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Comment on “Botley Centre Supplementary Planning Document - Evidence Base: 

Viability & Transport”, dated August 2015 

By: West Way Community Concern – 14 October 2015 

Executive Summary 

West Way Community Concern (WWCC) have reviewed the document entitled “Botley Centre 

Supplementary Planning Document - Evidence Base: Viability & Transport”, dated August 2015, (the 

“Evidence Base Report”) which was released to WWCC on 24th September. We conclude that the 

information contained within this report is inadequate to support the assertions, conclusions and 

recommendations contained in the SPD itself. 

 The evidence base as presented suggests that it has been selected from a more complete analysis, 

which the Vale of White Horse District Council (VWHDC) so far have refused to release to the 

public. 

 The report considers four scenarios, rejecting one (referred to as ‘minimal intervention’) without 

adequate commentary, and provides only selective consideration of the remaining three which all 

include full redevelopment. There should be a ‘do nothing’ scenario as well as proper 

consideration of a partial redevelopment option. 

 It fails to set out clearly the criteria against which these scenarios are considered, referring only to 

‘viability’ without a clear definition of what this term means; it appears to mean either the ability 

of a developer to achieve funding or the level of return on investment expected. 

 What is assessed seems to be viability given the sale of the land to a developer, so the costs and 

required yields of land uses are very high. All current uses in the local centre are described as ‘not 

viable’ which should raise the question of potential conflict between a desire for full 

redevelopment and the need for the centre to maintain its local centre functions adequately. 

 The mix of land uses posited as being necessary to ensure ‘viability’ involves an unrealistic 

increase in intensity of land use. The need for interdependence of the land uses for viability raises 

questions about overall robustness, such as a cinema being deemed essential in order to attract 

restaurants. 

 The evidence put forward in support of student accommodation does not hold water. Student 

accommodation is deemed “essential for the scheme”, although there is no evidence for the 

“significant demand” on which this depends.  This throws doubt on the whole strategy. 

The proposed ‘viable’ scenarios would constitute significant over-development of the site and would 

destroy the nature and vitality of Botley as a local centre serving the needs of local people, possibly 

replacing it with a failing District Centre. This Evidence Base Report is thus not based on robust evidence, 

but rather on unsubstantiated speculation that prioritises investors’ aspirations over Botley’s defined role 

as a local centre. 
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1. Introduction 

On 21 August 2015 VWHDC published the Botley Centre Supplementary Planning Document with a five week 

consultation period ending on 25 September 2015. This was described as “informed by community 

aspirations and grounded in evidence” (1.1.4). The document was informed by “site visits, an urban design 

analysis, a transport and movement analysis, a review of the surrounding development context and viability 

…” (2.2.1). WWCC requested to see the viability evidence and were told it would be sent as soon as it was 

ready. The Evidence Base Report on scenarios, viability and transport was sent by email to WWCC 22 hours 

before the close of the consultation period, but has not been published on the VWHDC website. 

This note has been prepared by WWCC to comment on the Evidence Base Report. This note has been 

submitted within three weeks of having been provided with it (as is the requirement for consultation of such 

documents). As the evidence forms part of the Sustainability Appraisal and the SPD it is clear that these 

comments should be taken into account in consideration of the SPD.  

We present some general comments in Section 2 below. Sections 3 and 4 consider the viability and scenario 

sections of the Evidence Base Report. Conclusions are in Section 5, while the Annex contains more detail 

comment on the document, including the section on Transport. 

2. General questions and issues raised by the Evidence Base Report 

Timing of release 

We question why, when the document was prepared in the same presentation style as the SPD and dated 

August 2015, it was not available for comment from the same date as the SPD. We also question the refusal 

to release the full evidence base. This delay undermines the consultation process, since legislation requires 

that a full sustainability appraisal should be consulted on, including the evidence base on which it relies. 

The terms of reference 

It is apparent from the draft brief to BDP and from notes of the first meeting between BDP and the VWHDC 

planning officers (15/4/2015)1 that the parameters of the SPD were being set out in detail, based on land 

uses from the failed Doric application. The Evidence Base Report therefore starts from a ‘closed’ idea of how 

the centre should be developed rather than an assessment based on the functional role and characteristics 

of the area. This creates concern about democratic protocol, given that Doric’s application was 

overwhelmingly rejected by the public and the planning committee.  

WWCC raised this issue with the planning officers in June, pointing out that the starting point of a 

development brief should be the current adopted plan, and consideration of uses of the land to meet the 

needs of the area. The brief to BDP shows an uncomfortable alignment with what we know about plans 

which had already been discussed between Mace and VWHDC, which is reflected in the assumptions and 

assertions underpinning the Evidence Base Report and which seems contrary to proper planning process.  

                                                           
1
 David Buckle briefed BDP about the Vale’s aspirations and Stuart Walker briefed on the reason for the failure of the 

Doric planning application.  
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3. The viability assessment 

Section 3 of the Evidence Base Report presents some commentary on the development market for various 

land uses with some comments as to applicability for the local area. It then provides some commentary on 

relevance to Scenarios 2, 3, and 4, before a short section on phasing of development. The summary 

concludes that Scenario 2 would be “the best form of development”. 

The basis of the viability assessment 

The Viability section does not appear to be the evidence base as prepared by DTZ for use in the SPD. It does 

not contain enough detail and contains no quantification to assess relative viability. The original report and 

information should be available for the public to comment on. Without this VWHDC cannot claim to have 

undertaken a full public consultation as is required by legislation, and could be accused of acting in bad faith 

with the community. For example, it is only by reading the Evidence Base Report that it becomes apparent 

what is meant by VWHDC in the term ‘deliverable regeneration’. 

The document does not state the criteria for what is ‘viable’. The closest to an assessment of viability is the 

table on p25 which rates land uses from “pure cost” to “viable”. It is clear that offices and other ‘breakeven’ 

land uses are financially viable in many cases, because otherwise, none would be built anywhere. 

It should be made clear whether deliverability and profitability have different meanings from viability. There 

should be consideration of viability in terms of social and environmental as well as economic sustainability, 

as required by the NPPF. 

It can be inferred that viability in this report refers to viability given that the land will be sold for a particular 

price for redevelopment. If this is the case, the authors should be honest and say so. The suppositions in the 

report are only true from the perspective of a developer who intends to sell on the site to an investor. There 

are other models of development in which the apparently non-viable uses might become viable, and these 

are not explored. This is made explicit in the last sentence on page 17 “....impacting on the end yield 

achievable for the end sale”. 

There seems to be no consideration as to whether that price is appropriate for improvement of the area, or 

whether sale of parts of the land for redevelopment or development by current owners would come up with 

a different conclusion. If, say, the Baptist Church were to be sold in its own right, or applied for planning 

permission for alterations, on its own (as it did in 2010), the viability analysis would be very different. 

There is no mention of relative floorspaces of land use that would or would not be viable. 

The viability analysis should be robust enough to consider a variety of scenarios for partial or full 

redevelopment, and point to different appropriate land uses given different scenarios of land availability 

over time. Less redevelopment would include lower investment cost, and hence a smaller redevelopment 

could provide an adequate return on investment. 

The viability of land uses and their relationships to each other 

The Annex to this note contains comments on aspects of the viability section and the conclusions drawn 

which appear to show a lack of analysis of the current situation. Here we make some key points which we 

feel summarise those comments and require serious consideration. 

 The retail analysis only considers Oxford City centre or Oxford as a whole. It does not consider Botley 

in relation to the other Oxford district centres, or Botley’s relationship to Abingdon. 
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 The implication of the retail section is that national retailers are needed to ensure the viability of the 

site, but it is clear that what it is really saying is more that ‘if redeveloped units are to be rented and 

if the rents are high enough to recoup the cost of redevelopment, then national retailers would be 

the only ones who might pay those rents’. No evidence is provided that national retailers would rent 

units, or would pay a higher rent per m2 than other users. 

 The Evidence Base Report assumes that an intense level of development is required for the Botley 

site, yet it provides no retail capacity analysis to support this assertion. The VWHDC Retail and Town 

Centre Study 2013 (cited on page 16) in fact projects minimal requirements for additional retail 

floorspace in Botley through to 2029, the lowest in the Vale.  

 Student accommodation 'of scale' is stated to be fundamental to the viability of the overall scheme. 

Yet demand is not quantified and the Oxford context is not properly addressed. No quantitative 

analysis is shown for what is posited as such a vital element of the development.  

 A cinema is said to be ‘breakeven’ but is “required to attract the restaurants and retail units and 

without it they would not be attracted to the site” and “without a cinema the scheme is likely to be 

undeliverable as a developer will struggle to secure other uses within the development”. No 

evidence is offered as to whether cinema goers would choose Botley over Oxford City Centre.  It is 

not apparent that restaurants and retails units are necessarily dependent on a cinema, and most 

local service centres (including Botley) do not have cinemas. 

 “In order to deliver community facilities, there needs to be enough commercial value generated 

from other parts of a development to bear the cost of providing these facilities” (page 25). 

Community facilities (a library, Seacourt Hall, the two church halls, as well as two churches 

themselves) already exist on the site. The full redevelopment option requires demolition and 

replacement of existing community facilities resulting in considerable extra cost. A scenario that 

allows for the continuation of, or improvement of, existing community facilities could be more 

viable, but this option is not explored.  

For all three scenarios the evidence presented are piecemeal comments with no integrated or systematic 

approach to overall viability of each scenario. Viability needs to be quantified and available to the public – 

such analysis cannot be regarded as commercial in confidence material. 

The paragraphs titled “ability to attract investment” in section 3.3 stress the importance of pre-leasing prior 

to going ahead and its associated risk, rather than providing evidence on whether investment is likely. These 

paragraphs raise doubts rather than reassurance, particularly given the lack of demand for some of the 

proposed ‘viable’ uses that was demonstrated through the failed Doric planning application (e.g. student 

accommodation, for which such pre-lets were offered to, but refused by, both Oxford and Oxford Brookes 

universities). 

It has to be asked why phasing was not mentioned in the SPD itself when Section 3.4 points to the difficulties 

of maintaining a local centre during development, and as BDP were specifically asked to look at phasing in 

the brief. 

The Evidence Base Report (p.31) notes five land uses as “showing demand” Of these, only residential units 

would be typically found within a ‘local centre’.  The Local Plan states that Botley should remain as a local 

centre, and the 10,000 local residents are reliant on it due to the geographic nature of the Botley and 

Cumnor areas. The document appears to be acquiescent to the concept that full redevelopment would not 

allow Botley Centre to continue to function as a Local Service Centre.  
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The extent to which the viability analysis has informed the SPD 

There is little to show that robust viability analysis has, in fact, been used in the creation of the SPD. While 

the SPD follows the guidance from the 15 April 2015 meeting with VWHDC , it does not draw on viability 

analysis that is based on actual retail capacity of local demand; it merely states that the list of Doric land 

uses ‘could be included’ with no indication of appropriateness or scale. 

Viability section – conclusion 

We conclude that the viability assessment does not give an objective assessment of options for development 

and uses, but focuses overwhelmingly on the presumption of certain uses, and on developer returns against 

a known land value. As such, it reads as though it is written to support a predetermined development 

scenario that is already embedded in an agreement between VWHDC and Doric/Mace.   

4. Scenarios 

Section 2 of the Evidence Base Report provides floorspace areas and layout plans for four scenarios ranging 

from a redevelopment of Site A2 (Scenario 1) through Scenarios 2 and 3 which show redevelopment of Sites 

A and B, to Scenario 4 which also includes redevelopment of Elms Parade and the building currently 

occupied by Barclays Bank. 

Creation and refinement of scenarios 

There is no explanation of how these scenarios were formulated. They give the impression of initial sketch 

maps created somewhat at random, and some discrepancies exist between floorspace figures and the maps 

shown. If they were determined by proportions of floorspaces for land uses (determined by a robust needs 

assessment) then the plans could be very different, leading to many more scenarios. Explanation should be 

provided. An iterative approach of scenario testing and fine-tuning could and should have been used to 

create the scenarios. The financial viability model (assuming there is one) could have easily been used to 

analyse the effects of differing amounts of floorspaces of different scales to come up with scenarios of 

similar viability. 

The second paragraph of section 1.1 says that the scenarios have been refined following feedback from “the 

local community and key stakeholders”. There is little evidence that the SPD or its supporting report took 

any of the feedback from the workshops into account. Those present at the first workshop report that little 

notice was being taken of what was said (for example, the opposition to student accommodation on a large 

scale), while after the second meeting no changes were made to the remaining three scenarios in spite of 

concerns expressed about the scale of development (with Scenario 1 having been rejected prior to the 

meeting without input from the community).  

                                                           
2
 Sites A and B, or Sites 1 and 2 have been used interchangeably in various documents. Site A or Site 1 refers to the land 

originally marketed in early 2011 (Grant Thornton, Elms Court, Seacourt Hall, the Baptist Church and the rear half of the 
Co-op) while Site B or 2 refers to the 1960s West Way Shopping Centre land owned by VOWHDC and car park behind 
West Way tower. Elms Parade, SS Peter and Paul and its vicarage, Barclays Bank Field House and Vale House are in 
neither of these sites. 
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Scenarios for different degrees of redevelopment 

‘Do nothing’ Scenario 

All four scenarios involve redevelopment. It would be expected that there would be a ‘do nothing’ option. 

The phrase “doing nothing is not an option” is never true and is often chosen by default. It is essential to 

assess any option against ‘do nothing’ to assess the extent to which change is more beneficial than doing 

nothing. 

The ‘do nothing’ or ‘do minimum’ option would probably equate to a refurbishment of existing buildings, for 

their previous uses or change of use, within those allowed in the saved local plan. If this is truly not an 

option, rather than simply ‘not desirable’, then the reasons should be articulated. 

Scenario 1 

Scenario 1, referred to as “minimum intervention” or “refurbishment of existing buildings” (1.1) and 

described as one which “maintains and enhances Botley’s role as a Local Service Centre”, is in fact a 

substantial partial development scenario. It proposes an intensive use of Site A, to include a new 3,400 m2 

foodstore, 2400m2 of office space, a large block of student accommodation and a decked car park, as well as 

building on the car park behind West Way Tower (part of Site B).  

The claim in the next paragraph that “following workshops with the local community and stakeholders it is 

understood that development scenario one, refurbishment of existing buildings, is considered a short term 

fix that does not sufficiently address the existing site issues and does not meet community aspirations” does 

not hold water; the community was not asked to consider Scenario 1, nor is it simply ‘refurbishment of 

existing buildings’.  

Those present at the workshops reported that they were told Scenario 1 had already been rejected; the 

workshop did not feed it to DTZ and BDP. The WWCC survey (April 2015) showed that 46% of respondents 

favoured partial redevelopment of the site, i.e. might support Scenario 1 (while 37% of respondents were in 

favour of full redevelopment for Site A and B, i.e. the development area for scenarios 2 and 3). At no point 

has it been set out why a less intensive development on Site A for retail or other uses and refurbishment of 

West Way Shopping Centre is not a valid option (as it was the proposed option in 2012). 

Scenario section – conclusion 

The scenario assessment should include a genuine ‘do nothing’ option, which could equate to a 

refurbishment of existing buildings, for their previous uses or change of use, within those allowed in the 

saved local plan. If this is truly not an option, rather than simply ‘not desirable’, then the reasons should be 

articulated. 

Similarly, Scenario 1, which is in fact a partial redevelopment with some refurbishment, has been rejected, 

with no adequate reasoning. This scenario is presented as maintaining and enhancing Botley’s role as a Local 

Service Centre. A partial development scenario of a reasonable level should be given full consideration.  

The remaining scenarios are confused, and the criteria for their selection or prioritisation muddled and 

inconclusive, with the result that the published SPD fails to present any clear guidance on the scale of uses 

which could, should or must be included.  
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5. Conclusions 

The key points raised by a study of the Evidence Base Report are that:- 

 The three scenarios tested all involve full redevelopment of the site. Partial redevelopment was 

rejected at an early stage with no justification. There is no ‘do nothing’ scenario. 

 The viability analysis shows any ‘local centre’ uses to be unviable, which begs questions about the 

site continuing to serve its function under the development scenarios. 

 The limited options considered in this report suggest that the SPD is designed to allow high intensity 

/ high profit development, and is not designed from 'ground up' evidence of current site usage and 

local demand. The viability study takes this development scenario as given and is designed to 

support the SPD, rather than being an analytical basis for planning consideration. 

It is clear that Evidence Base Report is proposing that a full redevelopment of the area is the only option, and 

that if that is the case then only one basic scenario is viable.  To be viable it destroys the nature and vitality 

of Botley as a local centre serving the needs of local people. The report proposed that in order for 

community and local centre uses to be re-provided an overdevelopment of a small site is required. The 

report does not provide the evidence to back up the SPD – rather it provides evidence that points to ‘do 

nothing’ being a more ‘viable’ scenario, while full redevelopment of the site could lead to a failing District 

Centre. It is possible that another intermediate scenario could be optimal. 

This does not give any confidence that the SPD is allowing a viable or beneficial development that protects 

and enhances Botley's role as a local service centre. 
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Annex– Detailed comments on the text of the Evidence Base Report 

This annex lists points we feel need to be addressed that are not considered in the main text above. 

Section 2 – Scenarios 

It would be helpful to explain what units are used on the tables. Square metres are presumed but in other 

sections of the report square feet have been used (e.g. p16). 

The floorspaces include some curious aspects which question the degree of care with which they were 

created, and whether the viability analysis (if it were included) could be trusted.  

 Scenario 3 would not include any cafes or restaurants at all. 

 While Scenario 2 shows a ‘surface car park’ on the map, the figures include 2200m2 of ‘decked’ 

parking. Scenario 1 shows a multi storey car park on the map but 0m2 of decked parking in the table. 

 Scenario 1 map shows no offices, but the floorspace given is 2400m2. 

Section 3 – Viability 

There is no quantification or scaling of the viability for the scenarios looked at (let alone the one not looked 

at or a ‘do nothing’ case). Also, does the analysis not point to variations in quantities of the different land 

uses that would produce other viable scenarios? 

Retail baseline analysis (p16) 

This section contains only a description of floorspaces in different centres in the VOWH and Oxford City 

centre (without any analysis). No mention is made of the Botley Road, or the other Oxford suburban centres 

(Summertown, Headington and Cowley). These centres would offer the only sensible comparators for the 

health of the sector. But there is no commentary of the likely future viability of different retail sectors. 

Retail warehousing (p17) 

It is not clear why this sector is discussed. There is (presumably) no suggestion of retail warehousing on the 

West Way site. 

Top p17 – presume the figure of 1,156,000ft2 refers to Oxford City? No figures are given for retail parks. In 

the figure on p17 it is not clear what “regional centre” refers to, or whether “Oxford” is the area within the 

city boundary or some other area. 

Independent retailers (p17) 

All this section says is that independent retailers will not pay the same rents as national chains. But if that is 

the case one has to ask why Bury Street in Abingdon has retained independent retailers as much or more 

than it has attracted national chains to its larger units. Such a clear statement needs to be supported with 

evidence. 

Foodstores (pp18-19) 

The “struggling foodstore market” hides the fact that some chains are doing well. It is a ‘changing foodstore 

market’. 

The map in Appendix 1 (p33) is inadequate. It does not clearly show locations, does not show relative scales 

of local population in each area. It does not show stores in Abingdon although these are used by many 

people local to Botley. It is not clear whether the chart and comment on high provision of Sainsbury’s and 

Waitrose relative to Morrisons and Asda implies anything of relevance. 
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There is no discussion as to optimum or viable scales of foodstore(s). The scenarios range from 1500m2 to 

3700m2 without explanation as to why. 

Hotel (p19) 

There are actually a large number of prospective hotels in the ‘pipeline’ in Oxford. Appendix 2 does not 

include B&B or publicly available university college accommodation, and there is no discussion of these 

markets. 

The introduction to Section 3 (p15) states that “The hotel market analysis has highlighted possible demand 

for beds in the area” – not even ‘probable’. It is clear from the evidence on p19 that this is all that can be 

concluded since no statement about viability is made (and the table on p25 shows a hotel to be ‘breakeven’). 

It is not clear how a hotel would provide extra viability for other land uses in the centre. Would hotel guests 

be likely to spend much in Botley when Oxford City Centre is so close? Botley is not often discussed as a 

destination in itself. 

Offices (pp20-21) 

No evidence is offered as to why Botley might not be a prime office location. The text points out that unmet 

demand for offices in Oxford is high, but then claims that new build in Botley would not even breakeven - 

where is the evidence for this? There is plenty of evidence that modern office accommodation in Botley is 

easy to fill, such as Minns Business Park which is always occupied, even by parts of the University, despite 

the claim in the document that such uses are centred on the Northern Gateway. 

Leisure (p21) 

The “GOAD” report presumably includes the loss of retail space as well as any increase in leisure space in 

‘centres’ to give the percentage split. This does not necessarily imply that the leisure market has been 

growing – rather that the retail market has seen difficulties. 

There seems little evidence that a cinema will attract restaurants. The evidence from Vue at the Kassam 

stadium (9 screens plus gym and other leisure) and Cineworld in Witney is that besides Frankie and Benny’s, 

very few or any other restaurants or cafés are attracted to such developments. 

Residential (pp22-23) 

The figures for OX2 house prices are clearly not indicative of prices in the Botley/ Cumnor area, as OX2 

includes Summertown, an area of very high price housing. The whole OX area would be a much better 

comparator if data for “OX2 9..” is not available. Similarly 13% being flats or apartments is not relevant to 

the local area. 

If little demand is envisaged for studio flats (p23) and assuming that much build would be buy to let (for 

which no data is provided) this does not point to strong demand for postgraduate student accommodation. 

It is not clear that 37 flats (Scenario 2) would add much to the viability of land uses “such as hotel, cinema 

and other community uses”. Scenario 3 (213 units) might add a small extra market but would still be small 

compared to the local existing population. 

Student accommodation (pp23-24) 

The report focuses on Oxford Brookes University and on postgraduates as the perceived opportunities. The 

cited example is a weak parallel: the OBU dedicated graduate block is 500yds from the main campus in 

Headington; Botley is 4 miles away. Proximity to the Harcourt Hill campus is of little relevance as very few 

students, graduate or undergraduate, are based there. Overall OBU's graduate population is small, and 
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falling. OBU has repeatedly indicated no interest in student housing in Botley.  Student couples and families 

are less well catered for than others, but no assessment of demand based on Oxford data is given. 

Great stress is laid on pre-leasing. But 3.2.7 states that university-affiliated housing is a more secure 

investment than a direct-let model, so calling into question the sustainability of the latter. A commercial 

operation open to all comers would struggle to attract tenants in the numbers Scenario 2 requires and so 

would not be viable. It is a poor location, academically and socially (almost no students from either 

university currently choose to live in Botley); rents would be high (universities have charitable status and so 

can charge less); and an inhomogeneous student community would not appeal to more mature 

postgraduates. 

Comparison with the city centre is not meaningful as the City Centre is dominated by University of Oxford 

colleges which operate outside the open market. 

The last sentence – “The inclusion of student accommodation will help improve footfall and the creation of a 

resident community, if delivered alongside residential units” is questionable. Scenario 2 has very few 

residential units – it’s not clear where this idea came from and whether it has influenced the scenarios. 

Community facilities (pp24-25) 

This discussion fails to mention the existing community facilities in Botley; Seacourt Hall and the church halls 

of the Baptist Church and St Peter and St Paul’s Church.  

The 2nd to last sentence of p24 does not entirely make sense on two counts – incomplete sentence, and the 

word “closet” was possibly not the intended one! 

3.3 Development scenario analysis 

On p26 it is stated that “we would recommend any scheme proposed on site should include an element of 

student accommodation to ensure viability and therefore deliverability.” This statement needs to be backed 

up by discussion of likely yields for student and other land use. As it stands, it appears to be conjecture. 

Top p27 it states that “The retail for south of Elms Parade is larger in nature than currently on site … This is 

required to enable the development to be financially viable …”. In fact the total of 4,100m2 is roughly the 

same as currently exists. 

Top p28 states that this scenario involves two foodstores – this is the first mention of this difference with the 

other scenarios. The discussion of retail prospects being much less viable is not convincingly described. Two 

foodstores at opposite ends could be described as ‘anchors’ that would help support the retailers in-

between. 

Top of second column – either Scenario 2 does involve two foodstores, or “2” should be “3”. If the issue is a 

question of design relating to car parking at the NE corner, perhaps two foodstores might be better placed 

together by the car park. 

P29 col2 – The statement “The demolition and removal of Barclays would only be viable if there was 

financial benefit to do so” is presumably nothing more than stating the obvious. 

“There are very little current occupiers retained …” conjures up images of Beatrix Potter characters and 

leprechauns managing to remain as shopkeepers, which strikes a rare note of optimism in the report! But 

perhaps “few” was the intended word rather than “little”. 
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3.4 Phasing (p30) 

This short section implies that a redevelopment would leave only Elms Parade open during demolition and 

construction and that community uses would not start construction until the retail, leisure and student 

accommodation end were complete). This would cause considerably loss of amenity to local residents. 

3.5 Summary (p31) 

The first paragraph is copied directly from DTZ’s report3 for the VWHDC of December 2012, in which they 

discuss the nature of the deal between VWHDC and Doric. The only difference is that “Oxford Brookes 

University” has been replaced by “Private Student accommodation operators” as showing the most likely 

interest. As a result, the end of the last sentence “… due to the West Way being located close to Oxford 

Brookes’ Harcourt Hill campus” makes little sense in the new context. 

There is no clear case made for why student accommodation is ‘better’ than residential. Any residential units 

overlooking  the A34 would not be able to open the windows because of noise and pollution, which may be 

considered to be acceptable for students but not for long term residents? 

The financial appraisal (top p31 column 2) should be available so that the public can judge the degree to 

which profitability is being weighed against other benefits. 

 

Section 4 – Transport 

Section 4 of the Evidence Base Report comments on the local site in terms of transport strengths and 

weaknesses. It also includes the results of an assessment of traffic generated by Scenarios 2, 3 and 4, and 

potential parking demand. 

The introduction states that “the findings inform the development movement principles within the SPD”. 

While much of the ‘summary of site conditions’ has been drawn upon, the SPD makes no mention of the 

feasibility of proposals for site development. 

Indeed the analysis points to 330 spaces being required for Scenario 2 (242 if the estimate of linked trips is 

believed) while Figure 48 of the SPD showed about 100 spaces, maybe 150 if parking extends under the 

cinema. 

The transport analysis, for example does not show “Trics” outputs so it is not possible to tell whether 

realistic comparators have been used. Its discussion of linked trips and other technical aspects does not 

provide enough detail to say whether it is realistic. 

It seems likely that there are faults in the analysis, or else the development would not be serving local 
people as well as it does currently. With a centre that still serves local people as well, and with more 
landuses it is not logical to expect less traffic” 

 

 

                                                           
3
 ‘The West Way Shopping Centre, prepared on behalf of The Vale of White Horse, December 2012’, released under 

Environmental Information Regulations  


