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Summary 

West Way Community Concern (WWCC) ask that application ref P16/V0246/FUL be refused planning 

permission. The recent modifications have failed to address most of the concerns raised by the 

public, statutory consultees and the Design Review Panel. This submission repeats the comments 

raised in our last objection (April 2016) and provides updated comments where relevant. 

 We consider that the proposed development would cause demonstrable harm to the local 

area, by nature of its excessive height and massing. The proposed development is contrary 

to saved policies in the adopted Local Plan 2011, and the adopted Design Guide SPD and to 

the intentions of the adopted Botley Centre SPD and the draft Local Plan 2031.  

 The development is too dense, so that parking arrangements are inadequate to serve the 

users and residents. 

 The development will cause harm to the amenity of neighbouring properties, by overlooking 

and visual intrusion. The height and density of Blocks A, B, C, and D will lead to loss of light 

and significant overshadowing in the public realm. 

A more reasonable, sustainable and still viable alternative could be achieved though the reduction 

of buildings along Westminster Way to a maximum height of 20 metres (5-6 storeys), and the 

reduction of all buildings adjacent to the public realm (Blocks B, C, D and the western side of Block A) 

to heights of 3-4 storeys inclusive of retail. This reduced level of development would be compliant 

with the above policies and would mitigate or eliminate the problems with over-development 

(insufficient parking, reduced light) highlighted above. We are convinced that this would be an 

economically viable model, as the resultant uses would be of a more typical size (e.g., an 85-bed 

hotel and 139 units of student accommodation) rather than the overly dense uses currently 

proposed.  

 

Introduction 

1. West Way Community Concern is a community group, established in 2013 to assess and 

represent local residents’ views on the proposals for redevelopment at West Way, Botley.  

2. WWCC are submitting this objection to the current planning application, ref P16/0246/FUL. We 

believe that the comments in this document reflect the views of many of the local residents. 

These views have been sought via a survey in April – June 2015 (1400 respondents), informal 

feed-back following Mace’s public exhibition in December 2015 (123 respondents), a public 

meeting on 11th March 2016 (ca. 200 attendees) and comments received via email and personal 

communications. 

3. The first round of consultation produced more than 400 responses. WWCC have read all the 

comments submitted, and 332 of these were explicitly objecting to the plans, while only 20 

were in support. 
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Basis of objection 

4. Planning permission for the plans as presented should be refused for the following reasons. 

 The design and scale of the development is out of keeping with the local area. In particular, 

the heights of the largest buildings, (Blocks A, B, and C) at 8, 7 and 6 storeys respectively,  

are taller than existing buildings on site and considerably higher than any of the surrounding 

buildings. It is contrary to policies S1, DC1, NE8, emerging Local Plan Core Policy 11, and to 

guidance given in the Vale’s own Design Guide SPD and the Botley Centre SPD. 

 The massing of the development, with several buildings over 20metres overshadowing the 

public space, is so great that the centre will feel oppressive.  This is contrary to established 

urban design principles. This point was raised by the Design Review Panel, but has not been 

addressed in the amended plans. 

 The design does not comply with urban design principles set out in the adopted Botley 

Centre Supplementary Planning Document (SPD); in particular, in terms of building heights, 

especially in the public realm, and arrangements for car parking, delivery and entrance and 

exits from the site. 

 The development introduces new uses to the existing local service centre, e.g. a large 

number of student rooms / flats, which are not naturally part of a local service centre. The 

inclusion of these new uses drives the size of the buildings and the density of the 

development, such that the total developed floor area is considerably larger than that 

proposed in the Botley Centre SPD. 

 The parking arrangements are inadequate, both in number and arrangement, due to the mix 

of uses (i.e. large numbers of residential units co-located with the retail centre).  

 The traffic flow and the arrangements for deliveries and servicing of the commercial 

properties are inadequate and potentially hazardous. Changes to the shared surface 

material will not resolve this problem. The arrangements for cyclists to pass through the 

site and for cycle storage are unsafe and inconvenient. Relocation of the cycle storage within 

the two-deck car park partially addresses the safety issue, but does not provide secure 

storage, as is expected for student accommodation. 

 The development will have an adverse impact on neighbouring properties, in terms of 

dominance and visual intrusion. Properties on the north side of Arthray Road will suffer from 

over-looking from the student Blocks C and D and the residential accommodation in Block F. 

External lighting for the buildings and the car park will affect the amenity of neighbouring 

properties. This is contrary to saved policy DC9. No changes have been made to these 

blocks in the recent amendments. 

Urban design 

5. Annex 1 of our previous comment, considered the urban design of the proposed development 

and the merits of the current application in the light of the previous reason for refusal. The 

comments made by statutory consultees raise considerable concerns about the design and 

layout of the centre. 

6. Oxford City object on the basis that “design, massing and scale are not appropriate to its 

present role and function as a local service centre”. Oxfordshire County object to the “intensity 

of development”. 
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7. The Design Review Panel appointed by the Vale made the following comments 

“There are some aspects of the design which could benefit from further work and testing. These 

include parts of the public realm within the scheme, the architectural character and its 

relationship to suburban Botley, and the height and massing in places where it creates awkward 

relationships between buildings.” 

.  “..it could be anywhere. There is scope for further analysis of the suburban character of Botley  

… to provide a better sense of place. The architecture has a contemporary urban feel and could 

perhaps relax a little for this suburban setting.” 

“.. there are still some awkward relationships between buildings. For example the relationship 

between the parallel blocks, the potential blocking out of morning light to the raised courtyard 

in block B and the overshadowing of public space by block C. The height of block E, although 

respectful of Elms Parade, in relation to blocks D and C, with which it forms the main pedestrian 

route through the site, is out of scale with the building heights of D and C. More investigations 

and ‘shuffling’ of blocks to find an optimal form and position could reap rewards.” 

8. Mace have not addressed these concerns. The minimal changes made in the amended plans do 

not change the comments we made in our previous submission. 

9. We stress that the proposed redevelopment scheme does not comply with the adopted Botley 

Centre SPD or the provisions of the Vale’s adopted Design Guide SPD. The scheme fails to meet 

the required standards in relation to the two essential urban design issues relating to the 

quality of the public open spaces and to the height and massing of the new buildings. 

Public Spaces 

10. We raised the point in our last submission about the design of proposed public open spaces, in 

that the adjacent buildings would be over-dominating and the lack of direct sunlight reaching 

these spaces.  

This point was raised by the Design Review Panel.   “The long space running east-west needs to 

be assessed as to its overshadowing from the south in order to establish that it is a suitable 

place to sit and for trees to flourish. A study with some clear cross sections is needed to prove or 

disprove this.” 

“It would be worth exploring whether greater equality of heights of the buildings either side of 

the east-west route might feel more comfortable and allow more sunlight from the south.” 

“The east-west route works well but connection to Westminster Way seems pinched and might 

not seem very welcoming.” 

11. Mace have not addressed the suggestion that Blocks C and D need to be reduced in height. 

Instead, more information has been provided on the sunlight within the public areas in the 

developer’s amended application, in an attempt to justify the design. This study serves to 

confirm that there will be less direct sunlight within the public space overall, with the increased 

sunlight in late afternoon in the summer months not compensating for the reduced morning 

sun throughout the year, relative to the existing centre.  
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12. Mace have, however, suggested that the trees to be planted should be those that are tolerant 

of reduced sunlight, hence the area would be also overshadowed by these trees. 

Height and massing 

13. The Botley Centre SPD provides guidance as to scale and massing which might be appropriate in 

this environment. The Applicant rejects these principles and claims that its “slightly different 

approach” including a building which was 9 storeys high was “shaped by public consultation”.  

14. The Design Review Panel commented: 

“We understand that the scale of this proposal has been a major issue in the public consultation 

and we would urge further careful consideration.” 

“The heights at the corner of West Way and Westminster Way work well but the Westminster 

Way frontage still appears too high.” 

15. Mace have now resubmitted plans with Block A reduced to 8 storeys, and Block B reduced by 

one storey at the highest point. They have compensated for this reduced height by increased 

height elsewhere, such that the blocks at 6 and 7 storeys now extend over a larger area of the 

development with increased massing. 

16. As a result, the Westminster Way frontage has been reduced at the highest point, but the 7 

storey frontage of Block B (hotel) now extends almost to the end of the building. 

17. We reiterate that, in our view, maximum building heights should be no more than 20 metres 

along Westminster Way (one storey higher than the current Elms Court and West Way House 

office blocks) and 10-14 metres (3-4 storeys) elsewhere on the site. This would allow a 

reasonable amount of intensification of the site without the material harm associated with this 

current proposal. 

18. The SPD envisaged a development which stepped up to 5 storeys towards Westminster Way. To 

be compliant with the guidance within the SPD, Blocks C and D would need to be no more than 

5 and 4 storeys respectively, not 5 and 6 as currently proposed. 

19. The previous application from Doric was rejected on the grounds that it was "a visually harmful 

and unneighbourly scheme, which is not compatible with or sympathetic to the character of the 

surrounding residential area by reason of the size, bulk, scale, height and massing of the 

proposed buildings". This new scheme should be rejected on the same grounds.  

Planning policies 

20. The proposed development does not comply with the saved policies of the adopted Local Plan 

2011. It also fails to follow the guidance of the Design Guide and the Botley Centre SPD. We 

covered the conflict with saved policies and the Design Guide in our last submission.  

21. It is now confirmed that the Botley Centre SPD is to be used to determine this planning 

application. Comparing the statements within the SPD with the plans put forward by Mace, it is 

clear that it is in conflict in a number of substantial matters; in regard to scale and massing, 

public realm, sustainability, servicing. See Annex 1, table 1.  
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22. The SPD also propose a number of scenarios to illustrate what sort of development might come 

forward consistent with the SPD, see Annex 1, table 2. Mace’s application most closely 

resembles Scenario 3, Residential-led. It has replaced with 800m2 of office space and 3,316m2 of 

residential with 9,926m2 of students and 857m2 additional hotel space, resulting in a total GIA 

of 30,765m2 compared to 25,500m2 in the SPD scenario, excluding community buildings 

(32,632m2 compared to 26,700m2 including community buildings). If Scenario 3 represented a 

suitable density of development, then Mace’s application must represent overdevelopment.   

23. Mace attempt to justify overdevelopment on the site (face-to-face discussions between Mace 

and WWCC on 25th May) by suggesting that the quality of their buildings are such that costs are 

relatively high. We do not accept that it is not possible to have high quality design and a viable 

development providing sufficient return for developers, within the constraints set out in 

adopted policy. 

Traffic, parking, deliveries 

24. The proposed development introduces issues around parking and the traffic circulation around 

the site, and particularly the safety of the site for all users. A number of issues are identified, 

which taken together demonstrate that this centre cannot operate safely and will be likely to 

increase the probability of incidents and congestion on the adjacent highway. The centre 

therefore fails to meet planning policy requirements, or the intentions of the SPD.  The 

following comments supplement those from our previous comment, and, unless otherwise 

stated, we wish those comments to be taken forward. 

25. Oxfordshire County commented that there will be a ”substantial increase in numbers of 

pedestrians and cyclists. The highway authority require that further consideration is given, and 

would expect that improvements to the cycling and pedestrian facilities would be identified and 

implemented.” 

26. Oxford City Council commented that the “cumulative environmental impacts, particularly on 

transport and air quality, need to be taken into consideration”. 

27. Design Review Panel commented: “The edges of the scheme seem to be dominated by car 

parking and service areas, which are necessary evils, but more could be done to improve them. 

This is especially prevalent on Westminster Way where the service area/hotel drop-off and 

current bus stop all appear to overlap, thereby compromising one of the principal pedestrian 

access points to the east west pedestrian axis.” 

28. Our overall comments on the issues associated with traffic, parking and deliveries are1: 

 The estimates of cars per flat are too low. 2011 census data suggests that 90% of flats 

would have one or more cars rather than 80% claimed as a ‘very robust’ (over) estimate. 

Likely demand would be 1.2 cars per flat (as many would have more than one). One could 

expect demand for 168 vehicles from 140 flats rather than 112 implied. If the ‘one permit 

per flat’ were used the excess, 42 of these, could be parked in local roads. 

                                                           
1
 For more detail see full comment by Gordon Stokes 
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 New estimates for likely vehicle trips to a small supermarket are a gross underestimate 

using town and city centre stores in Cambridge and Ipswich with no car parks, similar to 

Tesco in Magdalen Street, Oxford. More comparable stores imply much higher vehicle trip 

rates, with much higher parking levels implied. 

 The Framework Travel Plan is not fit for purpose. It is a generic plan designed primarily for 

workplaces with very little local detail, and without “SMART” targets (measurable etc). It 

relies on information provision rather than ‘stick’ measures, except for draconian parking 

permits and ‘free’ parking times which are unrealistic and, if implemented, would encourage 

parking outside the site, rather than reduce car modal share. 

 Road layout and design changes in response to the Design Review Panel are inadequate 

and introduce new problems. Disabled parking spaces have been removed from outside the 

Community Centre, the student cycle parking is no longer secure, and public cycle parking 

has been removed from the precincts and moved to outside the site on West Way. 

 The consultant has been selective in which comments they have responded to. Issues 

relating to traffic and delivery circulation have been ignored or bland statements of 

‘reassurance’ have been made. 

Parking 

29. We provided a detailed commentary on traffic and parking as Annex 2 to our previous 

comment. Additional documents provided with the amended plans attempt to justify the 

contention that parking is adequate, rather than address any of the issues raised. The 

arguments are not convincing.  

30. There is no increase in parking provision relative to that which is available for public use at 

present.  The expected increase in population from the residential, hotel and students who flout 

the ‘no car rule’ will add significantly to the parking needs.  

31. Oxfordshire County Council commented “The highway authority considers that it is unlikely that 

residents can be prevented from owning cars, and unplanned demand for parking will need to 

be accommodated elsewhere.” 

32. Comments within the application confirm that lack of parking is likely to be an issue, not least 

the high charges proposed for use over the 2 hour free time. The Student Management Plan 

mentions it; it is proposed that most users of the community hall will walk to the site, and that 

they should be encouraged to use public transport; it is suggested that local users will soon 

learn which of the car parks are likely to have spaces, implying that some won’t. The most 

convenient space, at the front on Elms Parade, is most likely to be over-utilised (relative to 

now), given its close proximity to the residential blocks A and E. 

Cycles 

33. Relocation to the other end of the car park is an improvement in terms of safety (but not 

convenience), but it is still in within a public car park, and is not secure, as expected or required 

within student accommodation blocks. 
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Safety 

34. Relocated bus stops on Westminster Way are likely to cause conflict with traffic using the road. 

The relocated pedestrian crossing on West Way, 50m to the east, will require many users of the 

Oxford-bound bus stop to walk an additional 100m. Many will simply cross directly across the 

central reservation (if not prevented), creating an additional risk of incidents. 

35. There are considerable issues of the safety of users of the shared surface route from Arthray 

Road to West Way. The change in surface material will not address this issue.  Mace now 

propose that this space should be used as a venue for public events, requiring closure of the 

road. This would cause further conflict between users of the centre, traffic and deliveries. 

Deliveries 

36. Deliveries to the foodstore share a parking bay with the hotel drop-off point. Smaller delivery 

vehicles will unload in the car parks. This will cause congestion and inconvenience, and again 

demonstrates the shortcomings of the design of the centre, and arises from attempting to fit 

too much on to the site. 

37. Oxfordshire County Council made a number of comments about the arrangement for deliveries 

and the likely conflict with other users. Given the mix of residential and retail uses, and in the 

absence of dedicated delivery areas, delivery times will conflict either with the use of the centre 

(in retail hours) or with the peace of the residents (at night).  

Student accommodation 

38. Mace assured us that their proposal responded to comments by local residents that there could 

be a call for accommodation for postgraduates and academic staff, and that the ‘student 

accommodation’ would be open to other categories of ‘university related’ personnel. 

39. A new Student Management Plan, written by CRM, has now been submitted, and it appears 

that CRM will operate the accommodation on behalf of Mace / BDCL, despite Mace’s previous 

claim of experience in this area. The resubmitted plan is largely relevant to undergraduates, and 

it appears that the main target for students is now undergraduates from Brookes University.  

40. Therefore, it still remains unclear as to what occupants are likely to be in these accommodation 

blocks, and how they are to be managed.  Until these inconsistencies are resolved, it would be 

inappropriate to make any decision as to whether permission should be granted. A properly 

constructed Student Management Plan, consistent with the types of residents expected, and 

the physical layout, should be approved prior to permission being granted. 

41. Previously, Mace confirmed that the studios are intended to be for single occupancy , and that 

this will be part of the tenancy agreement. In recent discussions between Mace and WWCC, 

they have indicated that there will be no limitation, and double occupancy of any of the units 

would be allowed. This increases the number of potential new residents on the site, over and 

above that assumed, with all the associated issues of bicycle storage, health support and 

general management within the buildings themselves. 

42. We question the statement that DVLA will provide details of cars owned by residents to the 

owners or managers of the accommodation blocks. This would be unusual. 
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43. We are not aware of any specific arrangements being in place with Brookes University. 

 Physical layout of student blocks 

44. The nature and layout of the student rooms does not follow the usual arrangement of clusters 

of rooms with shared facilities, which would provide an appropriate social environment for 

young people, instead being an unwelcoming, unfriendly arrangement of rooms along corridors. 

The provision of amenity space and laundry facilities is insufficient for the number of occupants. 

45. Changes made to the access arrangements to Block B appear to result in a situation where there 

are no obvious exit routes in the event of fire or emergency, particularly from the accessible 

rooms, with over 100 student rooms being served by a single entrance. 

Retail 

46. We commented on retail assessment in Annex 3 of our previous comment. We repeat and 

update our comments below. 2  

47. The stated aim of the adopted and emerging local plans is to increase the variety of retail in the 

local area, and to meet the day-to-day needs of the local area. The application says very little 

about the scheme as a retail-led development, and fails to meet the objectives of the local plan. 

Retail provision is a minority element of the new development, and this is, in effect, a 

residential-led development, the Botley Centre SPD would describe it as such, especially as it 

apparently has less retail than included in the SPD ‘residential-led’ scenario. The proposed 

development does not enhance the strengths of the existing centre, or remedy its weaknesses; 

it simply replaces old buildings with new, but with rents that will almost certainly price out local 

and independent traders, which will have a negative impact on the local economy.  

48. It is apparent that the essential design of the centre does not start from a consideration of the 

essential functions of the centre, but adds these on afterwards, having determined the location 

of the buildings. This creates a plethora of problems for the safe functioning of the centre itself, 

the neighbouring roads and the safety of residents who need to pass through the centre, e.g. to 

the school or bus-stops. Recent changes to the plans have attempted to address some of the 

concerns raised, but these have been done as an after-thought, and produce issues elsewhere. 

This is an indication of a badly conceived plan. 

49. Oxfordshire County Council has commented that the duration of the redevelopment is 

excessively long. This conflict needs to be resolved. 

                                                           
2 See comment by Dr Stephen Parkinson for an assessment of the retail proposals. 
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Residential 

Affordable Housing 

50. We note that the developers are not intending to include affordable housing to the number 

that policy would demand. We consider that it is very much in the public interest to be clear 

that Vale DC is making a good and transparent decision in this case. We recognise that Mace are 

expecting to make sufficient profit from this development, but we do not accept that the 

maximising of such profit should come at the expense of delivering affordable housing that is so 

desperately needed in Vale and across the county.  

51. If there are claims that providing such housing will affect the viability, then it should be made 

quite clear to the public how the viability case is constructed. We are also very aware that Vale 

has financial interests in this development. We are concerned that such interests may influence 

decisions on the affordable housing issues and on the larger issue of planning permission. For 

that reason we request transparency on the viability statement. 

52. As and when further information becomes available, we expect to be able to comment further 

on this issue. 

Demands on services 

53. Botley Centre was not identified as an area for a large number of new residential units in the 

saved local plan, or in the draft local plan. Hence, provision for residential growth in Botley has 

taken account only of the new homes already agreed. This increased numbers of residents will 

create demands on the local schools which is not planned for. 

54. Botley Medical Centre is under such pressure due to the difficulty of recruiting GPs that it is 

currently deciding whether to apply to NHS England to close its patients list. The pressure can 

only be increased by the introduction of so many new residents. 

Sustainability 

55. We consider that the proposed development would not be sustainable on a number of factors. 

Economic sustainability 

56. The development has only a small increase in retail space, with a supermarket comparable in 

size to the existing Co-op. It is not clear what uses each unit is likely to have, but it is likely that 

the rents will be unaffordable to independent businesses and service providers. 

57. The question of impact on other centres is no longer an issue. It makes it more likely that Botley 

residents will shop outside the area, particularly if the extended rebuilding programme deprives 

them of their usual retail and the parking to use it. 

Social sustainability 

58. The sustainability of residential units on this site has not been tested via the local plan process, 

and public consultation has not been able to comment on the impact or benefit of this 

development. The units are most likely to be buy-to-let accommodation for professional 

couples, of which there is already over-provision. The need within the county is clearly for 
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affordable and social housing, but the developers have made explicit their unwillingness to 

provide the level of such housing that policy demands.  

59. The proposed development will lead to a loss of sense of place, with high, dominant buildings, 

unattractive public spaces, and conflict between uses in shared areas.  

60. The development introduces a large number of transient occupants into the residential area. 

The student accommodation proposed is not ‘resilient’ in that it is unsuitable for any other use, 

and therefore does not provide a long-term solution for the needs of the Vale.  

61. This is not sustainable, from an economic or social perspective. 

Environmental sustainability 

62. While the new development will not add traffic to the A34, it will put great strain on West Way, 

Westminster Way and Arthray Road, particularly as delivery vehicles are directed to use these 

routes. Stopping and starting traffic on Westminster Way and Arthray Road will result in 

increased emissions in these residential areas. 

63. The development will bring increased 24 hour light pollution and noise from delivery and refuse 

vehicles through all parts of the site.  

64. The scale and design of the proposed buildings are out of keeping with local character. There 

will be impact on the various historic views across Oxford. 

Meeting present and future needs 

65. Any development should meet objectively assessed need with sufficient flexibility to adapt to 

future change. Botley needs a convenient and flexible retail base to meet everyday needs. The 

retail provision is likely to be aimed at national chains, which can easily be accessed in Oxford 

City. The plans provide insufficient parking and offers no room for expansion or remodelling. 

66. The space made over to sui generis university accommodation will be difficult to repurpose for 

future needs, should it prove to be unviable as other accommodation more conveniently 

located for the universities becomes available.   

67. In combining residential and commercial accommodation in five of the six blocks, there is a 

potentially irreconcilable conflict between the needs of the different users, such as delivery 

times, waste disposal and kitchen extractors. 

Viability and risk 

68. We raised a number of issues concerning the deliverability, viability and sustainability of the 

proposed development.  

69. We note that the propose mix of class A uses is not yet determined, and will depend on the 

end-users and market demands. We understand that the actual sizes of the units themselves 

will not be determined until tenants are secured. Given the uncertainty within the ‘high street’ 

retail market, this appears to be a very risky venture.  
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70. Vale’s own advisors referred to risks associated with the student accommodation, stating that 

direct-let is risky for investors . New developments will be coming forward for student 

accommodation on Oxpens and Osney Mead. A large proportion of the available space within 

this development is given over to student accommodation, which as a ‘sui generis’ class and due 

to its physical design, could not be easily modified to other uses. The Vale should assure 

themselves as to the wisdom of approving this speculative development. 

Problems with the application 

71. In our previous comment we raised some issues concerning the nature of the documentation 

submitted. We don’t repeat these here, but the point we raised, particularly about the 

approach used for visual impact assessment, and wind effects still stand. There are still 

numerical errors in the Application Form. 

Conclusion 

72. For the reasons given in our previous comment and those above, we ask that permission be 

refused for this planning application. 
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Annex 1: Conflicts with the Supplementary Planning Document 

The SPD was produced to assist developers to bring forward a successful planning application. The SPD does not set out any particular principles, as the 

Design Guide SPD does, but the intention of the guidance is clear. 

Mace’s proposals are in conflict with a number of statements in the SPD which describe the attributes which the development should achieve. 

Table 1: Comparison of SPD requirements and Mace’s proposals 

SPD requirement Mace proposals 

Scale and Massing  

Development proposals should seek to minimise access points with the 
main accesses via West Way and Westminster Way, with Arthray Road 
providing access for low level residential traffic only 

Arthray Road used as route for large delivery vehicles. 
Number of access points increased. One additional access point on 
Westminster Way, and additional entry only point on West Way. 

Overall maximum height of 8 storeys and most of the centre up to 5 
storeys, stepping up towards east of site 

Buildings A, B, C and D are greater than 5 storeys, most of which the SPD 
would indicate as ‘up to 5 storeys’ 

The density of development should be carefully considered and justified to 
avoid overdevelopment which would result in excessive demands on 
infrastructure or services and/or inappropriate impact on local amenity, 
character and ‘place-making’. 

The comments from the City and County confirm that this will place 
excessive demands on infrastructure, and that the buildings make an 
inappropriate impact on local amenity and character. The density of 
development is greater than in the SPD scenarios, is not justified, and has 
an inappropriate impact on local amenity, character and place-making. 

Development should respond to the existing scale and massing of the 
study area and surrounding area, as stated in Principle DG51: Scale, of the 
Vale’s Design Guide. 

The scale and massing of the development is considerably greater than 
existing building on the site and surrounding areas. Mace admit that the 
design is ‘urban’ in character, while the surrounding area is suburban. 

Public realm  

Promotes two main spaces in the development – the Town Square and a 
social space. 

Ignores these and provides a space 16m wide, the length of the 
development, between 3 and 5 storey buildings. 

These spaces should be designed to accommodate and range of activities 
such as a market and events. 

Any public space is too narrow or cluttered, or is an access route through 
the site. 

Public spaces should be proportioned to human scale and take into 
consideration solar orientation and avoid overshadowing of spaces. 

The spaces are overshadowed for most of the day. 
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SPD requirement Mace proposals 

Public space should relate well in context including building height in order 
to form a sense of enclosure. (Examples given in Figure 31) 

The relationship between the building heights and the width of the public 
space is contrary to these and more general design principles. 

Sustainability  

Development should follow the design approach set out in the Vale’s 
Design Guide to ensure proposals respond to the surrounding and seek to 
deliver sustainable development  

The design approach does not follow that set out in the Vale’s Design 
Guide. 

The layout of the development and the design of buildings should be 
flexible to allow them to be adapted to accommodate different uses 
where appropriate and practicable. 

The student accommodation buildings could not readily be adapted for 
other uses.  

There is a mixture of uses, including a range of community facilities and 
businesses, however, there is an opportunity to improve the diversity of 
uses and extend activity into the evening. 

The proposed development will reduce the range of businesses, by 
removing entirely any opportunity for offices. Instead, a number of 
transient residents are introduced, in the hotel and student 
accommodation.  

Servicing  

Service vehicle traffic should be directed to a dedicated access and 
servicing facility accessed from Westminster Way, thus avoiding public 
areas and minimising service vehicle movements on residential streets. 

Service vehicles are directed through the site from West Way, and along 
Arthray Road. They use the public areas and lay-bys on Westminster Way 
for servicing and deliveries. 
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Density of development and uses 

Three scenarios are put forward to demonstrate the type of development which might come forward, see Table 2 below. Total floor areas (GIA) of these 
scenarios are (excluding community buildings): 
Medium mixed use: total area 26,500 m2; Residential-led: 25,500 m2; Higher level intervention (including redevelopment of the Barclays Bank building): 
28,500 m2. Mace’s application, utilising the site area of Scenarios 2 and 3 has a GIA of 30,765 m2, i.e. 16% greater than the SPD suggested area.  
 
Table 2: Comparison of suggested use areas in the SPD and Mace’s proposals 
 

Use SPD Scenario 2 
Medium mixed use 

SPD Scenario 3 
Residential led 

SPD Scenario 4 
Higher level intervention 

Vale / Mace contract Mace application 
(GIA) 

Retail, foodstore (m2) 4,100 5,900 7,000 4,000 to 5,000  4,798 (incl restaurants) 
1 

Restaurants (m2) 2,400  2,400 Yes  

Cinema (m2) 2,900  2,900 Yes  

Residential (m2) 2,600 14,900 (213 units) 1,600 Replacement 11,584 (140 units) 

Students (m2) 10,600  10,600 Yes 9,626 

Hotel (m2) 3,900 3,900 4,000 Not more than 110 
rooms 

4,757 (123 rooms) 

Offices (m2)  800    

Total (m2) 
(excl community 
buildings) 

26,500 25,500 28,500  30,765 

Community buildings 1,000 1,200 1,300 Yes 1,866.8 2 

Comment Most deliverable Deliverability 
compromised due to lack 
of leisure and students 

Attractive to developers Viability tested by 
Vale’s consultants 

 

 

1 Mace’s documentation has identical figures for NIA and GIA for retail 

2 Mace’s documentation shows NIA greater than GIA for community building 
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Mace’s application most closely resembles Scenario 3, but with 800m2 of office space and 3,316m2 of residential replaced by 9,626m2 of students and 

857m2 additional hotel space. If Scenario 3 represented a suitable density of development (albeit compromised in terms of deliverability), then Mace’s 

application must represent overdevelopment.  

Comparing it with Scenario 2, which is deemed the most deliverable option, it has removed the cinema and associated leisure, total area 5,300m2 (deemed 

to be critical in achieving deliverability) and replaced it with an additional 8,984m2 of residential and 857m2 of hotel.  Again, the conclusion is that this 

represents overdevelopment, and that the high volume of residential and hotel are necessary because these do not deliver the same amount of return as 

would the cinema. 


