
 

 
 
 
Suzanne Malcolm 
Economic Development Manager 
Economy, Leisure and Property 
South Oxfordshire and Vale of White Horse District Councils 
 

8th June 2015 

Dear Suzanne 

Development Brief for Botley Central Area 

We welcome that the Vale has set up a new consultation process to prepare a development brief for Botley 

Central Area, and we are pleased to take a full part in this process, which commenced with the workshop run 

by BDP last Thursday evening. As you know, WWCC has recently carried out a survey of local residents about 

their aspirations for the West Way development, and the results from this survey have just been published 

(copy attached). We trust that this will help inform the preparation of the development brief, and we remain 

committed to productive engagement with the Vale, BDP and other parties so that local residents’ views can 

meaningfully inform all stages of the process. 

We write, however, to raise some concerns about the brief itself. Our understanding of a development brief 

is that it should start from the current adopted plan, and from a consideration of uses of the land to meet 

the needs of the area. The brief to BDP and their presentation on Thursday evening has presumptions about 

land uses that are nowhere outlined in adopted policy, and shows an uncomfortable alignment with what 

we know about plans which have already been discussed between Mace and the Vale. We would expect the 

development brief should demonstrate HOW a proposed development COULD meet the needs of the area –  

not, as worded in para 3.7, to ‘demonstrate that it will...’. The brief also refers to the centre possibly 

incorporating additional ‘town centre uses’. We trust that the development brief would properly consider 

and justify the need, potential benefits and potential harms of any such uses in Botley, which is designated 

as a local service centre and is less than 2 miles from Oxford city centre. 

Certain aspects of the brief can be read as the Council moving goal-posts; for example, the new concept that 

the development should also serve Abingdon (although this is higher in the hierarchy of centres than Botley 

in the Local Plan, and actually has empty units at present). 

We note that the brief is to be guided by the draft local plan 2031, although this has yet to be examined in 

public, and there is, as you know, considerable opposition to the current wording with respect to Botley 

Central Area in this plan. In particular, although we understand that this development brief is to inform the 

plans which Mace are to put forward on the smaller development site, we see that BDP are considering the 

whole site (including the privately owned residential properties of Field House and Vale House). We believe 

that the community of Botley will find this confusing and threatening. This larger area appeared to reflect 



 

the original developers’ aspirations, and we are aware that representation was made by these developers 

during the planning process. 

We are all conscious of the history of the previous planning application for this site and the hostility felt by 

the local people to the development proposals. Owing to this history, a possibly large proportion of the 

public will continue to be sceptical as to the Vale’s role as both land owner and planning authority, and the 

nature of the agreement to sell the land to Doric / Mace.  Questions may continue to arise as to whether the 

wish to raise capital from the land is taking precedence over the Vale’s obligation to provide a suitable and 

sustainable asset to serve the community. There is a risk that the public will perceive the development brief 

process as skewed in favour of the approval of the development, and ‘box-ticking’ rather than true 

consultation.  

We expect that the issue of viability will come into play in the consideration of options. We would point out 

that any viability consideration which is strongly dependent on a pre-agreed sale price of the land, in the 

absence of site uses clearly defined in advance, would be highly questionable. Value of land is dependent on 

the uses to which it can be put, and these uses should be defined by proper planning considerations, 

reflecting the needs of the community and other constraints. The reverse calculation of defining uses from 

the value which the land owner wishes to achieve for the land will be challenged.   

We have already raised the important issue that the overlapping timescales for public involvement in both 

the BDP and Mace processes are considerably compressed, and appear to be set by the desire of the 

developer to submit their plans in order to have planning approval by the end of the year. While we do not 

wish the process to be any more drawn out than necessary, the timetable should allow sufficient time for 

the job to be done – and seen to be done – properly (not just quickly). 

We reiterate that WWCC is fully committed to working productively with the Vale and Mace to achieve a 

truly sustainable development for Botley; one which reflects both current and future needs, and one of 

which we can be proud. We do not wish to pre-judge BDP’s development brief, or what Mace’s proposals 

will be. However, we raise the points above to highlight the risk associated with design guidance or specific 

development proposals now coming forward, in the absence of the needs and preferred uses of the site 

having been clearly defined by the Vale at the start of the process. Should any new plans be considered by 

the community not to meet the requirements of the area, we anticipate that the public would again respond 

negatively. 

We’d welcome your comments. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Mary Gill 

On behalf of West Way Community Concern 

Encl. 

Vision for Botley 

Survey results  


