
 

 

Proposed Modifications to the 
Submission Vale of White Horse Local 

Plan 2031 Part One 
 

Representation Form 

Ref: 
 
 
 
 
(For official 
use only) 

 

  
Please return to the Planning Policy Team, Vale of White Horse District Council, 135 Eastern Avenue, 
Milton Park, Milton OX14 4SB, or email planning.policy@whitehorsedc.gov.uk no later than 
Wednesday 14 September 2016 by 5pm precisely. 
 

This form has two parts – 
 
Part A – Your Personal Details 
Part B – Your Representation(s). Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation you wish to make. 
 

Main Modifications Consultation Form 

The Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 Part 1 Schedule of Main Modifications includes a series of changes 
to the published Local Plan 2031 Part 1. These suggested modifications are being consulted on for a period 
of 8 weeks.  

The Inspector is inviting comments on the proposed Main Modifications as part of the Examination process for 
the Local Plan 2031 Part 1. The Main Modifications have been identified by the Inspector as those necessary 
to make the Spatial Strategy and Strategic Policies contained within the Local Plan sound. The Inspector will 
consider all representations submitted to the schedule of Main Modifications consultation before publishing 
his final report.  

Submitting Comments:  

Please fill in this form and return:  

 Via email to:     planning.policy@whitehorsedc.gov.uk 

 By post:            Planning Policy 
                         Vale of White Horse District Council 
                         135 Milton Park 
                         Milton 
                         Abingdon 
                         OX14 4SB 

 Comments must be received by Wednesday 14 September 2016 by 5pm precisely. 
Comments received after this time will not be accepted and will not be considered by the 
Inspector.  

 Please complete a separate form for each Main Modification you are commenting on.  

 Please clearly identify which Main Modification your comments refer to using the reference (i.e 
MM1) in the Local Plan Part 1 Schedule of Main Modifications.  

 Please do not repeat your previous comments as these have already been considered by the 
Planning Inspector. Comments will only be considered that refer to a change as shown in 
the Local Plan Part 1 Schedule of Main Modifications.   
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Part A 
1. Personal Details*                                                                                     2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)     2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 
*If an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation 
boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.   

 

 

  

Title Dr     

   

Last Name Gill     

   

Job Title  Co-chair     

(where relevant)  

Organisation  West Way Community Concern     

(where relevant)  

Address Line 1 108 Eynsham Road     

   

Line 2  Botley     

   

Line 3  Oxford     

   

Line 4       

   

Post Code OX2 9BX     

   

Telephone Number 01865 864274     

   

E-mail Address  westwayconcern@gmail.com     

(where relevant)  
 

If you do not wish to be informed of future updates to the Local Plan or other planning policy consultations in 
your area, please tick this box   
  

 
PLEASE NOTE THAT YOU MUST PROVIDE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR YOUR COMMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED. BY 

COMPLETING THIS FORM YOU AGREE TO YOUR DETAILS BEING SHARED AND YOUR NAME AND COMMENTS WILL BE MADE 
AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC VIEWING.  THESE REPRESENTATIONS CANNOT BE TREATED AS CONFIDENTIAL. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

Part B – Comment on Main Modification reference – MM14:  

  Link to Botley Centre SPD 

 
Name or Organisation : West Way Community Concern 

 
3.  Please give the Main Modification reference your comment relates to. 

 

Proposed Modification Number: Main Modification reference – MM14 

 
4.  Do you consider the proposed Main Modification addresses the following issues in relation to the 

policies concerned?  

 

 Legally compliant: Yes    No X 

 Positively Prepared:  Yes   No  

 Justified: Yes   No X 

            Effective Yes   No  

 Consistent with National   
Policy: 

Yes   No  

 
Please mark as appropriate. 

 
5.  If you have answered ‘no’ to any of the above please specify your reason for objecting 

below.  
 
You should make it clear why the Main Modification is either not legally compliant and/or 
unsound explaining why the Main Modification is not: 

  
• positively prepared;  
• justified;  
• effective; or,  
• not consistent with national policy.  

 

 



 

We have studied your letter re the Inspector’s interim findings of the examination of the Vale's local 

plan, and would like to question one aspect of it, and to bring to your attention information which you 

may not be aware of. 

You say that the SPD is not formally before you for consideration. However, you ask that the policy 

CP11, Botley Central Area, should be made consistent with the Botley Centre SPD, without having 

examined the public responses during the consultation on this document. 

We find this odd, since the SPD is supplementary to the existing local plan, and was prepared 

specifically to guide the developer (Doric / Mace) bringing forward a planning application in early 

2016, (having had their previous application refused in 2014). As with our comments on the draft 

LP2031, this SPD has been prepared with knowledge of the developer's intention, and residents were 

genuinely concerned that its intent was to make policy meet developers’ aspirations rather than vice 

versa.  

The SPD process itself was questioned in a solicitor’s letter on behalf of the community; see 

attachment 1. This letter pointed out that the SPD was clearly predicated on the yet to be adopted 

Local Plan 2031; that is was not an SPD but an Area Action Plan, and should therefore have been 

submitted to the Secretary of State and examined in public; and that its sustainability appraisal failed 

to consider reasonable alternatives, such as partial redevelopment scenarios. 

There was considerable opposition to the SPD during two phases of consultation, with more than 200 

responses to the consultation. This is an unusually high response for such a consultation. However, the 

District Council took little account of these views, rejecting them as being from a ‘vocal minority of 

older residents’.  The consultation process was flawed in many ways, and local councillors raised this 

issue at two meetings of the Vale’s scrutiny committee. Main issues were that the questions were 

worded in a leading or subjective manner; and that written responses were not properly taken into 

consideration, only those who completed the questionnaire were included in the analysis, other 

responses were put as ‘no opinion’ even though a clear opinion had been stated. 

The major concern of residents was exactly the same concern which is raised in responses to the 

LP2031; the fact that the development boundary of ‘Botley Centre’ within the SPD matches that of 

the rejected planning application, rather than that of the adopted local plan to which it is supposed to 

be supplementary. This site boundary includes the residential property of Vale and Field House and 

the vicarage to the local church. The reasons given by the District Council for the use of the boundary 

was 'the Local Plan 2031 boundary closely follows the development site identified in the draft SPD’. 

See attachment 2.  

Having included the residential area in the boundary of ‘Botley Central Area’ without any real 

justification, the SPD then proposes that this area should remain as residential use. This begs the 

question as to why an existing residential area, which is to be replaced by residential uses, should be 

included in the definition of ‘Botley Central Area’ which is a mixed use commercial, employment and 

community development. 

We believe that the main modification is not legally compliant, in that it depends on a planning 

document which in itself has not been subject to the legal processes for formulating planning policy. 

We believe that the main modification is not justified, since there is no justification provided for the 

increased area of the defined ‘Botley Central Area’. The SPD justified it because it matched the area 

included in the draft local plan, and the modification to the draft local plan is now justified in that it 

should match that of the SPD. This is a circular argument.  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 



 
6.  Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan Part 1 Main 

Modification legally compliant and/or sound.  
 
It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or 
text. Please be as precise as possible. 

 
 

 
The area defined as ‘Botley Central Area’, and uses which are to be encouraged, should be determined by an 
objective assessment of the needs of the local area. The area defined in the current adopted local plan is 
recognised as suitable for redevelopment, and the new plan should include the same area boundary. 

 
Remove Figure 5.3 and replace it by a Figure which has the boundary of the ‘Central Botley Area’ covering only 
those areas which are clearly functionally part of Botley central area in terms and are suitable for 
redevelopment or refurbishment. (The Figure included in Appendix 5b the Vale’s consultation document – ‘Core 
Strategy – Preferred Options – January 2009).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary) 

 
 

7.  Do you have any comments on the updated Sustainability Appraisal or Habitats Regulation 
Assessment Addendum in respect of this particular Main Modification?   

 

 
No 
 
 
 
 
 

     

    

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM BY 5PM ON WEDNESDAY 14 SEPTEMBER 2016 
 
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting 
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested change, as there will not normally 
be a subsequent opportunity to make further representation(s). Further submission(s) will only be accepted at 
the request of the Inspector. 

 


