
Retail Provision 

Introduction. 

For a redevelopment plan whose prime function was to regenerate a local shopping centre, the planning 

documents have remarkably little to say on retail provision. The Planning Document devotes a mere three 

paragraphs to retail provision, including assertions such as : 

“It is clear that there is a need to redevelopment[sic] the town centre in order to improve the goods and 

services available and the proposed masterplan for the site has been designed as a comprehensive 

retail-led scheme as required by emerging Local Plan Policy 11 and the Botley SPD” (5.3) 

“The proposals offer a number of important benefits, including the upgrade of retail and service 

facilities, additional convenience choice for consumers [...]” (5.5) 

Para 6.6 cites as one of the reasons that the proposals constitute sustainable development: 

“Retail-led development of a previously developed site, in an existing local centre, which will enhance 

vitality and create a sense of place [...]” 

The text of the Design and Access Statement does no more than identify the location of retail units, referring to 

them as “a variety of retail spaces” (40) and noting on building A that “retail units vary in size and provide 

flexible use classification” (70). Only in the Areas appendix (130) is any indication of uses given (revealing for 

instance that of the 8 “flexible use” units in block A, 6 are designated as restaurants). 

More detail of retail possibilities, but no detail of uses, is provided in the Retail Impact Statement.  

Close examination of the plans reveals that the claim for a retail-led redevelopment is false, that the only 

increase in variety will be to increase restaurant provision, that the current diversity of independent retail 

provision will be lost, and that in all other respects the only benefit to the Centre will be the replacement of old 

buildings with new. 

1. Summary of retail provision 

The new development will not deliver significantly more retail space, and will reduce the number of retail units 

and non-restaurant retail. As Table 1 summarises, the claimed retail provision is 4756m2. of commercial floor 

space in categories A1-A5.1 The provision that it replaces is 3874m2 of commercial floor space class A1-5, 

including 3071 m2 of A1 retail, so that the uplift of A1 retail floor space is a modest 466m2 (15%) while the uplift 

of A2-5 floor space is 426m2 or 52%. In terms of the total commercial floor space in Botley Centre, including the 

693m2 of floor space in Elms Parade, the increase in commercial floor space is trivial (13% A1, 19% A1-A5). If 

space on the North side of WestWay and in Seacourt Retail Park is also considered, the new development has 

almost no effect. Given the loss of over 4000 m2 of office accommodation,2 and the introduction of large 

quantities of residential accommodation, these figures demonstrate conclusively that the new development is 

not retail-led.  

According to the Design and Access Statement (p. 130: Areas: Retail) , the new plan will provide 22 units, in place 

of the 25 units in the Square and Elms Court. The average unit size rises from 155m2 to 216m2. The new 

development identifies seven large units (ave size 181 m2) clustered around Building A as restaurants, and 
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 Figures from Retail Impact Assessment, which diverge slightly from the Design and Access Statement p. 130 calculating 

4769 m
2.

. A1 is general retail and services , A2 is professional and financial services, A3-5 are restaurants, wine bars and 

takeaways 
2
 WestWay House 1316 m

2
, Elms Court 1293m

2
, Grant Thornton 1730m

2
 [figures cited inPlanning Statement para 2.15] 



provides two very large units (both larger than the current Iceland)3 close to the supermarket which are most 

likely to be taken up by top-up food stores like Iceland and Tesco. With the supermarket (which is only 

fractionally larger than the existing Co-op), the ten food store and restaurant units account for 3149m2 (66 % ) of 

the floor space, leaving 1620m2 (34%) divided between the remaining 12 units (ave size 135m2). If we assume 

that the larger of these units will replace current service providers (for instance a chemist, a newsagents, a bank, 

two estate agents, drycleaners), this will leave six units of ave 80m2 (labelled “High Street” in the Design and 

Access Statement) for which independent businesses (such as a delicatessen, hairdresser, jeweller, takeaway, 

small cafes), will be able to compete for (assuming the rents are affordable). There is only one unit of a size 

comparable to the smaller Elms Parade units (56m2), and little likelihood that charity shops will be able to keep a 

foothold; in consequence the retail offering will be much less varied than at present, and the need for local 

residents to shop outside the centre will increase. Independent retailers will be concentrated in Elms Parade. 

The 25 units contained in the buildings to be demolished will be replaced by the 22 units detailed in Table 2. The 

space allocated to restaurants exceeds the predictions of the Retail Impact Assessment, in which “it is 

anticipated that 3537m2  will be A1 retail and the remaining 1219m2 categories A2-A5. If any banks or estate 

agents move back in,  the A2-A5 totals will be even higher. 

2. Retail Impact Assessment 

The retail provision is not described fully in the Planning Document or the Design and Access Statement. In the 

former document we have only rhetorical claims of improving the retail environment; in the Design and Access 

Statement there are detailed figures for floor space but no text. It would thus be expected that the document 

entitled Retail Impact Assessment contained the key retail proposals. In fact the document turns out to be a 

report by Savills, the developer’s agent, entitled Assessment of Commercial Floorspace. Rather than providing an 

informative summary of the retail provision envisaged in the application, it is in fact a “Statement” making an 

explicit argument for the granting of planning permission, and including a narrowly defined Retail Impact 

Assessment. Its premise is that the previous application was rejected as too large, and therefore a small 

redevelopment will necessarily be acceptable: 

 “The current application represents a reduction both in scope and scale compared with the refused 

scheme.... Furthermore the quantum of commercial floor space has been significantly reduce to ensure 

that Botley remains a local service centre.” 3.10,  

More specifically, any commercial development in Botley, of about the same size as the existing shopping 

centre, is consistent with planning policies, and thus must be approved. (By this token, no development at all is 

also consistent with these policies.) Given that it rehearses arguments made in the planning document, it cannot 

be considered part of the empirical evidence base for the plans.  

The document claims moral superiority in that it is providing a retail impact assessment despite the fact that 

developments “not in an existing centre or in accordance with an up-to-date development plan” do not require 

such an assessment (NPPF para 26: is this correctly quoted?). According to para 2.11 “the status of the 

application site” satisfies this requirement: it is unclear whether it is the fact that it is an existing site or that the 

Local Plan or the SPD can be invoked in its favour is the key consideration.  

It should be self-evident that the trivial increase in floor space will not have any impact. Nevertheless, section 7 

of the report goes into great detail to show that the effects on competing centres will be minimal. Bizarrely, the 

centres chosen for comparison are Oxford City including Botley Road, which is indeed a competitor site, and 
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 The figures supplied by the Planning statemt for supermarket size (Coop 1060m

2
, Tesco 400 m

2
, Iceland 410 m

2
) are at 

variance with the more reliable figures provided by the NLP 2013 survey (Coop 1161 m
2
, Iceland 315 m

2
, Tesco 250 m

2
). it is 

possible that one or other of these surveys fails to distinguish sales space and floor space.  



Cowley Road District Centre, which has no common catchment area with Botley. It is perhaps most revealing 

that no mention is made of Abingdon. Furthermore, the methodology chosen makes the unrealistic assumption 

that earnings per metre of floor space are a constant, and that population growth is minimal, thus negating both 

the claimed effects of growth of the redevelopment itself, and the effects of increasing the populating of Central 

Botley by some 20%. The point of this argument is to support the negative claim that the new plan avoids the 

overdevelopment of the previous plan: its necessary conclusion is that this development will have no impact 

anywhere, not even in Botley. 

3. Retail Analysis: 

The 2013 shopping and retail survey commissioned by VOWH from Nathaniel Lichfield Partners (NLP) contains 

an assessment of the current state and development potential of Botley, at the time when the Doric proposals 

were still being developed. 4 While Appendix 1 of the RIA makes passing reference to the reports, they are not 

considered in detail, which is a strange omission. 

The 2013 NLP survey concludes that Botley’s strengths are: 

 a mix of shops and services that meet day to day and local shopping needs 

 anchor supermarket with alternative stores for top up shopping 

 compact and predominantly pedestrianised. 

and its weaknesses 

 limited range and choice 

 absence of a large food store capable of meeting all main shopping needs 

 limited provision of leisure and entertainment facilities 

 dated shopping environment 

The RAI echoes this analysis in paras 2.1 - 2.12 of Appendix 1 , which reports that current provision is adequate, 

that it “provides shops and facilities which service the day to day needs of residents” (2.3), that it has low 

vacancy rates, a strong offer of convenience goods, and a “good provision of retail services”. to this extent, then, 

the saved Core Policy 11 of Local Plan 2011 which “seeks the delivery of a thriving local service centre providing 

a well-integrated mix of shops and services to meet the day to day shopping needs of the local area” is already 

met. 

If the development’s aim is to enhance the strengths and remedy the weaknesses, it fails completely. Compared 

with the 2013 statement of strengths, the new development will provide a more limited mix of shops, is 

designed to meet the convenience needs of its new population rather than the needs of the existing residents, 

and is if anything less successfully pedestrianised than before. The claim of the Retail Impact Assessment (para 

7.35) that “the proposed flexible commercial use and configurations of the floor space, including unit size, will 

ensure that there is a range of facilities of a scale that serve a principally localised catchment area” is so vague as 

to be contentless, and is false to the extent that no plan of commercial space can guarantee what businesses will 

occupy it.  

As for remedying weaknesses, the new proposal does not increase food store capacity, and makes no additional 

leisure provision whatsoever: its only positive feature is to replace the dated shopping environment with a new-

looking shopping environment overshadowed by residential buildings resembling a 1960s power station. The 

assertion that the new shops will increase footfall is purely aspirational, and is belied by the retail impact 

assessment which starts from the assumption (however naive) that turnover will only increase in proportion to 

increased floor space. 
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 Retail and Town Centre Study 14 March 2013, with appendices; Retail and Town Centre Addendum 2 October 2014. 



The Case for planning permission is made on three simple grounds: 

a) the presumption in favour of ‘sustainable development’ and ‘economic growth’ in the NPPF 

b) the consistency of the proposals with the sequential approach, as appropriate to a ‘town centre site’ 

c) the lack of negative impact on any defined centre within the wider area. 

No evidence is provided of sustainability or growth potential. How a retail centre effectively the same size as the 

one it replaces will deliver growth simply by upgrading the commercial spaces is not explained. Nowhere is it 

explained how the new units will create a thriving centre, how a range of services will be ensured, or how the 

shops and services will be integrated. As the day to day shopping needs have not been established (beyond the 

observation that they are met by the current centre) the claim that the new development meets them has no 

substance.  

As the current development is appropriate to the sequential approach and does not have any impact on other 

centres (NLP shows that only 27% of convenience spending is done in Botley) the new development brings no 

improvements on these counts.  

4. Damage to Elms Parade. 

The plans assume that the Elms Parade shops will remain during and after the redevelopment, and will thus 

provide the small independent shops, as well as key local services such as the post office, dentist and optician. 

The development is in fact very likely to cause a significant number of these business to suspend or cease 

trading, for the following reasons  

 Proximity to a building site will impair if not render impossible the operation of shops using sensitive 
equipment (dentist, optician) or requiring high environmental standards (butcher, beauty parlour) 

 the lack of other functioning businesses on the site will reduce overall footfall and passing trade  

 the removal of the parking areas in other parts of the site will increase competition for the small number 
of spaces by Elms Parade, making it difficult for shoppers to make short visits to the shops 



5. Retail-led vs residential-led development  

The full list of land uses (e.g. para 3.11 of the Retail Impact Assessment, though this omits the University 

accommodation) shows clearly that retail provision is a minority element of the new development. This is, in 

terms of the options laid out in the SPD Background Information, a residential-led development. As the 

document ignores this major change of emphasis, it gives a false picture of the retail functions of the new 

proposals, and it fails to recognise that a change in the population of the central area must necessarily affect a 

retail analysis.  

Paras 2.6 and 3.4 of the Retail Impact Assessment state that Local plan 2031 Core Policy 11 requires a retail led 

development. For all the reasons stated above, this development is not retail-led, and makes effectively no 

change to the retail environment. The claims, often implicit, that the plans are consistent with this policy, are 

thus false. 

6. Conclusion 

The claim that the development will provide improved retail provision is not supported by the detail of the plans 

or by the RIA. The only sector that will be enhanced is the A2 restaurant sector, in which is anticipated that 

restaurant and coffee house chains will drive out independent establishments. There is no increase in foodstore 

provision, and the addition of up to 800 permanent or temporary residents will mean that this provision is even 

less adequate. It is unlikely that many of the independent providers of comparison goods will return to the 

centre, so that diversity of retail offer will undoubtedly be reduced. The development is likely to have a negative 

effects on the Elms Parade shops, with unpredictable results.  

The case for accepting the proposals is that they are the only ones on the table, and will provide a centre no 

worse than the existing and better than what is no longer on the table. The inescapable conclusion is that the 

overriding aim of redevelopjing Botley cannot be met in this way. In terms of cost-benefit analysis, a substantial 

refurbishment of the existing premises would serve this aim better and at a fraction of the cost. It has always 

been understood that the function of the development of non-retail activities on the site was to underwrite the 

renovation of the commercial realm: given that the non-retail activities are largely unacceptable to the 

community, and require a far more intensive development of the site than is justified in design or environmental 

terms, and given that the new development will inevitably load additional costs onto traders, not only in the 

form of higher rents but also in the as yet unquantified management charges needed to sustain the operation of 

this high-maintenance development, it seems clear that the cost is too high, and the whole development is not 

viable or sustainable. The option of renovating the existing commercial premises without rebuilding must 

necessarily be considered as an equally sustainable alternative. 



Table 1. Overall provision 

RIA current 
provision 

  proposed 
provision 

     

 A1 A2-5  tot A1 A1 
uplift 

A2-5 A2-5 
uplift 

tot uplift 

dev site  3071 803 3874 3537 15% 1219 52% 4756 22% 

Elms 
Parade5 

618 75 693 618  75  693  

tot 
Botley 
Centre 

3689 878 4567 4155 13% 1294 47% 5449 19% 

 

Table 2: Retail Areas  

current 

based on most recent occupancy of vacant 

shops 

 new new floor 

space6 

 

supermarket 1 1 1121 supermarket 

other food stores 3 2 759 very large units 

  2 504 large units 

service 

bank, estate agents, travel agent, betting 

shop, funeral directors 

7 4 565 middle units 

restaurants and cafes 4 7 1268 restaurants 

takeaways 1    

other convenience 

chemist, newsagent, charity shops 

4 6 462 small units 

comparison 

jeweller, hairdresser, tattoo 

parlour,furnishings, hardware 

5    
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 Total figure from NLP 2013. The only A2 premises is the estate agents. 

6
 Design and Access Statement p. 130 


