• Total existing residential units 93 
 
These figures include the one four-bedroom house, the vicarage, which is being 
replaced.  There is no plan to replace any of the 25 existing market rented flats.  
There is a deficit of 11 one-bedroom and 18 two-bedroom social rented flats.  Overall 
there is a deficit of 59 residential units. 
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Nowhere in the paperwork submitted in there an attempt to explain or justify this 
deficit. 
 
The Vale of White Horse District Council faces enormous pressure to build more 
homes, a figure of 20,560 by 2031.  This is a substantial site and CPC believes that 
any re-development of the site should, at the very least, include satisfactory 
replacements for all the current existing residential units, both market rented and 
social rented.  CPC would go further than this and argue strongly that a real 
opportunity is being missed here for an increase in the number of flats on the site, 
notably affordable flats. 
 
If this application is allowed, 59 residential units will be lost and their occupants will 
be faced with looking for alternative accommodation in the local area, which is 
already under immense pressure.  What are needed in any proposal for this site are 
local homes for local people, and not, with respect, the provision of 525 rooms for 
students for whom there is no demonstrated local college or university demand. 
 
Medical Centre: 
 
The Medical Centre is listed as one of the components of the proposed development 
(Design and Access Statement, p.3 and Planning Policy Statement, 4.12) but 
nowhere in the text is there any attempt to explain or justify its inclusion.  It appears 
to have been plonked in because it would be deemed to be 'a good thing'. 
 
Enquiries with Botley Medical Centre and the Local Area Team of NHS England 
reveal that the applicants have had no discussions with either.  To be clear, there has 
been no approach to the Local Area Team which has responsibility for 
commissioning GP services.  Without this approval no other NHS practice can simply 
move into the area.  Meanwhile it is known that Botley Medical Practice, which holds 
the licence for providing medical services in the area, has thoughts of expanding on 
their current site.   
  
It is possible that a private medical practice could be set up but again the applicants 
give no indication of their thinking on this.  Nor is there evidence that they have 
thought through the parking implications of including a medical centre in the 
proposals.  It might be thought, for example, that some of the 20 FTE staff employed 
in the Medical Centre (Planning Policy Statement, 6.16) would need designated 
parking spaces, but this seems not to have been considered.  Nor are there any 
disabled parking spaces anywhere near the lift going up to the medical centre. 
 
In summary, the proposal for a medical centre is ill-conceived and inexplicable. 
 
 
Student Housing: 
 
Nowhere in the Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011 is there mention of large scale 
student accommodation in Botley, or indeed in any other settlement in the Vale. 
 
It is striking that the application is not accompanied by a single letter of support for 
student housing from any local university or college. 
 
Rather it is accompanied by a letter from CBRE Limited which, on its website, 
describes itself as "the world's largest commercial real estate services and 
investment firm, in terms of 2012 revenue" which provides clients with "insightful, 
market leading advice to maximise the value of their real estate".  The application for 
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student housing is thus seen for what it is, an attempt to maximise profit for the 
applicants.  It has nothing whatever to do with local priorities or needs, and the letter 
of support has been written solely because the writer was paid to write it. 
 
Being as it is, a speculative proposal, it is impossible to imagine how the student 
housing could be managed in practice.  From CBRE's letter it is clear that the 
applicants are not thinking of resident students coming from a single educational 
institution.  Thus CBRE Limited talk of "the two universities" as well as "30 accredited 
language schools" and "postgraduate and International students" 
 
Assuming that the 525 students would come from several different educational 
establishments, it can be anticipated that different groups would have different 
needs.  Thus mature postgraduates have very different needs from undergraduates 
and even more so from foreign language students in their mid-teens.  How this would 
be managed in practice is not addressed in the plans.  Nor has there been any 
inclusion of crèches or nurseries.  Post-graduate students might well be foreign 
students studying for a year and accompanied by partners and children, but there is 
nothing to suggest that the applicants have thought through the implications of this, 
for example in considering the possible impact of their proposals on Botley Primary 
School. 
 
Students would have to give an undertaking not to have a car with them at 
college/university.  It may be possible to enforce such an undertaking in a small 
residence or in a residence supporting a single educational establishment, but it 
would be impossible to enforce it in such a large hostel supporting a range of 
institutions.  It is clear to CPC that a significant number of students would bring cars 
to college and finish up parking on neighbouring streets, with consequent loss of 
amenity to the local populations of North Hinksey and Cumnor. 
 
Nor is it clear how students would travel into Oxford.  There are 300 secure cycle 
spaces for students in the proposals but this could clearly never meet the needs of 
525 students.  A language school with 200-300 teenagers resident in this hostel for 
the summer would need a whole fleet of coaches to get the students into their 
classes.  Yet again, the implications of what is being proposed have simply not been 
addressed. 
 
Towards the end of their letter of support CBRE Limited argue that additional 
demand for student housing in Botley arising from the proposed expansion of Oxford 
Brookes University on their Westminster College campus would be absorbed by 
shared houses in the Botley area, and that this proposed development will free up 
traditional residential properties within Botley and reduce the demand pressure on 
local housing in Oxford generally.  They provide no references to support this 
contention.  Anecdotal evidence suggests that exactly the opposite would occur in 
practice.  On going to university most students (and their parents) wish to be in a hall 
of residence for 1 year.  Thereafter most students want more independence and 
freedom and choose to move to shared houses.  It is CPC's belief that, were this 
proposed scheme to go ahead, it would place more, and not less, pressure on local 
housing. 
 
To summarise, accommodation for students of this magnitude in this location is 
unwarranted and unwanted.  Any residential accommodation arising from the re-
development of Botley centre should go towards the provision of housing, preferably 
affordable housing, for local people 
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Hotel: 
 
CPC has serious doubts about the viability of a hotel on this scale on this site, 
particularly when it has no designated parking.  A significant number of local 
residents in North Hinksey and Cumnor run bed-and-breakfast businesses.  They 
would undoubtedly be affected by the competition from a 100-bed hotel, even though 
most have parking provision on site. 
 
In paras 3.11-3.19 of the Planning Policy Statement, the author goes to great lengths 
to argue that, in the National Planning Policy Framework, March 2012 (NPPF) Botley 
is a "town centre".  However it is clear to CPC that Botley is not a town centre in the 
sense that Oxford City is a town centre, in that it completely lacks the network of 
traffic hubs that support Oxford City centre (train station/bus station/park and ride 
facilities/taxi ranks) and which allow it to have hotels with little or no parking. 
 
The Planning Policy Statement, 4.4, emphasises the travel infrastructure (A34, A420 
and railway station) but the Design and Access Statement, p.37, then contradicts this 
by containing the extraordinary comment: Although cars are not envisaged to be the 
main method of travel to the hotel, a new vehicle drop-off/delivery bay is located just 
off Westminster Way.  If not by car, how is it envisaged that hotel guests will arrive?  
It is true that Botley is served by regular buses, but it seems unlikely that guests 
would struggle with alternative means of transport when most other hotels on 
Oxford's periphery have ample parking.  The reality is that, except in a city centre, 
hotel guests nowadays expect ample free parking, somewhere to leave their cars 
whilst they explore the local area or go about their business. 
 
Quite apart from these considerations the hotel appears, like so much in the 
application, to be crammed onto the site, a six-storey hotel, one room deep, with 
pitifully minimal public or dining space. 
 
The proposals, as submitted are unacceptable, ill thought through and unviable. 
 
The Vicarage: 
 
A vicarage is a semi-public building.  It should be visible and accessible.  The current 
vicarage is sited immediately behind the church and meets both these criteria.  The 
proposed vicarage, in contrast, is located in the far south-eastern corner of the 
development site, as far as it could possibly be within the site from the church that it 
will be serving.  Its proposed location is completely unacceptable. 

Foul Waste: 

Several householders in the Dean Court Ward of Cumnor Parish suffered greatly for 
more than 40 years due to sewer surcharging, with foul waste regularly appearing 
both in houses and gardens.  During this time, several organisations tried but failed 
to resolve the problem.  The current authority, Thames Water, appeared to be in 
denial that there was a problem during the early part of this century.  CPC is 
therefore not greatly reassured by the comment that: "Thames Water would advise 
that with regard to sewerage infrastructure capacity, we would not have any 
objection....".  

Anecdotal information, provided to local residents by workers installing the upgraded 
sewer on lower Cumnor Hill and in West Way two years ago, was that the larger 
pipes provided sufficient capacity just for the 192-dwelling Timbmet development. 
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Since then there has been considerable infilling and the major developments at Lime 
Road and Tilbury Lane are now under way.  Outline permission has also been given 
for a 70+ room residential care unit on lower Cumnor Hill and hardly a week goes by 
without further applications for additional units being submitted.  CPC therefore has 
good reason to doubt whether the sewerage infrastructure really does have adequate 
capacity for a development that involves a 500+ student accommodation, 100 
bedroom hotel, etc. 

Much of the sewer surcharge problem appears to have resulted from ground and 
storm water entering the combined sewer beneath West Way.  The problem was not 
just one of increased fluid volume but also of flow rate, due to rapid run off from 
higher ground into storm sewers.  The rate of run off inexorably increases as new 
dwellings are built on higher ground, and additional tarmac and concrete cover what 
was once permeable ground.  It is for this reason that CPC has repeatedly requested 
that a comprehensive hydrogeological survey of Cumnor Hill be undertaken. 

CPC notes the comments (Flood Risk Statement, p.9): While it is too early to say that 
the as-built solution has solved Botley’s sewer flooding issues, there were reports of 
sewer flooding in the region the month before the works were complete, which have 
been attributed to “operational reasons” by Thames Water.   CPC is aware that the 
foul sewer system continued to surcharge well after the new sewer and large sump 
had been installed.  CPC therefore remains very sceptical that the foul sewers are fit 
for purpose and would not be surprised if they were overwhelmed by the huge flow of 
foul waste coming from the West Way development site.  Should the concerns be 
realised, then it would likely be the very same Dean Court residents who would once 
again find foul waste in their homes and gardens.   

To summarise, CPC has serious concerns about the capacity of the foul sewerage 
system running through both North Hinksey and Cumnor parishes to cope with the 
additional huge flows of foul waste likely to come from the proposed West Way 
development, and urges that every effort be made to examine this thoroughly.  CPC 
again requests that a full hydrogeological survey of the whole of Cumnor Hill be 
undertaken. 

CONCLUSION: 
 
For all the reasons cited, Cumnor Parish Council considers that this application 
should be REFUSED. 
 
16/03/14 

 


