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Background: 

On 7th and 8th December 2015, developers Mace held a public exhibition regarding its 

forthcoming planning application for redeveloping the West Way Shopping Centre in Botley.  

Mace distributed its own feedback form to exhibition attendees and asked to receive 

people’s comments directly by 18th December. Mace’s two-sided A4 form contained four 

open-ended questions, which prompted comments about: changes that Mace have made as 

the result of consultation to date, the proposed Masterplan, the proposed new community 

space, and any additional comments.  The Mace form asked for personal contact details 

(name, address, email, phone) but did not collect demographic information (age, gender). 

At the same time, West Way Community Concern (WWCC) sought to gather the 

community’s immediate impressions of the plans as presented at the exhibition. WWCC 

provided its own shorter A5 form asking for any comments that people wished to make 

about: what they liked about the proposals, what they disliked, uses, scale, traffic, design 

and other comments. The WWCC forms were offered to people as they left the exhibition 

and could be picked up at the WWCC shop throughout December. Completed forms were 

returned to the WWCC shop, or alternatively people could email their feedback to 

westwayconcern@gmail.com . The WWCC form did not ask for personal or demographic 

information, although respondents’ names were visible on feedback returned by email.  

 

Summary of responses: 

106 people provided written feedback to WWCC: 89 through the completed A5 form, and 

17 via email. Additionally, WWCC members wrote down verbal comments communicated to 

them by 17 people as they left the exhibition. These comments in full are provided in this 

document, grouped according to the prompted categories into which people put them 

(likes, dislikes, uses, scale, traffic, design, other comments).  

As a group, respondents were in support of the smaller development site (i.e. excluding 

Elms Parade, Field House, and the Vicarage) and were positive about a cinema being 

removed from the plans. The majority thought that Mace’s plans were an improvement 

over the original Doric proposal, and positive comments were made about open spaces, 

greenery, a smaller supermarket, new community space, and a shift towards less student 

accommodation and more housing for local people.  

Significant concerns were voiced regarding building heights, the continued inclusion of a 

large amount of student accommodation, the continued inclusion of a hotel, and the 

amount of parking proposed (which many respondents thought insufficient).    

Additionally people commented on a lack of clarity in the plans, particularly regarding 

building heights, traffic flows and parking provision. Multiple requests for more detailed 

plans and/or a 3D model were made.  

mailto:westwayconcern@gmail.com
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Likes: summary of comments 

97 people indicated what they liked about the proposals. Ideas that were repeatedly mentioned are 

listed in order of descending frequency below. 

 

Elms Parade -- 27 comments: in support of its retention/preservation (22), in support of the ‘mirror 

image’ building (2), in support of facelift/improvements to Elms Parade through development (2), 

likes that the new development is not at the same scale as Elms Parade (1) 

No cinema – 26 comments: all in support that a cinema is no longer included in the plans. 

Space/spaces – 17 comments: positive about open/pedestrian space (5), green space (4 – but one of 

these would like more green space), community space (3), space for smaller shops (2), overall good 

use of space (2) 

Field House – 16 comments: all in support of its retention / being excluded from the building site 

Doric – 13 comments: all to say that these plans are an improvement over Doric’s plans, but 3 of 

these specified that they still found the plans too big / not yet good enough.  

Smaller – 13 comments: in support of smaller supermarket (6), in support of smaller overall scale (5), 

in favour of focus on smaller shops/businesses (2) 

Supermarket – 13 comments: all in favour of it being smaller than that previously proposed (overlap 

with above) or stating that it is now an appropriate size 

Green / greener / greenery – 11 comments: all positive about increased greenery, but 2 question if 

it will actually be done. 

Vicarage – 10 comments: all in favour of its retention 

Community – 9 comments: in support of community space (3), in support of community building (3), 

community’s views had been listened to (3) 

Housing – 9 comments: all in favour of more housing provision, 2 of these in favour of 

social/affordable housing, 2 in favour of more general housing coupled with reduced student units 

Scale – 8 comments: more appropriate / sensible / human scale / smaller (7), likes that the new 

development was not to the same scale as Elms Parade (1)  

Local – 8 comments: glad that local views have been taken into account (3), good local scale / of 

benefit to local community (2), need for more local housing (2), questions if local needs have been 

considered (1) 

Buildings – 6 comments: removes worst existing buildings but retains the best (3), smaller scale (1), 

high buildings face the A34 (1), buildings are broken up rather than one solid block (1) 

Accommodation – 6 comments: positive about reduced student accommodation (4, but 1 of these 

thinks it should be reduced further), in favour of university accommodation including staff (1) 
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Dislikes: summary of comments 

97 people indicated what they disliked about the proposals. Ideas that were repeatedly mentioned 

are listed in order of descending frequency below. 

 

Height / high – 35 comments: general concern / too high (20), height of tallest buildings (9), lack of 

clarity about heights (3), of student housing (1), of flats (1), of car park (1) 

Student / university accommodation – 33 comments: don’t want it / no local need (16), too much of 

it / building for it is too big (12), should be other types of housing instead (3), parking is inadequate 

for it (2) 

Hotel – 25 comments: no need / don’t want it / against community’s wishes (19), not enough 

parking for it (3), the building for it is too big (3) 

Parking – 18 comments: lack of it / insufficient for uses proposed (12 – of which 3 references to 

hotel, 2 to residential housing, 1 to student accommodation), greenery in the car park as a security 

issue (2), unclear who can use it (1), unclear where disabled parking would be (1), will lead to 

overspill on residential roads (1), problem during the redevelopment (1)   

‘Still’ (i.e. hasn’t been addressed) – 13 comments: still too high (7), still includes student 

accommodation (3), still too big / too much development (2), still includes a hotel (1), plans still 

unclear (1) 

Car – 13 comments: multi-storey / underground car park (3), greenery in car park a security issue (3), 

students will have cars (2), lack of car parking (2), hotel users would bring too many cars (1), no car 

parks during build (1), no room for shoppers’ cars because of residents’ cars (1) 

Development – 9 comments: overdevelopment / too much development (4), development is too 

high (2), development lacks character (1), development includes hotel (1), development would bring 

too many cars for residential housing (1) 

Lack – 8 comments: lack of car parking (5), lack of clarity over building heights (1), lack of 

transparency (1), lack of distinct sense of place (1) 

Nothing – 7 comments: all saying that there is nothing that they dislike about the proposals.  

Westminster Way – 7 comments: height along Westminster Way (2), height on corner of West Way 

and Westminster Way (2), overuse / too much traffic on Westminster Way (2), traffic on 

Westminster Way during construction (1) 

Too much – 6 comments: too much development (2), too much housing (2), too much housing for 

transient population (1), too much retail (1) 
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Uses: summary of comments 

70 people commented about proposed uses for the site. Ideas that were repeatedly mentioned are 

listed in order of descending frequency below. 

 

Student / university accommodation – 30 comments: no need for / don’t want any student 

accommodation (17), too much student accommodation (8), concerned about student parking (2), 

good that student accommodation is integrated over the shops (1), students should be postgrad not 

undergrad (1), student accommodation should be flats not rooms (1) 

Hotel – 14 comments: no need for hotel (7), concerns about parking in relation to hotel (2), too 

much emphasis on hotel / housing over local shops (2), better balance between uses including hotel 

(1), not opposed to hotel (1), definitely need the hotel (1) 

Community – 11 comments: positive about community facilities including library and hall (4), 

community hall should have a stage / provision for the arts (2), community facilities are uncertain / 

hard to visualise (2), community gardens will need constant attention (1), need large and small 

community spaces (1), spaces for community use might change / be combined (1) 

Housing / flats – 11 comments: housing for local people is needed (4), too much emphasis on 

housing over retail (2), need permanent housing including social housing (2), housing needed for 

people other than students (1), good that housing is integrated above shops (1), details of housing 

are unclear (1) 

Good -10 comments: good mix of uses (3), community facilities are good (2), good to exclude cinema 

(2), scale is good (1), good that housing / student accommodation is integrated (1), may not be as 

good as now (1) 

Shops / retail – 8 comments: not clear what kinds of shops will be there (4), small shops better than 

chains (2), good mix of small shops (1), can the area support that many small shops (1), good that 

housing is integrated above the shops (1) 

Parking – 7 comments: will there be enough parking (2), concerns over student parking (2), concerns 

over hotel parking (2), will there be separate residential parking (1)   

Local – 6 comments: should be a local centre (3), need more long-term housing for local people (2), 

not sure if Mace will attract local shops versus chains (1) 

Cinema – 5 comments: good that cinema is gone from the plans (3), would have liked to see cinema 

included (2) 
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Scale: summary of comments 

76 people commented about the scale of proposed development. Ideas that were repeatedly 

mentioned are listed in order of descending frequency below. 

 

High – 25 comments: too high (17), too high along Westminster Way / A34 (4), ‘mirror image’ 

building too high in comparison to Elms Parade (2), uncertain how high it will be (1), scale okay if a 

little high (1) 

Buildings – 15 comments: buildings are too high (9), unclear how high the buildings are (3), buildings 

are too big (2), good that tall buildings are on Westminster Way (1) 

Still – 14 comments: still too high (6), still too big / overpowering (3), still too large but better than 

Doric (2), still too big on the West Way / Westminster Way corner (1), still massive but driven by 

developers’ needs (1), still a tension between local versus district-wide needs (1) 

Storey / Storeys – 12 comments: 8 storeys too high / not acceptable (7), maximum height should be 

6 storeys (2), maximum height should be 5 storeys (1), 3 storeys preferred (1), buildings should be 

reduced by several storeys now to avoid significant public opposition (1)  

Big / bigger / large – 12 comments: too big (9, with 1 of these saying it’s better than before), too big 

on West Way / Westminster Way corner (1), bigger than s/he would like but recognizes that Mace is 

constrained by the land value (1), development would need to attract large numbers of people (1) 

Area – 10 comments: high-rise buildings are too high / out of character for a suburban area (5), 

buildings are massive and dominate the area (1), too much being squeezed into the available area 

(1), development is not the right size for the area (1), scale is acceptable for the growing area (1), 

development relies on increased traffic and larger catchment area (1) 

Better – 7 comments: scale is better than before (3, with 1 of these saying it is still too big and 1 of 

these concerned about wind tunnel effects); scale is better than we have now (2), five storeys would 

be a better maximum (1), better to reduce building heights now to avoid public opposition (1) 
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Traffic: summary of comments 

75 people commented about traffic in relation to the proposed development. Ideas that were 

repeatedly mentioned are listed in order of descending frequency below. 

 

Traffic – 44 comments:  

concern that traffic will increase because of the development (19 – including 2 referencing traffic 

due to the hotel), concern over congestion on Botley Road (7), need more information on traffic 

flows / traffic planning (6), concerns over traffic flow through the site (4), need changes to 

infrastructure to deal with traffic (e.g. changes to junction and/or pedestrian crossing) (4), traffic is 

already a concern (2), traffic projections are okay (2) 

 

Parking – 37 comments:  

concern about insufficient car parking space (25 – including 10 parking pressure because of the 

hotel), parking on residential roads will increase (4), need to retain current ease of parking (2), two-

deck car park is a good idea (2), parking provision is adequate (1), need cycle parking (1), might need 

a controlled parking zone (1), glad parking provision has increased (1)  

 

Westminster Way – 15 comments:  

concerned about increased traffic / rat-running on Westminster Way (10), concern about how 

delivery lorries will access the development via Westminster Way (3), junction at Westminster Way 

needs widening (1), concern that traffic from Cumnor Hill will be directed to Westminster Way 

entrance rather than Church Way (1) 

 

Shared space – 7 comments:  

concerned about safety of space shared between cars and pedestrians (5), shared space needs to 

take account of needs of blind/partially sighted (1), broadly in favour of shared space (1) 

 

Deliveries – 6 comments: concern about how delivery lorries will access the site, including impact on 

Arthray Road residents and possible use of the shared pedestrian space 

 

Flow through the site – 4 comments: unclear how traffic and pedestrian flows would work, including 

2 concerned with pedestrian safety during the school run  
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Design: summary of comments 

69 people commented about the proposed design of the development. Ideas that were repeatedly 

mentioned are listed in order of descending frequency below. 

 

Too big / too tall (out of character) – 11 

Positive about the design – 9 

Better than Doric – 7 

Wood cladding will look bad / deteriorate quickly – 6 

Boring / not original or distinct enough – 6 

Unclear / unrealistic images – 6 

Design is okay – 5 

Better than design of current shopping centre – 3 

Dislike the design – 3 

Needs more pitched roofs / dislikes flat roofs – 3 

Design would be okay if heights were reduced – 2 

Too much glass – 2 

Needs more sustainability features (solar panels, etc.) – 2 
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Other comments: summary 

Additional comments were received from 106 people. These comments were wide-ranging, although 

some re-iterated ideas raised under other sections. Comments in order of descending frequency: 

 

Need for more detail / plans shown at exhibition were unclear – 18  (including 6 comments 

specifically calling for a 3D scale model) 

Parking concerns  - 18  (including 3 raising concerns over safety of greenery in the car park) 

Positive about the plans – 16 

Too big / too tall – 16 

Better than Doric plans – 12 

Housing should be for local people / no students – 10 

Concerns about phasing – 10  (including 2 concerned that food shops would close during the build) 

Development must be based on community wants / needs – 6 

Concerns about future failure / deviation from the plans – 5 

Want independent shops – 5  

Questions / concerns about the community facilities – 5  (including 1 calling for re-provision of a 

venue for the 15th Oxford Cubs / Scouts) 

Need play space – 3 

Hotel not necessary – 3 

Traffic concerns – 2 

Need more trees / maintain existing trees – 2 

Elms Parade and new development should be complementary – 2 

Need a police office on site – 2 

Public space could be a wind tunnel – 2 

Not good enough / still opposed – 2 

Concerns over design – 2 

Importance of long-term maintenance of public space – 2 

One comment each on: no public toilets included, need covered space, need to know exactly who 

the university accommodation is for, hope the Co-op stays, liked Doric’s previous plan, flooding 

concerns, impact of petrol station closure on demand, need a cocktail/wine bar, bees / wildflowers 

won’t work on this site, will smaller food shops and a hardware store be included, thank you to 

WWCC, need a WWCC public meeting to hear collective views, will the development generate 

enough footfall compared to now, potential competition with cafés/restaurants at Seacourt Retail 

Park, need summary of technical information (e.g. traffic) for public understanding 
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Likes: comments in full 

Greenery in car park 

Retains Elms Parade frontage - removes unused & ugly office buildings & provides some good open 

space / landscape 

Smaller, more thoughtful 

The 'look & feel' of the design. Light & open space 

They've listened and kept the same space as we asked for. 

Community space. Phased for minimal disruption. No cinema! Better architecture.  

Field House, Elms Parade & Vicarage are staying & no cinema. 

That there is no provision for a cinema, less student accommodation & that the Vicarage & Field 

House remain. 

It preserves Elms Parade etc. Includes housing, no multiplex.  

New units for shops and a fresher look overall to the precinct. 

Lots of landscaping with lots of small units. Not to scale of Elms Parade.  

High buildings are facing A34. Small supermarket. 

Too vague, not enough detail but an improvement on Doric, not yet good 

Makes the best of this opportunity. 

Empty and unusable building to be replaced by something more beneficial to the local community. 

The retention of Elms Parade, Vale House, Field House, etc. 

It seems a very attractive proposal. A great improvement on the last one.  

Probably about as good as we are likely to get. 

Improvement on Doric's plans 

The move to modernity - that's OK 

Improvement on both previous sets of proposals. 

Sensible scale. Good that housing included. Good that 'student accommodation' includes university 

staff. 

The facelift for Elms Parade and the removal of all the unused buildings 

no cinema 

More in keeping with the area. Imaginative. I like the idea of the different level gardens. Who will 

care for them? 

Emphasis on community spaces, sensitive architecture, and the fact the cinema has been dropped! 

Modest size supermarket. Keeping Elms Parade & Field House. Provision for social housing. 

Retention of Elms Parade, Field House and St Peter and St Paul vicarage. Not to have a cinema. 
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Nothing 

Preservation of Elms Parade; quantity of community space; size of supermarket; elimination of 

cinema 

It seems a good enough compromise to accept.  

smaller supermarket, no cinema 

Great improvement on Doric. Some good open spaces. 

Less 'prison-like' architecture, more variety in levels in Westminster Way frontage. Less dense use of 

site . Retains Elms Parade & Church.  

Small shops 

This time Parade to remain & Field House. Glad they listened to the concerns of local people. 

No cinemas. Nice landscaping - if it happens. 

It is much better. 

Only thing I like is no cinemas 

That some objections have been noted e.g. no cinema. Like the green spaces.  

They're not as bad as Doric's! 

No cinema. 

The retention of the best of the existing buildings. The trees. 

No cinema [double tick]. Smaller supermarket. 1 1/2 to 1 3/4 times existing is all that is needed.  

The absence of a cinema 

I like practically everything: looks good and will bring in students and families. 

Reduction in size 

1. Coherent transition plan /  2. Smaller scale of buildings / 3. 'Mirror' image of Elms Parade 

Trees. Open space. [Lively?]. Keeping Elms Parade.  

Vast improvement on Doric 

You have listened - on the most part. The green areas are good - will they be done? 

The environment has been addressed to some degree. The plan clearly excludes Field House, the 

Vicarage & West Way, which is a relief to all concerned.  

They are confined to the right areas. 

Starting to listen to us, but more still needs to be addressed to find a good compromise.  

Moving in the right direction. Community centre is good and space for small shops + pedestrian 

space.  

Elms Parade is retained. No cinema. No large supermarket. 

Better than the previous but might need improvement.  
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Much better than Doric but still too large for Botley 

Clever use of site; also the way they propose to build in stages (phases). 

Phased development 

They have addressed local concerns. Like green space, keeping Field House & Elms Parade, 

community building, more local housing, hotel, smaller supermarket. 

Field House, the Vicarage and Elms Parade protected for the moment.  

the green aspects 

It's smaller than the last version. 

The slight reduction in the application. 

Retains Elms Parade & smaller scale (not including Church and Field House) 

An improvement on earlier designs. 

It's an improvement on Doric's scheme, but that's not the point. I don't like much of it when viewed 

as an 'open' proposal. 

It's in improvement on the Doric plan. 

Not what we want yet, but a move in the right direction. 

The scale, design and uses. 

Keeping Field House, the Vicarage. 

A sensible local / human scale development 

-- 

The cinema has been phased out, & a medium sized supermarket adopted.  

Good use of space.  

Well presented, shame about content.  

An improvement on previous plans.  

Overall, a vast improvement on previous proposals from Doric. 

Better than previous plans. Retaining Elms Parade. No cinema. 

They've downsized; the hotel; the increased housing; the smaller spaces for shops. 

A step in the right direction. More in keeping with the area. Need housing for locals.  

No cinema. Less flats. Botley parade being left untouched.  

That Field House, Vicarage, Elms Parade not included! No cinema, no u/ground car park, smaller 

supermarket.  

I particularly welcome: the smaller overall area, retaining Field House, the Vicarage and Elms Parade; 

no cinema (yay!); more housing; fewer students; smaller supermarket than last time; more broken 

up buildings rather than a massive solid block etc. I like the general layout – it seems well thought-
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out and has taken notice of residents’ and community feedback. I like the general mix of uses (but 

can anyone guarantee that the final range of retail, cafes, restaurants, etc. will be as good as or 

better than what we have now and suitable for the Botley demographic? Have they considered local 

needs?)  

I like the idea of what they are planning with regard to Elms Parade, but it seemed a bit vague, so I’d 

rather reserve judgement. Good that they are working with the Howses, though (although it is not 

clear if they actually are at the moment...) 

The Community Centre seems good and is responding to consultation. I do wonder how noisy and 

quiet meetings will co-exist, but I imagine this will be sorted in the detail. 

Not stuck in a Doric time warp (unlike the SPD!) Specifically overall layout reasonable (and not 

following Vale's stupid landmark corner building  idea); retention og Elms Parade and restricted site 

(of course); no multi-plex cinema (hooray!); decent amount of rented/affordable housing; decent 

anount of green space; phasing looks feasible. 

An improvement on previous Doric proposals! Like the green spaces, including the green roofs. I'd 

like to see more green space.  

It is much, much better than the Doric proposals. I actually feel like that our community has been 

listened too. Thank you very much. I like the following: Clear statement about the retention of Elms 

Parade, Field House and vicarage. No cinema. Greatly reduced and more appropriately sized 

supermarket. Trees and greenery. Less student accommodation. More homes, with hopefully a 

strong element of affordable homes. The mirroring of Elms Parade behind it. The view from the A34 

bridge; much less imposing. Much more appropriate scale. 

GOOD IDEAS 1 no cinema. 2 fewer students and postgrads generally. 3 seems greener. 4 better 

communication at the consultation (although several of the young people involved don't really know 

the area at all!) 5 seems generally less "blocky". 6 thought seems to have been given to separating us 

pedestrians from motorists. 7 smaller supermarket (but we still don't know who it will be!) 8 they do 

seem to be trying to see us as people. 9 phased demolitions.  

Overall, I was impressed with their plans, and glad to see they had taken local views in to account. If 

we can be sure that they will deliver on the amenities such as the hall, it seems very good. 

I am pleased to see that the proposals have dropped the ill-conceived idea of a cinema.  As I have 

stated in my many objections to this, cinema-viewing is on the decline and one only has to look at 

the demolition of the Imax at Bournemouth, the closure of Millennium Point Cinema in Birmingham 

due to poor takings and being no-where near to breaking even, and the closure of the Ipswich 

Odeon, to know that this was never going to be a good idea. 

We welcome the removal of the cinema and the reduction in size of the supermarket, along with the 

retention of Elms Parade, vicarage and Field House. The focus on smaller businesses is welcome. We 

are also in favour of the increase in housing provision and reduction of student accommodation – 

though the caveat is that we would like the former to be increased and the latter to be decreased 

further (given the unproven demand for university-related accommodation in this area).  

Delighted that Elms Parade and Field House are preserved. Size and scale much improved (except 8 

storeys - see below). Very glad to see cinema gone. Pleased student accommodation halved (aprox!) 

and far more mixed (post grad, admin etc) 'students'. 
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Dislikes: comments in full 

Students - should be residential. Unnecessary hotel. Massive height along Westminster Way.  

Height of the buildings, incorporation of a hotel, student space not needed, underground car park 

unclear about heights 

Concern about the height 

I have my doubts about the trellises of climbing plants in the car park. 

Height / hotel / uni accom. No indication of height of 'decked' car park i.e. multi-storey! 

How can these businesses operate which [sic] rebuilding is taking place 

That there is still a hotel. 

Design could be better, too many flat roofs - no commitment to solar.  

Too much emphasis on housing without parking - shops unlikely to be spacious enough. 

Hotels - student accom too tall builds. Village hall is small - library on second floor.  

Nothing. 

It does not say what the parking is dedicated to. The use of space is not clear. The rents? 

Whole site not being developed! 

We would rather not have building higher than 4 storeys. 

Considerable amount of student accommodation -- students are a mixed blessing!! 

Nothing. Is it too good to be true? 

8 stories 

Nothing stands out 

That Mace/Vale have consistently ignored local wishes. 

It remains overdevelopment; there will be a lot of litter. 

(more concern than dislike) Liked 'greening' of roof areas & communal area. Would like to see more 

mention of sustainability both in building & use (e.g. grey water, pv power, insulation levels etc) 

The height of the buildings. Student accommodation and a hotel. 

8 story building for accommodation. Still unclear about size of rooms, management, etc 

I question student accommodation when the need for OAP housing is great & would release housing 

for families. 

Still far too much development, too many student accommodation & cinema not needed. 

The fact the hotel and student/uni accommodation has been retained. 

The massive block along Westminster Way. Should be 4-storeys maximum. No office 

accommodation provision. 
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273 university related accommodation. A hotel. Lack of good parking. Access. We already have 2 

supermarkets in the Botley Road.  

Everything 

Height of tallest buildings 

student rooms - could be even less rooms 

scale, mass and height 

Too much development for transient population i.e. hotel & student accom. Still too high. Likely 

occupiers of retail 'High St' not local. Car parking - [viney?] greenery between spaces - security issue.  

Not enough parking especially if used by hotel 

-- 

Height of buildings, pathway looks like a ravine. Ignoring no need for student accom. 

There is still a proposal for 8 storey buildings - far too high. 

Way too many students / way too big / too high 

Hotel, less than 18% of feedback supported a hotel. Too many cars for visitors to a hotel would stay 

put as visitors went into Oxford. Where would residents of Botley park? 

They're worse than what we have now! 

Hotel. No need for one. Will not work. Plenty of hotel space in city centre.  

The new buildings' design seems uncoordinated.  

Drawings - (?computerised from scale plans & model?) - misleading because of view points and 

perspective. No correlation between plans & views. No [northpoint?]. No indication of widths, when 

completed spaces proposed could be greatly reduced.  

The height (not to say the presence) of 8 storeys of 'student housing'. Too much housing.  

Will current business owners keep their space and keep their current rates? 

Not enough parking - Travelodge takes up any extra spaces / traffic will be terrible / 3 community 

halls - why!? 

1. No real evidence of need for or wish for student accommodation. /  2. No evidence of need for or 

wish for a hotel. / 3. No clear idea of the the appearance of the new buildings. Suspicious lack of 

honesty & transparencey in their vocal submissions.  

The height, particularly on the corner of West Way & Westminster Way  

Bicester Village look alike. Buildings and shopping precinct too tall for the narrow public walkway. 

8 storey building 

High buildings - but I understand the need financially. 

We are still going to have student accommodation instead of needed accom. for service providers. 

Hotel - integral to Local Service Centre?? 



Page 16 of 37 
 

8 storey hotel and student accommodation. Community hall glass wall - too open for lots of 

community uses.  

Phase 1 needs to be broken down to show timings or parking will be a huge issue. 

Building on the corner of Westminster Way is too tall. 

Still in parts too high + lack of parking 

Tallest building should not be more than 7 storeys. Student accommodation should be halved.  

-- 

Phase 1 both car parks will be out of use at same time. 

It's still v. high, but suspect that's the compromise in order to make it financially viable.  

Overdevelopment due to excessive price negotiated between the Vale and Doric. 

Density - height of buildings - parking - No guarantee that current individual traders will be able to 

remain.  

Still too large for Botley - students, not enough parking spaces. 

The extreme height of the buildings and lack of car parking. 

Inclusion of hotel (seems unnecessary & will adversely affect local B&B's) 

Library on 1st Floor. No indication of where Disabled Parking will be. Multi-storey car park. 

Too intensive use of site. Elms Parade will be dwarfed. It's too tall over too wide an area.  

273 not needed student rooms 

Student accommodation. Hotel. Height of buildings especially 8 storeys.  

Nothing. 

Student accommodation. Bland design - no individuality at all.  

Nothing 

Eight storey buildings far too high. 

Too big, too tall. Student rooms - why? No university wants them.  

Eight storey building - 300+ student related apartments & social housing - lack of car parking.  

Need more shops / restaurants although [arrow to 'six storeys preferable' under Scale] 

Height & bulk - from pictures. Students & hotel. No size detail given.  

The wood cladding. 

Nothing in particular. Interested to know how local businesses like Andrews dry cleaners and the 

estate agents are planning. Both - important local assets.  

Student accommodation and still too high. 

Nothing at present. 
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8 storey monstrosity / hotel / students 

Hotel - take away trade from existing B&Bs. Overuse of Westminster Way.  

Still 8-storey high in places. Over-developed - too much being squeezed into area available.  

I do feel there are still one or two things that they have either got wrong or could be improved (in no 

particular order): student accommodation, hotel and parking, supermarket, retail, footfall, heights, 

green space and play space, 'shared space', deliveries, Westminster Way, design. [detailed 

comments in other sections] 

STRONG OBJECTION  Building heights (above 5 storeys though wouldn't oppose 6 for highest block 

where currently sited); highest block location ok, but it would be too conspicuous; Still too many 

students  (even if re-designated as `university related); Too much retail (A3 uses overload it appears) 

I'm worried that the development overall is going to look pretty characterless.  

I did not like, or am concerned about: -The ultimate 8 storey height in parts, and the distinct lack of 

clarity about proposed heights across the site, but I did have a very good conversation with the 

architect. I like greenery, and trees. My only worry is the amount of greenery around the rear car 

parking area (bottom left, slide 10) which might make people feel unsafe at night if it is very dark 

and lots of places for people to hide. Parking - I think you have under provided given the 139 homes, 

123 bed hotel, and students (they will have some cars no matter what), and that’s before the 

shoppers. 

WORRIES, STILL 1 traffic on Westminster way during the build. 2 height of some buildings is very 

worrying. 3 lack of feeling for anything vernacular (typical "anywhere" type of construction, 

computer-generated). 4 concern about how it will affect residents close to site. 5 postgrad students 

very likely to have cars.  

My only concern was the height of the flats, which seem extremely out of place. I would not be 

concerned with a building that was a little higher than usual, considering that they presumably do 

need to have a financially viable prospect if they are to include all the social aspects of the 

development. 8 storeys seems excessive however.  

Whilst the number of rooms for student accommodation has been reduced, this was made very 

clear by the community that this was not wanted at all.  Both Oxford University and Oxford Brookes 

have stated that they do not require the accommodation, so it still begs the question, who is the 

accommodation actually for? I was very disappointed to see the proposal for an hotel for the 

development; again this is something the community did not want, nor see the demand for.  It will 

also introduce unnecessary traffic to the area.  It will be of no benefit to the community. 

We are concerned that the extensive opposition over the intrusive height and scale of buildings has 

not been addressed – though difficult to tell from the plans currently available, these still seem to 

indicate up to 8 storeys in places, which will alter the character of the area quite fundamentally. 

Eight storey part of development is too high. All of Oxford city and the radial roads in and out of the 

city centre, with very few exceptions, are lower, usually 4 storeys, and it is out of keeping, not just 

with Botley but with the rest of central Oxford area. Only architectural gems (e.g. towers or spires) 

should be the exception. 
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Uses: comments in full 

Should include offices 

space for "teenagers" is totally inappropriate & would be closed almost immediately. Alternatively 

should be for older children not 16, 17, 18 yr olds 

no commitment to keeping independent traders 

Pleased to see more residential. Concern about long term management of student parking. 

need a medical centre. Need more offices, fewer student flats 

Uni accom seems to be very speculative still. 

Community considerations, such as roof garden need public constant support to keep it safe and 

tidy. 

Need more details re types of housing. 

The community hall should have a stage for events that would attract the young.  

VERBAL: why student accommodation 

Not enough emphasis shown on what's on offer to shoppers - too much design on hotel and 

apartments not intended for locals. 

Small shops better than big. 

About right. 

The library should not be upstairs, car parks should be labelled for public use.  

Shame they now have to build more (80) houses, but don't have a cinema.  

Pleased the cinema is gone 

Will the proposed food store for the growing area be adequate? 

I like the way they are planning to phase it in/ medium-sized supermarket / housing which we need. 

Too diverse. 

Student accommodation and hotel not required in Botley. 

Scale good. Housing/student accomm good that it is above shops so integrated 

I don't like the thought of Botley being made into a concrete jungle.  

? Large & small community spaces for people to meet formally & informally 

Student accommodation - I have yet to be convinced there is the demand for it in this location.  

Student accommodation not necessary, nor hotel. Object to them.  

Totally alien for Botley 

There is nothing additional to the existing provisions, library etc. Where is health centre / police 

office? 

Too much student accommodation; insufficient housing for other people 
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Good to exclude cinema. Concerns re hotel and need for. 

Should be local service centre. 

Nothing should be higher than 4 storeys 

Are existing businesses returning? Chain-brand shops not needed. 

Will we have all the shops we would like & need? No idea what Mace have in mind. What about 

accommodation? 

The University & Brookes do not need student accommodation. 

Don't need hotel or student accommodation. 

Not possible to tell. Your diagrams are 'serving suggestions'. Don't reflect reality. 

500 student units now to go to Oxpens. I believe there is too much emphasis on housing at Botley.  

The history of Elms Parade is retail not housing. The inclusion of so many housing units turns it into a 

township! 

Better - but no justification still for hotel or student accommodation. 

Good mix of small shops 

OK 

See above [ref to student accommodation under 'dislike'] 

Anxious that hotel guests will clog up parking. Student accommodation should be postgrad not 

undergrad & visiting academics only.  

Too much student flats / rooms 

More housing for local people. Don't think students would want to live in Botley. 275 students is still 

too much. 

Still too many students 

Still too much student accommodation which would cause parking problems on residential roads in 

the area. 

Balance between retail, hotel, accommodation is better. Would like to see independents not chains 

if poss. 

The proposed supermarket seems about the right size, but don't think the 2/3 univ related rooms 

can be justified. 

I am keen that the community hall includes comprehensive provision for the arts (including studio / 

workshop space) and also that it be managed by a truly communal, progressive body. 

No students - they will change the whole atmosphere of our local centre. 

Student accommodation not required. 

Would like inclusion of cinema (& gym) 

No point in having student accommodation. Not enough [surity?] over community uses. 
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Other than too many student rooms, okay. 

Make sure there are enough car parking spaces.  

Can the area support that many 'small' shops? 

The hotel development ought to be abandoned.  

No detail on shops more on students & hotel - phase 1 not phase 3. 

We do not want student rooms at all - they are not needed! 

All good & benefitting Botley. 

Don't need hotel / students 

Plans not clear on the type of shops MACE want to attract. Say they want to keep local / 

independent traders but are they also looking at big chains? 

Student accommodation: I feel even 273 single rooms with shared facilities will be too many and will 

not work in Botley. Why not have some small self-contained units/flats for postgrads, researchers, 

temp staff, admin staff, etc.? Mace’s statement that such people could rent the student rooms 

doesn’t seem very realistic. Are they still ignoring the fact that they cannot enforce the no-car ban? 

They say cars will be ‘strictly controlled’ – with no details about what this means. They still seem to 

be saying that it’ll all be fine as it will be secure and managed – that is not really the issue.  Hotel and 

parking: I think they are just wrong in saying that peak parking time for hotel guests will be overnight 

so will not clash with shoppers. Assuming guests will mainly be there to visit Oxford, they will not 

drive in to town but use the buses. So they will need 24-hour parking – or will use surrounding roads. 

So I think they are underestimating the total parking needed for the centre. Is there separate parking 

for the new residential accommodation or is that included in the 300 spaces? Supermarket: ‘slightly 

bigger than the Co-op’. I really doubt that this will be big enough for existing residents and all the 

new residents/temporary visitors (could be around 1,000) in the scheme and to replace our existing 

3 supermarkets. Are any other units suitable for e.g. convenience stores?  It will be nonsensical if 

people still have to go out of Botley for much of their shopping. Perhaps a supermarket a tad bigger 

would be better (e.g. 150% of the size of the Co-op)? Definitely bigger than just a convenience store. 

Retail. One of the few things that Doric (nearly) got right was the idea that Botley residents shouldn’t 

be forced to go out of Botley for their shopping. It would be good to have a clearer idea of the 

number and size of retail units planned. It may not be as good as now. I would like to know how the 

retail will help the people who currently use the centre, or would like to, rather than the new people 

who will be accommodated in the centre. We need the kind of mix of retail and restaurants that 

Summertown has (if you ignore Starbucks and Costa!!). We must be protected from a new George 

Street or Cornmarket! 

Have never been strongly opposed to hotel (on lesser of evils grounds--and MACE reps saying it's not 

necessarily Premier Inn). Small rented/affordable flats:  STRONGLY IN FAVOUR --see below. 

Good that cinema has gone and amount of housing has increased. Library + community spaces good.  

This [community space] is much appreciated and certainly hopeful in its current content. 

I am pleased to hear that there are plans for a visually prominent library, as this is a well-loved 

community facility. Could it not be that the “flexible community hall” and “flexible meeting/display 

space” be combined? Whilst all the community facilities are commendable and I am know will be 

well used and loved, it is very hard to visualise this as no real scale is given on the plans and I fear 
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that this may be something that gets sacrificed when the development is under way.  I do hope that 

this will not be the case. 

As per the widespread objections to the Doric development, the demand for university-related 

accommodation in this area is unproven, whereas the need for accommodation for long-term local 

residents is pressing. We would much prefer to see all accommodation turned over to permanent 

housing (including a proportion of social housing). If this is not possible, at the least we would 

welcome a further revision of the ratio of university:local accommodation, in favour of the local. It 

[community space] sounds pretty good to us …  

 

Scale: comments in full 

Too high along Westminster Way 

Too high   

not enough detail to image [sic] but clearly too tall 

Bigger/taller than I would like but understand Mace are restrained by land value 

I can live with this 

Nine + storys too high! 

Still massive but driven by the needs of Mace as constructors. 

The tallest building needs to be reduced to 6 storeys so as not to interfere with light levels. 

Still too tall. 

8 storey accommodation not an acceptable height. Parking not adequate for the intended amount of 

housing.  

Too high and too many building. I don't want hotel/student accom. 

The heights are generally fine. All tall buildings are on Westminster Way which will not affect people. 

The number of storys is not clear 

Would like to see less housing but people have to live somewhere! 

Appropriate 

Less 'brutal' than the Doric scheme. 

I think this is right for Botley. 

Too HIGH e.g. hotel in [penbrembs?] 

Too big 

*Shopping centres always a gamble - will enough retailers be interested & sustainable (see current 

comment by A.Brock) Better than current provision 

I don't think the development is the right size for this area.  

Height of accommodation & hotel buildings 
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I think about right 

The eight-storey unit is still too high. Where else in Oxford is this [check-by-join?] with residential 

areas? 

8 stories is quite wrong. Object to it.  

Too high - no measurements given 

Totally our of proportion. More suited to town centre or new development i.e. Bicester. Buildings 

too high and massive dominating surrounding area. 

Too massive buildings 

Far too big, especially on West Way / Westminster Way 

Would prefer 3-storey height 

blocks light from established houses 

Better than before. 

Too high - inappropriate for the site.  

PARKING: 1) Is there enough for residents to park when they shop? 2) If you let the hotel use the 

public parking they will stay overnight, evenings, mornings & will leave their cars there when they do 

things in Oxford. Therefore, what about the 3 HOUR parking restriction? 3) If that goes, commuters 

will use the parking for work purposes & there will be nothing left for local shoppers- Ahh [?] 

Too big 

Still too high buildings & too big. Hotel. Also can the current infrastructure cope with more homes 

needed school places & doctor surgery etc.? 

The buildings are much too tall! (and they have cheated on the perspectives in all of their pictures) 

An eight storey block is not appropriate for a suburban area.  

8 storeys & gables is too high, too bulky. Planners will like divided roof lines& different levels, but 

overall block 2 is too high. Trees cleverly spaced to mask bulk of building will take too long to mature 

or never survive. Mirror image of Elms Parade - not actually! Wider & higher, cutting off sunshine 

from rear of buildings.  

The 'mirror image' of Elms Parade is one storey higher than Elms Parade and dominates the existing 

façade.  

Better - but have they done any modelling to prevent wind tunnel effects 

Too big. Too high. Too many new flats, although I welcome some affordable housing.  

Before I can make a real judgement - I think you should have [full?] measurements up. How high are 

these new buildings? 

OK 

Mace rather cleverly did not draw attention to this. I gather the hotel will be about 8 stories high & 

other buildings looked higher.  

Height - dominating older buildings? Hard to tell.  
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8 storeys is out of character with the area and may cause light problems for West Way homes.  

8 story building on corner is still far too tall for the area. 

Still too big on the corner (building 2) [drawing of building 2 adjacent to Elms Parade] 

Too high in parts + there could be a lack of car parking 

Great improvement on Doric's plans. Seems about right.  

Scale OK, if a little high. Better than we have now. 

The heights and density of the proposals are too great and are driven by the developers financial 

return. 

Buildings too high. Not justified.  

Still too large. 

Too high, will interfere with local view. 

Improved smaller scale, seems acceptable. 

Too large, even by the standards of images designed to show it best.  

Probably the best we are going to get.  

As near as possible to existing scale.  

Still too big, but better than before, especially the supermarket. 

ACCEPTABLE for growing area. 

Not nearly enough parking for students, social housing occupants & hotel residents.  

six storeys preferable 

Last application rejected due to height & bulk - no change.  

Some buildings still too tall. 

Still too high esp. on the East side next to A34. 

Seems good. We need an increase in size.  

Eastern end out of character with W. Oxford & City. 

Concerned about possibility of 8 storeyed buildings. 

Still too large / overpowering. Still too much being squeezed into the area available.  

Heights: I have the same objections to 8+ storeys in Botley as always. Parts of the main building look 

as if they will be 9 or even 10 storeys (as we know Mace wanted from their comments on the SPD). 

Cara Bamford also seemed to be saying that some of the high buildings would be residential with 2 

and 3 bedroomed flats. Why so high? Poor families. And close to the A34? I thought that was not 

meant to be residential. 5 storeys would be a better maximum. 

Still too great, but vast improvement over Doric. 

Not sure. Probably OK.  
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The areas of concern are most pressing: fundamentally, the balance in accommodation types, and 

the scale of the buildings. To take the latter point first, the apparently high-rise nature of some of 

the buildings (even if they are no longer located directly on the West Way/ Westminster Way 

junction) is very problematic. The existing high-rise buildings do not fit in with the local area – 

something which came across very clearly in the Local Character Statement. To replace these with 

similarly high-rise buildings (no matter how constructed/ faced) seems ill-advised and is likely to 

generate significant opposition. Far better to reduce the scale and height (by several storeys) at this 

stage, surely? This would demonstrate how you have engaged with the community and potentially 

would avoid large-scale objections to the planning permission when it eventually goes in. We think 

there’s still a tension in the plans between the local needs and those of the district, primarily seen in 

the size of the development and the need to attract large number of people in (presumably 

necessary to make it viable). The masterplan very much focuses on the local – after all, its job is to 

sell the project to the local community – but surely it is dependent upon a substantial in-bound 

traffic and a hugely-increased catchment area? 

 

Traffic: comments in full 

Hotel, student rooms all bring in traffic 

not clear on images 

Glad there's a 2 deck car park 

Will add to congestion on Botley Road into Oxford 

Westminster Way, where I live, will become a rat run & needs double yellow lines all the way up. 

Hotel parking will not peak at night. No one is going to take a car into Oxford & cars will be there for 

the duration of guests' stays at the hotel.  

There will be an inevitable increase. 

VERBAL: Parking won't peak at night. Will take parking spaces. 

Would be heavy - especially with the hotel planned. Westminster Way would suffer.  

Car parking - is there enough for staff and customers? 

Hopeless, despite advice. 2 entrance exit on West Way? 

Not an issue. Maybe the school mums etc. could park there instead of our road.  

A concern 

Often problems at the junction near Barclays Bank - conflict between traffic turning off West Way 

and traffic leaving front of Elms Parade. 

Always a problem! But there seems to be adequate parking provision.  

too much will be generated with insufficient parking 

Would like to retain ease of parking as in existing site.  

Always traffic density concern because so many cars in use even for short journeys. Developers have 

made best of site. Hope adequate cycle parking included.  
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The Botley Road could not cope with extra traffic.  

not sure how access will work 

West Way & Arthray Road will be overloaded with traffic. Not enough parking especially with 

housing & hotel.  

Will be even more difficult to get into Oxford, especially during constructions 

The sheer increase scares me. Ref: the business of West Way during any normal rush hour! 

Congestion. Air pollution. One way traffic. Possible flooding 

Intensified - less likely to proceed to Oxford and Botley Road trading estates. Increased pollution and 

insufficient parking. 

Unsure whether parking arrangements will suffice. 

Re car parking: would hope these will be easy access parking for local people making very short trips 

to shops.  

Parking - sufficient for hotel, students, shoppers? Traffic increase likely to cause additional problems.  

Is there sufficient parking to cater for all the uses? Still generate more traffic than now e.g. 

[restaurants?]. 3 entrances onto West Way -- will this work? 

will mean parking outside residents homes 

Not enough parking. It will need constant supervision to prevent abuse & crime. Traffic flow would 

be difficult at school times.  

How much parking? Mace have odd ideas of use by hotel users.  

Unrealistic! Parking will clog [?] 6 hrs on roads, residents will not vacate spots for shoppers. 

Student parking plus hotel parking + homes would leave no room for shoppers. Traffic density 

studies still not seen.  

The parking [text?] does not match the plans. Traffic flows will not work well (including deliveries) 

It will increase. Students will bring cars despite previous claims.  

The residents of Arthray Road whose gardens face the development will not appreciate the 

restriction of service vehicles to outside of shopping hours.  

Key problem (with parking) is traffic on Westminster Way (as well as Cumnor Hill) 

Dubious logic regarding adequate parking spaces 

The area shared by motor vehicles, pedestrians and cycles is not safe for anyone 

Limited parking which may impact on retail 

Will be affected of course! 

Dire. Westminster Way is already used as a rat run & if it is the main entrance to the car park, I 

forsee massive congestion. 

Very concerned. Strain on Westminster Way. Botley already busier than it used to be.  
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We are still faced with the current bottle-neck of Botley Rd & more amenities / acccommo. will add 

to this.  

I wonder if the traffic will flow through new area or not? 

Will cause more traffic problems. Where are the students going to park? 

acceptable after the building 

Such a large project will increase traffic which is already bad. Traffic restrictions would have to be 

imposed to slow traffic on some roads. 

Question the shared use section in terms of safety for pedestrians / cyclists from cars. 

Parking for the hotel will conflict with evening shoppers and restaurants. 

Numbers of parking spaces pathetic. This scheme should NOT proceed without a comprehensive CPZ 

throughout Botley. 

One way system would have been much safer.  

Traffic plan does not stack up and is simply rubbish. 

If it is to 'work' it will still lead to more traffic. Limits on cars for residents will not work, so more 

parking in area.  

Not sure I like vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians mixed together. 

This development will only add to present problems.  

More chaos.  

Re-development should provide the cash/chance to improve pedestrian crossing etc.  

Worry about volume of traffic in Westminster Way. 

Where is the parking? 

The car park needs to be extended by a factor of 3. 

123 bed hotel + 135 homes + students = 262+ cars. Parking. 

Interested to see the results of the [?] / highways proposals. This aspect must continue to be a major 

concern.  

Very concerned about the amount of traffic esp. Westminster Way. HGV's are banned so deliveries 

cannot be made using this road. Also concerned about the rough road to be shared by pedestrians, 

cyclists & cars! 

Slight concern but they have created parking.  

Hotel / students will clog up parking.  

Extra traffic congestion on Botley Road and parking in side streets.  

Not enough parking for the numbers MACE want to attract. As no car parking available for hotel 

residents they will be using public car park. 

‘Shared space’ for cars, delivery vehicles, pedestrians and bikes: This seems to be the current trendy 

traffic ‘solution’ but is it right for Botley – the geography ( e.g. where schools, bus stops, etc. are 
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situated), and the demographic? i.e., many children, often walking to school on their own, many 

elderly people, some not very mobile or using walking aids. I find the idea of shared space between 

Arthray Road and West Way quite frightening.Deliveries: Poor old Arthray Road. I was told that there 

would be no more vehicles than now (really? How can that be guaranteed?) but they could not 

answer the question: but will the vehicles be bigger? The alternative routes around and through the 

scheme looked quite tortuous and I was not really clear how pedestrians would be affected and how 

safe it would be for children etc. I could not get a clear idea of the pedestrian access and routes 

through. Westminster Way: A few of us had a strange conversation with one Mace (?) person about 

deliveries coming along Westminster Way, but this seems to have been her error. Westminster Way 

must be protected from any more or larger traffic. 

They haven't got a proper grip on this, and ought to have started with it:  Westminster Way in 

particular, nor dedicated parking needs. 

Don't know.  

My biggest concern regarding the development is the effect that it will have on the traffic in the 

area.  Even at 7.30am in the morning, traffic is often queuing to the foot of Cumnor Hill and should 

there been an incident/accident in the City Centre or on the ring road, this has a knock on effect to 

West Way and Westminster Way. I had a lengthy discussion with your traffic consultant and whilst I 

appreciate the roads are the responsibility of Oxfordshire County Council, Mace MUST take some 

responsibility for the extra pressure this development will put on the roads in the area.  Particularly 

attention must be paid to the junction with West Way and Westminster Way.  If you wish all vehicles 

to enter the Centre this way, drastic improvements must be made to this junction, otherwise the 

traffic will back up West Way to Cumnor Hill/Eynsham Road and also up Westminster Way.  Traffic 

blocking this junction will also cause those who wish to travel onto the City Centre to get caught up 

in the jam.  The junction at the bottom of Westminster Way needs to be widened to ease traffic flow 

and there will be room (following the proposed demolition of the Grant Thornton Building) to do 

this, so do take this opportunity to do something about it. There is already extreme pressure on the 

residents of Westminster Way.  Whenever there is an accident on the north-bound lane of the A34, 

Westminster Way becomes the “third lane of the A34”, with drivers rat-running down this bendy 

road to avoid sitting in the queuing traffic on the A34, thus putting more pressure on the West 

Way/Westminster Way traffic light junction (again, I know this is not the development’s fault, but 

this must be taken into serious consideration and consultations must be made with the County 

Council).  Please note, this road is also on a the regular U1 bus route to Oxford Brookes too. I really 

feel more serious effort must be made by the developers to address the traffic issues and not to just 

gloss over them and pass the buck to the County Council. Whilst I am pleased that the provision of 

car parking spaces has increased, I am not sure this will actually benefit the community, as there are 

to be new homes built on the site, so where are these new residents to park their one (or may be 

two, as most homes have at least two cars) vehicle?  Presumably in one of the three hundred new 

spaces, thus leaving very little provision for those visiting the Centre to shop.  This in turn will put 

pressure on street parking in roads near to the development.  Whilst the idea of “residents only” car 

parking has been muted, this seems rather unfair to force this onto the community just to 

accommodate these new homes and their car parking residents. I was not pleased to see that the 

plan aims to discourage vehicular visitors who approach from the Cumnor Hill/Eynsham Road end of 

the development from entering via Church Way, but instead to enter via Westminster Way.  Surely 

this will cause traffic to back up.  If this happens, this will surely deter people from visiting if they 

know they will always have to wait in queuing traffic. 
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We wonder about the traffic flows – the route through from Arthray Road to West Way looks like a 

potential rat-run/ heavily-used route: is that the intention? If not, how will traffic be controlled/ 

limited? I am broadly in favour of shared spaces – though I’d like you to ensure that you account for 

blind/ partially-sighted people in this: where such schemes have been introduced elsewhere in the 

country there have been significant concerns that shared spaces do not provide sufficient guidance 

for those with sight loss. If when brought into use, the parking is discovered to be insufficient, what 

steps can be taken to increase spaces/ reduce car use? We would be interested to know if you 

intend on undertaking a traffic assessment to measure current flows, and how you might model 

predicted flows should the development take place. Will you make the assessment and any 

predictive modelling publicly available? We would be particularly concerned about issues of 

sustainability and cycle and pedestrian safety, given the likely increase in motorised traffic that 

would result from redevelopment of the nature proposed – how will these aspects be considered 

and promoted? And how will environmentally sustainable travel be promoted? And we would like to 

know more about accessibility through the site, in terms of access to the primary school. On a 

related note, we would like to know more about how student cars would be managed. For all the 

ideas heard previously about no-car clauses in accommodation contracts the actual implementation 

seemed unrealistic. We would be keen to avoid further cars in the area.  

 

Design: comments in full 

Should have pitched roofs to be in keeping with the area 

Some aspects look good but difficult to tell from artistic impressions 

looks much better 

Nice 

Better to have so many spaces interlinked w/out cars 

Better than Doric! 

Looks futuristic but will the result blend in ok? 

Not enough pitched roofs! Too many flat roofs - boring design. What looks like wooden cladding will 

look awful within a few months.  

Metal clad walls and pointy roofs on housing would look very odd against 1930's existing 

surroundings.  

Too much glass -- prefer more traditional brick-stone timber used. 

Well designed. 

Are you serious. Who will pay the rents? 

Anything would be better than the ugly Grant Thornton building. 

Seems O.K. 

I liked this very much. Modern but will fit in well with existing traditional buildings.  

Personally I am not averse to modern styles of building - but this is still out of scale for local needs & 

wishes. 
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Would enjoy visiting shops and community area 

The size of the development would ruin the character of Botley. No I would not enjoy shopping here.  

Landscaping plans sound like pie in the sky 

Yes, I think it's imaginative and attractive 

OK - a bit bland, but any regeneration is a good thing.  

Keep Elms Parade. Other buildings 3 storeys. 

Not impressed. 

Completely out of character with existing image and surrounding properties, overpowering, casting 

shadows, probably increasing in wind velocity at ground level. 

Tendency to boring facades. 

I like the use of brick and wood.  

More interesting than prev. application 

Currently design much improved. Yes, I'd enjoy visiting / shopping there.  

Too big - 'community area' too vague.  

Doric cladded in wood 

Where are the solar panels and renewable energy sources? 

No, the size of the buildings will detract from the character of Botley. Even in their own illustrations, 

the shopping centre is less welcoming! 

No. Bland & not individual. Why show it in white materials when it will be red brick? More lies.  

The existing trees by the old Grant Thornton & Baptist Church: can they be retained? 

Anything looking like the new 'hotel' at Redbridge will be disasterous to the suburban area. What 

bldgs in brick? 

The dominance of the student block will overshadow the suburban scale. Too many trees of 

deciduous variety. 

No sense of any overall design for the appearance of the buildings. Just a random collection of 

modern tat. 

Not imaginitive enough. Too many box shapes 

OK  

Much improved on the last poor effort 

Do not like wood frontage as this deteriorates quickly - as has happened to the flats on Botley Road. 

Not sure about the rocks in the pedestrian area! 

Building on the corner is too tall, it dwarfs Elms Parade. 

Drawings do not show the light & shading correctly 
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Attractive. 

Much more sympathetic design - use of wood, Botley brick & green spaces. 

The height of the buildings will cause loss of sunlight to public space. 

Difficult to gauge from Mace's presentation. Certainly an improvement on the present WW 

provision. 

Too much glass but at least the brick is red.  

The over use of timber cladding will look shabby in no time. 

Appears better, without flagship 8 storey building on corner 

Not enough known to know how realistic the images are.  

Okay. 

Quite good but far too large.  

Very attractive. 

P.15 of the architects design book. More little boxes, looking like any other across the country.  

Looks promising, much better than present.  

Height of 8 storey buildings out of place in Botley.  

OK except height & bulk. 

The timber clad buildings will look terrible in a very short time, like old garden sheds.  

Like it! V happy with the height of the buildings.  

Too much wood - soon deteriorates and looks awful.  

On the whole better than Doric.  

Again, size etc too big. Do not think this will enhance character of Botley. Would not enjoy visiting, 

but would visit out of necessity.  

Design. I must say I was distinctly underwhelmed by what one could see from the artist’s 

impressions of what the design might be – or perhaps already is, for all we know. I was expecting 

something different and more original. ‘Half-timbered buildings’ mentioned in the blurb seems to be 

the timber-clad blocks of flats in West Way, the timber already looking worn, weathered (badly) and 

sad.  All very square (with not a curve in sight), apart from the frilly little pediments perched on top 

of the ninth storey of what might be the hotel/student accommodation. I’m not sure where they will 

actually be visible from, apart from the A34, so they can hardly be said to reflect the pitched roofs of 

Botley houses. 

I had feared much worse.  Most of this would fit in reasonable well if overall heights were reduced. 

As above, worried that there's no real imagination or creativity being displayed.  

The mirroring of Elms Parade is an interesting idea – we look forward to seeing how this appears in 

the detailed plans and reserve judgement until that point. The inclusion of green spaces and 

sustainable features is important and we think beneficial – we’d like to see further details/ 
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specifications in the detailed plans (e.g. including rainwater harvesting, use of grey water, PV cells, 

sustainable building materials, as carbon-neutral a build as possible, excellent building insulation). 

 

Other comments: comments in full 

I would like to see a scale model so you can visualise exactly what this would look like relative to 

existing buildings. No public toilets included! 

very much a PR exercise - inadequate detail to image [sic] an application based on this 

I will need to look in more detail to see if there are other concerns in the detail. 

Insect hotel & bat boxes' raised a smile! Do we want covered space anywhere? 

A lot of 'we hope' and 'we expect'. Where is the supermarket. 3 years without one, as far as I can 

see.  

What would happen if Mace went bankrupt part way through the whole exercise? 

I hope the Co-op stays. Need to know exactly who the [univ?] accommodation is for. Ox. Brookes are 

building more & don't need yet more. Key workers need more than just a room.  

A play area outside where children can play safely. 

As I live on Arthray Road, I predict that there will be more (than there is already) people parking in 

the surrounding roads. Ast he bottom of Westminster Way floods, its is likely, to me, the project 

would exacerbate flooding.  

Building should be no more than 5-6 high (two builds), majority 2-3 high. Hotel/student accom used 

for local young couples @ reasonable rent. 

If it goes ahead as these plans envisage I will be pleased. It will enhance the neighbourhood.  

We need to see specific allocations of space before serious consideration can be given. 

It would be nice to see a range of independent shops.  

When the petrol station at Seacourt Tower closes many people will travel to Heyford Hill or Tesco in 

Abingdon for both major shopping and petrol. Botley will need a new petrol station urgently or trade 

in the area will suffer badly!! 

I love the ideas of trees and bat boxes but hope these will be looked after by someone! Very 

thoughtful plan, I am impressed.  

I think they have genuinely tried to listen to our concerns.  

As I was assured that access to Elms Parade would at no time be in jeopardy, I hope the rest can go 

ahead in the manner Mace envisage. 

More trees, please & proper maintenance of the existing trees. 

*Hope that Howse management & [Mace?] management will discuss effectively letting policy rather 

than Elms Parade & Shopping precinct have elements of competition. Provision should be 

complimentary. Believe Mace proposal could achieve this 

We need affordable housing for locals not students 
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Is the library and community hall large enough. Will the Church have a hall for people to meet. A 

vast improvement on Doric & Mace appear to be listening.  

I'm not happy at the prospect of independent retailers being priced out of the new development. 

These are the lifeblood of our community and local economy, however 'viable' Mace say they are. 

Don't throw the baby out with the bathwater! 

There needs to be traffic flow through Elms Parade - not a cul-de-sac. Car parking inadequate for 

shopping and hotel and students and staff.  

Still no police office. How will parking be controlled and who will pay? Who will stop the graffiti? 

A police presence will be needed, or office for receiving or giving information, i.e. graffiti, vandalism 

and more serious criminal activity is likely to increase. Abingdon and St. Aldates are already too far 

away to respond to quickly, if received.  

Food shops may be forced to close during construction. Public space may be a wind tunnel. 

Would like to see the trees around Botley Rd/Westminster Way corner retained! 

*Need cocktail/wine bar. *Need to attract more independent shops like Witney. 

Not happy about the position of the proposed community hall -- as if it's an afterthought. Also don't 

like proposed design of the hall.  

Would be useful to have seen more views of the dev. Lots about 'greening' space but reality is the 

opposite.  

I hope the present small shops in the Square will be able to find a home in the new development.  

Good community spirit exists between current shop owners & public. This would be lost if they do 

not remain.  

The whole design is far too vague -- I can't give proper comments as no-one knows what is likely to 

be included in the planning proposal.  

Welcome the smaller scale but there was no positive detail - not even the car park was decided. 

Mace did not seem to know what it actually wanted.  

Continue opposing! 

The architecture is still based on boxes, not aesthetically pleasing & the 'wooden' cladding is 

potentially high maintenance.  

Despite all the rhetoric, these plans are still not being based on what Botley wants. (But rather what 

the developers can push through) 

The Oxford Bee Corridor does not actually exist. Wildflowers are exceptionally fussy about 

conditions. They will not grow. This is all fatuous greenwash. 

Much better than previous application 

Is 'refurbishment' of façade of Elms Parade to be in style of existing buildings? Is car parking really 

sufficient? What happens if student housing fails? Does it return to social housing? VWH would have 

to give a change of use. Mace seem to think they will get 51 wks/year average take up - don't believe 

it!! Planning to sell onwards as an investment to be managed by new owners.  
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That West Way needs revitalising is undeniable. But the scale of development is still too large. And 

where is the provision in the local infrastructure for school places, surgeries and transport. Full to 

capacity already.  

Local coffee shops (Aloha, Botley Café, etc) are real hubs of the community. It would be a great 

shame to see them not get priority to stay. 

The Travelodge will take up any extra spaces depending on the hotel rules and whether or not they 

are enforced. They need a proper traffic study which looks at resilience - the infrastructure is fragile 

around Botley! 

Mace should not be given a free ride just because the cinema is gone. Vigilance must be maintained 

to hold them to the vision that they and VOWHDC signed up to! 

I repeat too high, loss of views to woods in distance, and too near the road - closed in. 

Student parking is likely to be a problem; they are likely to have cars, and probably any visitors. Also 

there is no separate hotel parking.  

Risk - Too much in too small a space?? 

Erecting trellis & growing plants within the parking area is taking up space that could accommodate 

more cars. Also the trellis will shield people from security cameras thus making the whole area a 

haven for anti-social behaviour, thefts and robberies. 

Good to have no cinema, look forward to [hearing?] of more about the timings. Great to see Elms 

Parade safe + Field/Vale House / Vicarage.  

These drawings do not show the whole development. Some are contradicting each other, in 

particular building 2 on the masterplan is L-shaped but on the traffic plan it is shown as u-shaped. 

They need to reconsider the phasing of the build. It will lead to a lack of parking during the building.  

Apart from the main supermarket will there be other food shops. Will there be a hardware store 

such as Robert Dyas as we will be losing Homebase soon. 

I think this is about as good as we shall get by way of design. We should insist on provision of 

essential shops (e.g. pharmacy) during rebuild. 

Will staff at Elms Parade lose their car park spaces at back of Elms Parade? 

It feels like a local centre for local people rather than bringing lots of extra traffic in from further 

afield.  

Not convinced that the phasing of construction will allow existing traders and the Co op supermarket 

to continue without major inconvenience. 

Student accommodation remains pointless - and the 'rooms' are just that. What post-grad wants just 

a room? Hotel must have own parking.  

Not enough parking around the community facilities - where will wedding parties / theatre 

productions visitors park? 

Drawings show lots of pretty trees - already growing in people's gardens and along the side of the 

A34 / Phase 1 will be a disaster taking away all the car parking and wrecking all business. 
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The 'devil is in the detail' & there is no real detail yet. It seems we would have a minimum of 3 years 

disruption! I shall just shop elsewhere! 

The disruption will not be worth the risks involved. We still face the prospect of a 'failed' centre (if 

it's built). 

Not sure how Mace and the Howse family will get along to 'spruce up' Elms Parade. Also no 

provision for the 15th Oxford Cubs / Scouts at the new Methodist Church.  

Must try harder.  

I think the plans are excellent. I would be pleased to see work start as soon as possible.  

It is a fait accompli, but so much better than Doric's proposal. However, by how much will they 

eventually deviate from the plans? 

Integrated design / development MUCH preferable to piece-meal approach. 

Glad that Vicarage, Church & Field House have been saved. However, the development is still too 

intensive for Botley.  

Mace see the profit in phase 1 not local retail - these are phase 3. Maybe. My priority is a 

redeveloped shopping centre.  

The centre needs a major overhaul and this looks like a good move forward with the caveats on the 

traffic plan.  

Mace have only listened partially to the concerns of Botley residents.  

Thank you for all the hard work you have put into campaigning for sthg better for Botley. Happy 

Christmas! 

Community hall - glass frontage puts people off usign it for gym etc. Parking areas should not have 

trellis / planting as it makes it haven for anti-social behaviour car thefts / robberies etc. 

Needs West Way Concern meeting in New Year to collate information & views.  

*Again, plans not clear. I assume above shops is for student / social housing. If so, would be happy 

with this. I do like the plan for roof-top gardens.  

[paraphrased: land at the back of Elms Parade will be left without garages or storage and fewer car 

parking spaces for Elms Parade tenants], Overall we were pleased they have taken into account 

comments people have made. No cinema, less student accommodation etc. we do feel there is 

inadequate car parking spaces though. We like the old entrance into EP being opened up. We hope 

the heights of some of the buildings will not be too high and ruin the overall look of Botley. We feel 

3-4 years of disruption will be a nightmare ! Just hope in the end it will have all been worth it ! 

1. Overall, the most valued aspects of the current site have been retained and student 

accommodation scaled back and no cinema, so a vast improvement on Doric! 2 I think no student 

accomm is better and no hotel as the site could be better used for more retail/ housing. 3. As above. 

The 9 storey 'gateway' is too large. The public open space would be tunnel-like with little direct 

sunshine reaching it for most of the day. 4. We need access to the plans and importantly a 3D model 

to properly assess scale and design aspects.  

[from full, detailed letter] Yes, a vast and very welcome improvement on last year’s plans. Much 

more sensitive and responsive to local residents and to Botley. However, I feel there are still some 



Page 35 of 37 
 

issues that need to be ironed out, a few things that could be improved. The exhibition also 

occasionally revealed that there are still a few misunderstandings about Oxford, Botley and the 

demographic of Botley. My overall feeling is that we could live with this if we absolutely had to, but 

better, that we should acknowledge the long journey that Mace has gone on and what they have 

done, and aim to work with them to improve the things residents still have reservations about. 

[other detailed concerns:] Footfall: Apart from the fact that there will be more people living in the 

centre, what exactly will attract more footfall to the local shops? Restaurants are more likely to be 

used in the evenings, when the shops will be closed (Botley is largely a commuting suburb). With 

only a small supermarket, will the footfall be any better than now? It may be worse. Green space 

and play space: With more – and higher – flats, more recreational green space will be needed. 

Where will children from the flats play or ride their bikes? Space for shoppers to wander about in is 

provided, but is there enough green/play space for the 1,000 new residents? Roof gardens are not 

the answer here. 

My arguments that housing for local people should be substituted for some of the student housing 

and that this would have some advantages for MACE too in terms of sustainability: 1.  Low-cost 

housing on site might be rented by WW Centre employees (mostly low wage)--reducing need for 

employees to travel (as ALL  students would have to)l.  2.  Local people better than students for WW 

Centre footfall: there all year round;  they'd be little-and-often food shoppers and eaters-out  (no 

space to store food!);  students would have social focus eleswhere and would use Botley just as 

dormitory. 3.  Less transient population with more stake in community,  and higher  occupancy rates. 

It's important that the common / public spaces will be looked after and maintained to a high 

standard at all times.  

Could some sort of small playground be added for small children, near the community bit? On the 

whole I was very relieved. The fact that my list of likes is way bigger than my dislikes shows this! 

On the whole, I think it's a vast improvement on last year, but I think we need to be very vigilant 

about what actually will be built, and I think we should DEMAND 3D plans before agreeing to 

anything, plus view-cones done from all over Oxford. I'm very concerned that the A34, already 

ghastly, will be even worse once there are tall buildings beside it, which could cause a wind-tunnel 

problem for drivers and also deprive us of the view towards Wytham Woods as we travel north. 

Incidentally, developers I spoke to had no idea that there remains a possibility that the A34 may well 

be widened at Botley... 

I have submitted my comments to the consultants, which were basically that the buildings were too 

high and the traffic planning seemed ill-considered and the parking inadequate and unworkable 

(permit-wise - they admitted it hadn't been worked out properly yet and that further modelling 

would be necessary). Apart from that I didn't have much to add until further plans are submitted.  

We feel the redevelopment plans that reach nine stories in height are far too high and out of 

proportion to the surrounding area. 190 apartments is way to many and cause parking congestion in 

the botley area. 

My initial comments having been to the Mace display: much better, certainly, than previous Doric 

plans: and in many respects, quite good in absolute sense. I was disappointed that MACE appear to 

have something to hide re building heights- nothing shown, had to ask. Need to get them to provide 

a proper scale model/drawings plus heights in m to compare with existing. I was told the tall building 

was in fact to be 9 storeys- 'ground plus 8', according to the architect. (would not fit with SPD?) I am 

delighted not to see cinema- what effect does this have on number of cafes etc, and do they expect 
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the cafes/restaurants at seacourt retail park to bring people in or to compete? They said that initial 

focus group consultees were in favour of the hotel- is there evidence for this? 

I feel Mace has made some efforts to address the concerns expressed by the community of Botley, 

but I do not think the changes go far enough, especially regarding the proposed height of some of 

the buildings – eight storeys is far too high and will make a very imposing and unpleasant 

development.  It will cause nearby residential properties to lose large amounts of natural daylight.  It 

is totally out of keeping with the area to have such tall buildings (I know Seacourt Tower has been 

quoted as being an example of a tall building, but this is a one-off and has been viewed as part of 

Botley and a landmark since the 1960s.  It is affectionately known as “Botley Cathedral”.  One 

landmark tall building is sufficient for this area.  Seacourt Tower also does not impose on residential 

properties either. I had a lengthy discussion with one of your representatives who had drawn up the 

plans for the car park.  Please do not make it look like a park/garden with planters and trees.  These 

just cause obstructions making parking difficult and also they can block a driver’s view and could 

lead to accidents.  Trees and plants also leak sap which do no favours to car paint – particularly for 

those (residents) vehicles that are parked there daily.  Car parks should be functional, clear of 

obstructions and with sufficient large enough space to accommodate all sizes of cars.  It also begs 

the question as to who will maintain these trees, planters etc?  Who will sweep up the leaves in 

autumn so they do not become a slip hazard when wet?  Presumably this cost of maintenance will 

be passed onto the shopkeepers and hence onto the shoppers. 

 In terms of releasing information about your plans: please keep consulting and making information 

as easily available, as transparent and as understandable as possible. The Doric proposal was 

voluminous, and wading through it and the technical data was not easy. We appreciate that you 

have to present some information (some of it highly technical) in particular ways (e.g. for planning 

permission), but please could you think about how the community might navigate this information? 

Summary documents and a navigation aid (e.g. an index) would be of use. Finally, we would like 

reassurance that Mace are the right developers; your experience seems to be in ‘landmark’ buildings 

– large-scale, single buildings with a high public profile. What is proposed here is very different – a 

large site, with many buildings of different types, in a location that has (as a whole) a much lower 

public profile/ prominence. Whilst of course we want high-quality development, we don’t want a 

series of badly connected landmark buildings that are unrelated to each other and don’t form a 

cohesive whole. Instead we want something in keeping with the needs and character of the local 

area and that works as a whole. Do you have any examples of work of this sort of character and scale 

that you have undertaken and that you could provide? 

In summary: The "student" accommodation won't work. Mace has not thought about the cycling or 

car parking. Mace has not attempted to properly show dimensions, orientation or realistic 

conditions - please can we have a 3D model? The community space is probably too small. The blocks 

near the A34 are definitely too big (Seacourt tower is an anomaly and not "the vernacular"). The 

"phasing" has not been properly planned. Mediocre... but not a disaster. All this is disappointing. If 

one thing should be clear from the previous two years of frustration, it is that attempting to impose 

an undesirable development on Botley and the surrounding area will only delay matters further. If 

this had been an initial proposal in 2011, when VWHDC first started talking about redevelopment, I 

feel that many people locally - maybe even most - would have regarded it is a reasonable suggestion, 

albeit needing much work. VWHDC and Doric have wasted over three years in which we could have 

all worked on something really good. Let us try to improve this: Mace appear competent - and this 

suggests that an excellent solution might be possible with a bit more work. 
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VERBAL: Twice as big as should be, Hotel not necessary. 

VERBAL: Interested local councillor, 'but not here'. More modest than last time. Most concerns 

appear to be parking. 

VERBAL: Westminster Way rat run. Still too tall. 

VERBAL: positive about it 

VERBAL (person who grew up in Botley): thinks he'll have to move b/c things are unaffordable. 

Generally positive, thinks it looks nice, but dubious about images. Concern over height. Questions if 

residents would want to overlook the A34 ('insulting', when students get the nice bit overlooking the 

open space)  

VERBAL: 'hell of a lot better than the first one' 

VERBAL: really liked Doric's plan, wanted cinema & bigger supermarket. Would rather not retain 

Elms Parade ('awful') but understands he's in the minority view. Not much feedback about this plan. 

VERBAL: very positive, 'feeling hopeful' - feels like they've listened to the community this time 

VERBAL: all accommodation should be local / affordable. No students. Parking is unrealistic - 

discussion about parking permits / controlled parking zone. 

VERBAL: very positive, thinks they've listened, thinks Elms Parade should get some attention too [so 

as not to look run down in comparison to new buildings] 

VERBAL (mother and teenage daughter): a lot better, but still room for improvement. Height is the 

issue - told by exhibition staff that 'it makes a town' but daughter responded 'it's not a town, it's the 

Botley shops'. 

VERBAL: university employee who recently confirmed with William James (pro-Vice Chancellor for 

Planning & Resources) that there is still no interest from Oxford University. 're-worked Doric minus 

the cinema' 

VERBAL (couple): not impressed. 8 storeys too high. Glad cinema is out. Remove the hotel. Big 

questions over access for delivery lorries -- they were under the impression from the exhibition that 

lorries would still go through Arthray Road. Scale down, get rid of hotel & student accomm - 

students should be on college grounds, this should be general housing. 3D model essential 

VERBAL (adult daughter and her mother): 'much more friendly’. Still concern over height 

('monstrous', 'dominating') - no building in Oxford that high. Notes accommodation for families as 

well as singles -- thinks family would be better, but is this likely to happen? Exhibition staff vague on 

landscaping - whether it happens is budget dependent. No cinema, smaller supermarket - hooray! 

Hotel? - not sure about need. Questions over parking - paid or free? 

VERBAL: 'Students - NO' - they need porter / dedicated staff to look after them when they come in 

late (lack of full-time staff / general student support in these plans). What sort of flats? Who for? 

Questions hotel, if it would put local B&Bs out of business - Premier Inn charges similar rates as the 

B&Bs. Question of uses of community space [but I can't remember what this was about]. 

VERBAL: 'not as monsterous as the last one' 

VERBAL: concern over conflicts between cyclists and pedestrians 

 


