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Reasons to refuse planning application P17/V3298/FUL 
(as amended on 19th March 2018) 
 
Comment by West Way Community Concern, 4 April 2018 

Note – this comment supersedes the two comments previously submitted by WWCC. A summary of 

the comments still applicable is given in Annex 1. 

Part 1 - Summary 

1. Material changes in the application (relative to the approved application 

P16/V0246/FUL) 

The material changes in this application which concern us relate to: 

1) Car parking and access arrangements:  

(a) Re-design of the main car park involving the removal of the internal ramps between the two 

decks, so that the upper level would only be accessible from Church Way. (This change was 

included in the original application submitted in December, but amendments in March mean 

that it is only accessible from Arthray Road). 

(b) Closure of the north-south route through the site to all traffic apart from deliveries during 

operational hours. This route, the existing Church Way, connects West Way and Arthray 

Road. (This change was included in the amended application, since it was noted that change 

(a) increased the traffic through the ‘shared-use’ Church Way between Block F (community 

building) and the main shopping area to an unacceptable level.)  

2)  Changes to deliveries and servicing: 

Blocks C and D have been reconfigured so that block D contains two large foodstores 

instead of smaller units.  These have to be serviced by larger vehicles than was allowed for 

in the approved plans. 

3)   Levels and landscaping: 

The landscaping proposals for the central E-W street through the centre include steps and 

significant slopes, raising new issues of accessibility. 

P18/V3298/FUL, as now amended, is still presented as an S73 application. Under such an 

application 'minor material amendments' can be approved. The applicant seeks to present these 

amendments as minor changes to the approved plans. In fact they are far from minor. They would 

significantly change how the centre would operate, in terms of vehicle access, servicing and 

deliveries. This is acknowledged to the extent that a new, but limited, Transport Assessment (TN12) 

was supplied with application V3298, and also a new draft deliveries and servicing strategy (TN13). 

The March amendments have been accompanied by an additional Transport Assessment (TN14). 
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2. Objections to the plans 

The removal of the ramps in the car park and closure of the secondary access via West Way and 

Church Way together result in an unacceptable level of traffic on Arthray Road. We consider that 

the application to remove the ramps in the two-deck car park should be REFUSED.  

The proposed landscaping plans should be REFUSED, and the landscaping of the central street 

should remain as per the consented plans. 

No coherent and workable scheme for scheduling deliveries has yet been produced by the 

developer. There are challenging conflicts to be resolved in order to avoid danger to school children 

and users of the centre, and disturbance to residents in the centre and Arthray Road. The amended 

plans should not be treated as compliant with CP11, item v. while a satisfactory solution is still not 

forthcoming.  

3. Grounds for Objection 

The Vale's Local Plan 2031, Part 1, was adopted in December 2016, and carries full weight for this 

application. Core Policy 11, Botley Central Area, includes the text: 

Proposals for a comprehensive retail-led redevelopment and upgrading of Botley central area, as 

defined on the Adopted Policies Map, will be supported provided that: 

i.  taken as a whole, the proposals support the role and function of Botley as a Local Service 

Centre, providing a well-integrated mix of shops and services to meet day-to-day shopping needs 

of the local area; 

…. 

iv.  it can be demonstrated that proposals will not harm the character or appearance of the local 

area, particularly West Way, Arthray Road and Westminster Way; 

v.  proposals for the site are prepared through a comprehensive masterplanning process providing 

an integrated solution to site access, traffic management, air quality management, servicing and 

sufficient car parking, whilst prioritising the pedestrian customer environment. 

The application fails to comply with either iv. or v. It places unacceptable traffic volumes on the 

residential roads in the area, especially Arthray Road, and hence impacts adversely on safety and 

amenity of local residents. The application should be REFUSED in order that its major adverse 

impacts can be reviewed and addressed. 

We stress in particular the adverse impacts of the proposals on Arthray Road. This narrow purely 

residential street would become the most used access route to the centre and the sole means of 

access to 145 car park spaces. It would be used by all HGV's serving the centre. Arthray Road is 

unsuitable for the resulting volume of traffic.  

Any application to locate a shopping centre to make use of residential roads as its primary access 

point should be unacceptable on planning grounds. For the West Way site an objective in the Botley 

Centre SPD was to reduce the current level of traffic in Arthray Road by making greater use of 

Westminster Way for access and servicing. The exact opposite is now proposed. The harm to the 

character of Arthray Road would be grave and the adverse impacts sufficiently severe for the 

amended application to be refused on these grounds alone.   
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The amended servicing strategy creates safety issues, as large vehicles will be sharing space with 

pedestrians.  

For development to be sustainable NPPF seeks 'vitality and viability'.  The amended plans do not 

ensure this. The present plans reduce viability rather than improving it.  As now planned, the centre 

would be awkward to access by car from much of the catchment area and this would act as a 

disincentive to its use, given that there are alternative food shopping destinations close by. 

It is not in the interests of the developer, or of the local community that the redevelopment is 

intended to serve, that the project should prove unviable.  Yet the current plans are for a centre that 

could not function effectively and so would not meet the day-to-day shopping needs of the local 

area.   

There are further issues relating to accessibility for all users resulting from the re-design of the 

central street and also unaddressed questions of security arising from bad design. These issues 

need to be addressed. (These are presented in Annex 1.) 

Detailed justifications of the grounds for refusal of the application are given below. 

Part 2 –Detail on the changes and their consequences 

The applicant's covering letter dated 14th March contains a number of claims which we contest. 

These have been flagged up [in red, underlined].  In the case of the re-configuration of the main car 

parks, the applicant's letter of 6th December accompanying V3298 is cited, and similarly flagged. 

4. Material changes which create the problems 

4.1 Retail units 

Block D was to have contained four retail units.  It has been re-configured to two foodstores. Block 

C, originally two units, has been downgraded by being re-divided into three smaller units, with a 

significant reduction in space due to the relocation of the Energy Centre from Block B. An area of 

high activity has therefore been re-located to the west of the site. Transport and servicing have had 

to be redesigned. The applicant claims that the foodstore retail area is smaller than in the current 

centre. This is untrue. The revised plans show a new unit 13 considerably larger than the largest 

unit in the previous plans (unit 9 block C),  larger than the current Iceland, and with substantial 

additional basement storage, and a new unit 15 larger than the corresponding unit in the original 

plans and close in size to the current Tesco. 

Given these changes, an updated table of retail floor-spaces should have been provided with this 

application.  
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4.2 Delivery to the retail units 

In the approved plans: 

Deliveries to Block D (and Block C) would have been made from the rear of the units using vehicles 

small enough to turn in a designated space at the west end of the upper deck car park. Access was 

to and from West Way via Church Way. Somewhat larger vehicles might deliver to the front of the 

units in Blocks C and D, using the E-W shared-space street.  

In the amended plans: 

The nature of the delivery vehicles has changed, since the re-configured units are now foodstores 

which require daily deliveries by large HGV's. These HGV's cannot turn on site and must, therefore, 

perform a loop using Church Way and Arthray Road. The December application would have had all 

passing through freely. The March application is unclear as to how deliveries would operate. 

Delivery vehicles would need to wait in Church Way for bollards to be lowered. 

The application claims that there is no change to the number of vehicles passing through the site or 

to the servicing arrangements. This is not credible. 

(For comments on deliveries and servicing in general, see Annex 2.) 

4.3 Car parking and access 

In the approved plans: 

Church Way provided access to Block F car park (33 spaces), and was available as a minor 

secondary access to the upper deck (94 spaces) of the two deck car park, with the main route 

to/from this upper deck being via Westminster Way and the internal ramps.  

Vehicles could approach the centre from Arthray Road or from West Way via the ‘shared-use’ 

Church Way between Block F (community building) and the main shopping area. 

In the amended plans: 

The central section of Church Way is closed off to vehicular traffic during operational hours (not 

defined), except for deliveries. This proposal arose from the recognition that increased traffic into 

the car park, were it to be allowed to come from West Way, would create safety problems for the 

‘shared use' area of Church Way.1 (The original plans submitted for V3298 showing unrestricted 

access along the length of Church Way have been marked as SUPERSEDED.) 

The table overleaf compares, for the approved plans and the latest plans, car park spaces and the 

possible routes by which the various parking areas can be reached. The figures used in the table 

are those given in TN14, Table 1.2 

                                                

1
 We refer the planning committee to the guidance recently released by the Chartered Institute of Highways & 

Transportation, “Creating better streets: Inclusive and accessible places - Reviewing shared space”, 2018, 
which makes recommendations about pedestrian prioritised streets. 
2
 For comparison, currently the car park off Church Way has 74 spaces, and is accessible both from Arthray 

Road and West Way. 
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As a consequence of the re-configuration of Blocks C and D the capacity of the lower car park has 

been decreased and that of the upper car park increased. The internal ramps between the two 

decks have been removed. Thus the only access to the upper level car park and to parking for the 

community building (which total 50% of the spaces provided by the developer to serve the new 

centre) is now via Arthray Road and the southern part of Church Way. The latest plans show an 

additional 8 spaces for parallel parking along both sides of this section of Church Way. With the 

central section of Church Way closed, these spaces would not serve Block D as is claimed. We 

also consider that they would pose a danger and for this reason should not be included. 

Moreover, parked cars would harm the appearance of this entrance to the centre. Landscaping 

here, as was promised in V0246, would not be possible. 
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The applicant suggests that variable messaging signage (VMS) would be used to 'encourage' users 

to go to the lower car park until it's nearly full. This would be ineffectual at best. The proposed 

locations for the notices are after the 'point of no return' coming from either direction, (and the 

notices would simply add to the pavement clutter). It's a local centre: most people will know where 

they wish to park, which will be the most convenient place for whatever they need to do. They will 

know from experience which areas fill up. They will also take into consideration traffic congestion on 

West Way. They may also prefer to park in a fully open car park and so avoid the lower car park.  

Helpful VMS showing numbers of spaces in all car parks will not encourage drivers to use particular 

car parks unless others are full. Incomplete VMS showing only one car park to be ‘encouraged’ will 

not be seen as helpful and will be ignored unless the car park is shown as full.VMS signs giving 

false information such as not full car parks being signed as full will lead to a complete lack of 

credibility. No VMS system can provide the desired encouragement. 

The layout of parking proposed means that there would be four separate ‘dead end’ entrances to 

car parks. This would be inefficient and annoying to drivers, and would lead to problems at peak 

parking times. 

5. Analysis of adverse impacts identified above 

5.1 Impact on Arthray Road 

The removal of the ramps is presented as being to improve circulation in the car parks. As a result 

'circulation' is now via Arthray Road. It is not credible to suggest that the volume of traffic (of all 

types) on Arthray Road will be no more than in the approved application (see Annex 3).  

The applicant's covering letter draws attention to TN14 “confirming that the proposal would not lead 

to any highway capacity issues”. TN14 attempts to justify the intensive use of Arthray Road by 

referring to guidance on widths of roads. The application justifies the use of Arthray Road by 

referring to the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges using the guidance for a UAP4 road, 

described as a ‘busy high street carrying predominantly local traffic with frontage activity including 

loading and unloading’. Residents of Arthray Road will not recognise this description of their road; 

Arthray Road presently is a residential road, with on-street parking for residents and commuters, 

and a bus route to Elms Rise and Matthew Arnold School. It is unlikely that two HGVs or an HGV 

and a bus would be able to pass anywhere along the street. Much increased traffic will cause safety 

issues and loss of amenity for local residents. 

The potential catchment area for a local service centre located in Botley would be expected to 

comprise principally the parishes of North Hinksey and Cumnor, and some villages further to the 

south west. The West Way site lies in the north-east corner of this area, with the Oxford flood plain 

to the east. Hence most users of the centre would access it from a westerly direction. This means 

that, with approach from West Way via Church Way barred to them, car users coming from the 

Cumnor Hill direction (and some from the Eynsham Road direction at busy times) would opt to cut 

through to the entrance to the centre by following Hurst Rise Road, Springfield Road and the west 

section of Arthray Road--residential streets which already experience problems with commuter 

parking. Much through traffic which currently avoids the Westminster Way lights by cutting through 

Chapel Way and Elms Parade would be likely to switch to Arthray Road, and this traffic needs to be 

accounted for too.  
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Overall, traffic problems for Elms Rise could be expected to increase. 

5.2 Impact of removal of the car park internal ramps 

The ramps linking the two levels of the car park were an important feature in the approved plans. 

Their inclusion lent credibility to the notion that the main access to the centre by car would be from 

Westminster Way. 

From the applicant’s cover letter for V3298: “The proposed car park layout has been amended to 

make parking and circulation more efficient. After reviewing the scheme, it has been decided that 

there is no need for the ramps between the two car park levels.”  TN14 states only that it is 

proposed to improve the car park arrangement and circulation. No reason has been provided for it 

being necessary to dispense with the ramps. 3  

The detrimental impact on residential streets is greater than any benefit gained from better 

manoeuvrability within the car parks. Good circulation could be achieved instead by sacrificing a 

small number of spaces.  

Re-instating ramps would not by itself overcome all the issues. But fewer car journeys via Arthray 

Road would then occur. Ramps would also increase flexibility and efficiency in how the parking 

could be used, by allowing more users to enter the centre without a long detour and to park more 

conveniently for their intended destination within the centre.  

The improved landscaping buffer to the gardens in Arthray Road is also cited as a benefit, but this 

benefit is over-stated.  It is more than outweighed by the impact on Arthray Road residents of 

sending more traffic along their street. The buffer is anyway unlikely to be the main consideration.   

The resultant arrangements are in direct conflict with the SPD requirement paragraph 4.2.9 “Vehicle 

access to car parking should be via West Way and Westminster Way with Arthray Road providing 

access for low level residential access traffic only”. 

Therefore, we believe that the amendment to the car park should be REFUSED. 

5.3 Traffic 

Other parts of this objection have pointed to the increase in traffic expected on the residential roads. 

It can be safely assumed that through traffic will be at least as great as at present, and probably 

greater. 

The figures provided in Technical Note 12 are unreliable, building on the already faulty analysis 

provided for the V0246 application. The Transport Assessment for V0246 included trip generation 

rates that are not plausible for the land uses proposed (figures based on a very large supermarket 

were used rather than for smaller ones which are more intensively used). It also had incorrect 

distribution of traffic, with through traffic being assigned to the small car park underneath Block A, 

resulting in over 100 trips per hour into, and out of, a 37 space car park. In addition the V0246 

                                                

3
 .We note that the approved plans showed no support pillars for Block B, which are now included in the 

amended plans. We have been assured that this change and the deletion of the ramps are not connected. 
Indeed the developer assured the planning committee in June 2016 that support pillars are not required, and 
that, should they be added, it would have no impact on the parking provision. 
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transport assessment assumed no traffic for the upper car park would travel through Church Way, 

but that all would use the lower deck as access. 

TN12 assumed that signing and encouragement will mean that the lower deck will be used by the 

vast majority of shopper parking, although this would be least convenient for the foodstores in Block 

D. The choice of data shown in TN12 is patchy and does not include the figures that relate to the 

changes proposed. It is not possible to replicate their figures. As before, the TA is simply not fit for 

purpose; being based on flawed assumptions and wrong data, the outputs cannot be believed. As 

an example, figures in TN12 show 321 spaces out of 324 spaces occupied at peak times for the 

entire site, while the lower car park would have 35 spaces free at this time, demonstrating that the 

figures are logically inconsistent.  

TN14 provides some new figures, based, it is claimed, on the inclusion of bollards in Church Way. 

But it makes most changes to the use of the lower deck car park, which would be little affected by 

this change – it is more plausible that they had noticed the logical error cited above. In TN14 each 

car park has a share of overnight parking and a share of traffic that is proportional to its size, but 

figures for the most affected car parks are missing, with a claim that the traffic through Arthray Road 

would be far less than the rest of TN14 would imply. TN14 also assumes that anyone parking in the 

8 spaces near the Arthray Road entrance would arrive via West Way – an impossibility if bollards 

are included. 

More details are contained in Annex 3. 

5.4 Impact on viability  

Footfall in the centre is likely to be diminished if car parking is perceived as too inconvenient to 

reach, so that local residents choose to shop elsewhere. The restrictions imposed on approach 

routes to the centre would decrease the number of local residents likely to use it regularly for food 

shopping. The lower car park provides the most appropriate parking for the 'anchor foodstore' in 

Block B. The capacity of the lower car park has now been decreased from 97 spaces to 83, a 

reduction of 14%. In addition it is quite likely that the upper car park would be preferred to the lower 

one. These factors would combine to reduce footfall for the foodstore in Block B. This would 

jeopardise the chances of that foodstore fulfilling the intended anchor role, supporting visitation and 

footfall for the centre, which the Retail Assessment for the approved application claims is necessary 

to underpin the centre's viability. 

Hence the adverse impact on the centre's viability of the proposed changes would outweigh any 

damage resulting from a loss of a small number of parking spaces in the interests of good 

circulation. 

5.5 Servicing arrangements for Blocks C and D 

In the approved plans there was no provision for dedicated servicing areas. Blocks C and D were 

for ‘A1 non-food shopping’ and were to be serviced by vehicles no larger than 7.5 tonnes, which 

would access from West Way, unload in the upper deck of the car park and return to West Way.  

The proposal to include two foodstores at the west end of the centre which need to be serviced by 

large HGV's is not compatible with this arrangement. Hence the proposal is that these HGV's would 

access from West Way (taking a left turn in immediately after the bus stop lay-by and across the 
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cycle route), unload in a bay in the pedestrianised area between Blocks D and F, and then pass 

through to Arthray Road and back via Westminster Way.  

This proposal is described in Technical Note (TN) 13, which supersedes the original draft strategy 

TN4. Planning condition 17 of V0246 says that “No building shall be occupied until details of a 

comprehensive servicing and delivery management plan (broadly in accordance with TN4 and 

including details on the management and use of service areas)”. TN13 is materially different from 

TN4. The key changes between TN4 and TN13 are: 

- trebling the number of articulated lorries through the West Way junction and along 

Church Way;  

- introduction of delivery bays for such lorries on Church Way. 

It should not be a legitimate defence of the amended plans that mixing pedestrians and delivery 

vehicles in a public space is preferable to deliveries made within a public car park area. Neither 

should be deemed acceptable.   

The absence of a dedicated service area in the approved plans is contrary to the requirements of 

the SPD, paragraph 4.6.4 “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. Secondary service vehicle access may be made from 

West Way, though limited to smaller service vehicles”. The fact that all large service vehicles will 

use Arthray Road as a through route is also contrary to the SPD, with associated dangers to users 

and residents of this road.  In conjunction, these problems demonstrate the lack of successful 

masterplanning demanded by CP11, item v.  

(For details of delivery and servicing arrangements across the site and the key changes between 

approved and amended plans, see Annex 2).   

In the March amendments delivery figures are claimed as much lower ‘after consultation with 

tenants’ but it is unclear how this would operate or what would happen if the tenants were different 

from those currently expected. 

5.6 Delivery schedules 

No coherent and workable scheme for scheduling deliveries has yet been produced by the 

developer. Although the formal requirement is that a delivery strategy should be approved 

prior to first occupation of the buildings, we request that it should be required for the current 

application, given its importance and the complexities outlined below.  

Technical Note 13 proposes the following:  

“2.11 Deliveries to Elms Parade and Blocks A (Units 4 and 5), D and E by vehicles larger than 5m in 

length will be permitted to take place between 1800 and 1000 hours to avoid conflict with peak 

periods of site retail activity and high levels of pedestrian movement. Deliveries to Blocks A (all with 

the exception of Units 4 and 5) and B that will be served from Westminster Way will need to pass 

along Arthray Road. In order to reduce impact on the amenity of residents of Arthray Road it is 

proposed that the servicing of these units that require access through the site is restricted to 

between 0700-1000 and 1800-2000 hours. This will avoid disturbance to residents over the night 

time period. 
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2.12 Deliveries through the centre of the site to Block C by larger vehicles will only be permitted 

when the site is not operational between the hours of 1800 and 1000.” 

In their response to North Hinksey Parish Council, the applicant clarifies that “it is proposed to limit 

such delivery times to say, 6am to 8am and 6pm onwards (precise times to be agreed with the 

Vale)”. 

The condition 16 on V0246 requires that “there are no deliveries between 22:00 and 07:00 each day 

of the week”. Nevertheless, TN14 refers to “overnight servicing of the site”. 

Any delivery schedule must avoid the peak times in the morning, when children are travelling to 

school and West Way is most congested. This would suggest that deliveries must be after 9am. The 

existing Co-op foodstore is open until 10pm and the Tesco Express until 11pm, Mon-Sat, and, as 

convenience stores, one would expect similar trading hours for their replacements. Given that 

Blocks E and A are to have restaurants, these would be open in the evenings (the 'much needed 

night-time economy' which planning policy was seeking). Blocks A-E contain student 

accommodation and residential flats, and late night and early morning deliveries would be found 

unacceptable. HGV deliveries scheduled between 0600 and 0800 would adversely affect Arthray 

Road residents. Early morning deliveries would also be particularly unwelcome to students resident 

on the site, to the point where, if these were permitted, occupancy rates could suffer as a result of 

poor online reviews of the accommodation.  

6. Change in elevation of Block E  

6.1 Level changes 

Although not submitted as part of this application, the developer has shown changes to the plans for 

Block E relative to the approved plans under P16/V0246/FUL. Their intention is that Block E would 

be brought down to a level equal to that of Elms Parade, whereas the approved plans show its 

frontage as being higher than the parking area behind. They refer to this intention in the application 

covering letter, but have not included the changes as part of this S73 application. The purpose of 

the change is to improve servicing of this block from the rear. As a result there would be a greatly 

increased difference of level between the frontages of Blocks C/D and E, which has to be 

accommodated by steps and slopes across and along the central E-W street. 

This change to the plans is material to this application, and the applicant should be required 

to include this change so that the planning committee can comment on it in the context of 

the impact on the rest of the centre. 

6.2 Landscaping in the E-W street (‘boulevard’) 

The landscaping proposals for the central E-W street through the centre (following the existing line 

of the West Way Centre pedestrian precinct) differ materially from the consented plans and the 

current situation. Currently there are no steps in the centre; the change in elevation is barely 

noticeable. As indicated above the intention now is to accommodate a change of level across the 

central street by introducing steps and slopes.  

The proposed scheme reduces the pedestrian and accessible passage through the centre, and 

would cause inconvenience for anyone of limited mobility, wheelchairs, mobility scooters, those with 
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push-chairs, even bikes. The slanting steps are a trip hazard, particularly for anyone with impaired 

sight. The benefit from easier servicing of two small retail units in Block E would be more than 

outweighed by the difficulties for many users that the steps and slopes would pose. To argue, as the 

applicant does, that “the steps are a positive feature that adds interest and texture”, is not a 

justification.  Good design, under NPPG, demands ease of movement for all, and achieving this 

should be the primary consideration.   

The applicant’s letter goes on to claim that the central area would be easy to navigate. That is at 

odds with the response from the Equalities Officer to P18/V0120/DIS, who raises a number of points 

about the proposals. 

We believe that this change be REFUSED, and the levels of the central street should remain 

as per the consented plans, with appropriate landscaping. Certainly, it is difficult to see how the 

condition on P16/V0246/FUL for landscape plans can be discharged (as application P18/V0120/DIS 

requests) since the landscaping plans are inconsistent with the consented plans.  

In any event, these landscaping proposals are not compatible with the servicing and delivery 

proposals in TN13.  A comparison of the landscape plans with the swept paths of 10.5m vehicles 

delivering to the front of Blocks C and D show that these vehicles would crash into seating and 

planters. There are doubts about the access for emergency vehicles to Blocks C and D. 

7. Underlying causes 

It is obvious that the underlying problems with the proposed development arise from two factors. 

Firstly, the developer has attempted to put too much development into the available area - over 

2,000m2 more than suggested in the Botley Centre SPD most intensive development scenario.  

Secondly, there is an absence of a design plan based on urban design principles and a holistic 

approach to the development. A “comprehensive masterplanning process providing an integrated 

solution to site access, traffic management, air quality management, servicing and sufficient car 

parking, whilst prioritising the pedestrian customer environment” is lacking (Local Plan Core Policy 

11). 

As a result, the servicing and ancillary functions of the centre appear to have been an after-thought, 

such that it is required to make use of residential streets as delivery routes and public spaces as 

unloading areas. This directly contravenes the Botley Centre SPD, and also the requirement of 

Condition 17 of V0246 which refers specifically to 'service areas’. 

Also, the development design is proving to be inflexible to any changes (contrary to NPPF). Detailed 

changes in the plans produce problems, and attempts to ameliorate these produce problems 

elsewhere, as evidenced by the history of this current S73 application. Particularly worrying is the 

lack of flexibility to changes in tenants’ requirements, such that these cannot be accommodated 

without significant repercussions on the public realm and neighbouring streets.  
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8. Summary 

The application fails to meet the requirements of Local Plan Core Policy 11, paragraphs (iv) “harm 

the character or appearance of the local area, particularly .. Arthray Road” and (v) “an integrated 

solution to site access, … servicing and sufficient car parking, whilst prioritising the pedestrian 

customer environment” 

It also fails to meet the requirements of the Botley Centre SPD, paragraph 4.2.9 “Vehicle access to 

car parking should be via West Way and Westminster Way with Arthray Road providing access for 

low level residential access traffic only”. 

The application to remove the ramps in the two-deck car park should be REFUSED. Church 

Way should remain as per approved plans. (See sections 5.1 to 5.4.) 

Changes to Block E should be put forward formally and the landscape plans should not be 

approved until they are consistent with plans which have planning approval. (See section 6.) 

A coherent and workable delivery strategy should be REQUIRED for the current application, 

given its importance and the complexities outlined above. (See sections 5.5 to 5.6.) 
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Annex 1 - Issues present in 3298 and still not addressed in March 
3298 amendments 

A.1. Access to EW street from the main car parks  

Permeability was already poor in the consented application. Matters are made worse in this 

application, against the SPD objective to ‘improve access, permeability and parking’. 

See S73 DAS Part 5, Sec 4 and drawing 1205-AP-100-E. 

Some attempt has been made to improve the route between Blocks B and C into the main site from 

the lower car park. However there are now many unsatisfactory and unsafe features of the exit 

between Blocks C and D from both main car parks. The split route consists of steps and a ramp 

down from the upper car park and a ramp up from the lower car park. Both are narrow alleyways. 

They are separated by a landscape strip with a retaining wall. A flight of steps crosses the dividing 

strip, to provide stepped pedestrian access between upper and lower car parks; a single lift is 

provided, and there is a flight of stairs within the car park area.  

(i) These alleyways would be likely to be needed by those forced to park in the wrong car park for 

their intended destination. It is also a poor introduction to the centre for any newcomer arriving by 

car (including hotel guests with luggage) - uninviting and potentially confusing.  

(ii) The narrow alleyways could be unsafe, or perceived to be unsafe, because there is no 

surveillance. They are flanked by high blank walls to the east and a residents' only entrance lobby to 

Block D). This is poor design (see Design Guide). 

(iii) The alleyways would be heavily used by residents in the student blocks. The only entrance to 

the student accommodation in Block D is situated along the upper passageway (this is a change, 

resulting from the re-configuration of Block D retail units). The main student cycle parking is at the 

far (west) end of the lower car park (inconvenient in itself), making the ramp between there and the 

EW street the most likely route for students going to/from the bike storage areas.  

Altogether this proposal is an ill-thought-through attempt to overcome difficulties inherent in the 

material changes made to the two-deck car park.  

A.2. Accessibility 

Disabled parking spaces on Church Way have been replaced by the delivery bay. The bulk of 

parking spaces for users with disabilities are now in the lower car park.  

Accessibility by people with mobility difficulties has been made more difficult with narrow ramps and 

steps included in the access points between Blocks B and C and between Blocks C and D to the 

upper and lower car parks. Even for able bodied people the access would be narrow and 

intimidating especially at night-time, with issues for personal security. 

There are questions as to whether Church Way could be navigated safely by wheelchair users and 

those with mobility scooters. (Presumably the community building is the only place on the site with 

an accessible public toilet).  

There are no disabled parking bays located conveniently for the Block D foodstores. 
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A.3. Cycling 

Cycle parking for Block B involves an unsafe route through the upper car park. 

A.4. Security  

This needs to be given higher priority in the application. 

Would users feel confident using the main car parks at night? Would there be suitable quick means 

of escape in an emergency? CCTV is not adequate protection against an attacker. Cycle storage 

areas are not secure and so could attract intruders.  

The student blocks have side entrances. Tailgating by intruders could be a serious problem. 

There is still no indication how, or from where, the site would be managed in an operational basis. 

No space has been set aside for this is not in Blocks B, C, D or F.  

There are ‘before first occupation’ Planning Conditions on some of these matters. But that seems 

too late for such an important issue. The principles of ‘Secured by Design’ should be applied and a 

specific review of security aspects of the current plans conducted by the Vale’s Crime Prevention 

Design Adviser. 

A.5. Waste management  

Mace is to use a private company, so waste management is out of the Vale's hands. A lot of refuse 

stores have been re-located in the S73 revamp of Blocks B, C and D. But is what is now proposed 

safe? Would routes needed in case of fire be blocked by parked bins on collection days, for 

example? Whose responsibility is this? These questions should be answered before permission is 

given to operate the centre. 
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Annex 2 - Deliveries and servicing for the whole site 

Key changes from the approved plans are as follows. 

a. Overall increase in the use of large goods vehicles.  

Taking the TN13 figures at face value, delivery traffic by vehicles at the heavy end of the scale (weight and 

length) would increase: HGV's now needed for delivery to three foodstores and the hotel. 

No HGV's travel through a shared-use space now. Under TN13 figures, 13 HGV's per day would do so each 

weekday. Under TN4, only those serving Co-op and the hotel would have executed the complete loop using 

West Way, the whole length of Church Way, and Arthray Road. This route requires HGV's to turn left from 

West Way into Church Way, a manoeuvre which is accepted in the industry as being more dangerous to 

cyclists and pedestrians than a right turn because of the limited visibility of the left side of the vehicle.  

b. Lack of dedicated service areas  

No service yard facilities are provided within the site. Delivery areas are not separated from spaces used by 

the public. This raises concerns for public safety. 

All deliveries by HGV's use roadside loading bays which interrupt footways. For Block D, deliveries would be 

to a bay on the east side of Church Way, opposite the community building, and would use 16.5m articulated 

lorries. 

Deliveries by smaller vehicles use either roadside bays, shared use areas, or public car parks.  

c. Other deliveries not accounted for  

TN13 uses Other Goods Vehicle (OGV) forecasts to predict delivery numbers. This analysis dates from before 

2013, and since then the use of Light vans (LGVs) has increased greatly. Retailers increasingly use internet 

ordering which will increase delivery numbers.  

No mention is made of deliveries to flats and students. Internet ordering has increased dramatically over a 

short period, with delivery by multiple firms.  

Deliveries to foodstores and hotel by HGVs are summarised below: 

 Deliveries using West Way Deliveries using Arthray Road 

Now Iceland (Elms Parade service yard), 2-way Tesco, Co-op, 2-way 

V0246 TN4 B (Co-op) + A (hotel), loop 1 B (Co-op) + A (hotel) , loop 1 

S73 TN13 B (Co-op) + A (hotel), loop 1 
Tesco + Iceland, loop 1 or loop 2 

B (Co-op) + A (hotel), loop 1 
Tesco + Iceland, loop 1 or loop 2 

Loop 1: Full loop, anticlockwise: from Westminster Way traffic lights, west along West Way, turn left into 

Church Way; Church Way from end to end; left into Arthray Road; north along Westminster Way. 

Loop 2: Full loop, clockwise: from Westminster Way traffic lights, south along Westminster Way, turn right 

into Arthray Road, turn right into Church Way; Church Way from end to end; turn right onto West Way. 
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(These routes are shown in ‘Deliveries and Servicing strategy, part 6’, albeit labelled the wrong way round. 

There is a suggestion that only the anti-clockwise loop only would be used, but the application allows for 

either direction.) 

Deliveries excluding those using HGVs, all vehicles max 7.5t are shown below: 

 Deliveries to Route Unloading 

Now Elms Parade West Way, 2 way Service yard 

    

V0246 TN4 Elms Parade; Block E Small loop 3 Block E car park 

 Block A Small loop 3 front of units, mainly on street 

 Block C, D West Way, Church Way, 

2-way 

Car park upper deck 

 Block F West Way, Church Way F car park? 

    

S73 TN13 Elms Parade; Block E Small loop 3 Block E car park 

 Block A (W-facing units) Small loop 3 front of units, on street 

 Block A (other retail units and 

flats); Block B 

Full loop 4 delivery bay on Westminster 

Way 

 Block D (tiny unit); Block C 

(small vehicles only) 

West Way, Church Way, 

2-way 

upper car park 

 Block C (vehicles > 3t) Small loop 5 EW street 

 Block F West Way, Church Way, 

2-way 

delivery bay on Church Way 

 

Small loop 3: clockwise: along West Way to new left-in junction at Chapel Way, through car park behind 

Block E, right turn onto Church Way, and right onto West Way. 

Full loop 4: anticlockwise: from Westminster Way traffic lights, west along West Way, turn left into Church 

Way, Church Way from end to end; left into Arthray Road, north along Westminster Way 

Small loop 5: anti-clockwise: along West Way, left in at Church Way, along EW street, left turn onto 

Westminster Way or reverse in clockwise direction. 
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Annex 3 - Traffic assessment 
 

NOTE ON “TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT” TN14 

Summary points 

 Both proposals (December 2017 and March 2018) involving the removal of the ramps in the two 

deck car park (with and without barriers in Church Way) would lead to an unacceptably large 

increase in traffic in Arthray Road. 

 The proposed amount of traffic using the Arthray Road entrance is not logically consistent with the 

rest of TN14. Rather than traffic being lower than existing or consented levels it would be almost 

twice as high. 

 It is argued that Arthray Road could accommodate 1250 vehicles per hour (while it is not suggested 

traffic would be so high). This is twice the level of traffic that Cumnor Hill experiences. More logical 

traffic predictions suggest that traffic on Arthray Road would be around half of what Cumnor Hill has 

– this is unacceptable for the residents. 

 An eight space car park on the entrance from Arthray Road is wrongly described, and TN14 assumes 

traffic leapfrogging over the proposed bollards. 

 It seems that the transport consultant does not understand the situation, or is being pressured to 

produce figures that support indefensible proposals. 

 The earlier proposal (in TN12) for removing the ramps, but not having bollards would see higher 

levels of traffic in Church Way because of rat-running, though much would approach from West 

Way. Arthray Road would still be busier than now. 

 Both proposals would have similar high impacts on Arthray Road. 

 

 There can be no justification for the removal of the ramps from the plans. The developers have 

stated that the reason for removal is to ease traffic circulation and conditions. This is patently not 

going to happen with either proposal. 

 The planning application relating to traffic arrangements must be rejected. An alternative location 

for the ramps should be proposed, if moving it is deemed necessary for any reason. 

 

Parking and traffic implied in TN14 

The document “Botley TN14_V3_Revised Parking Arrangements- Church Way Closed, 14.03.18” appears to 

be a complete fiction. There may be some logic to it, but if there is, it is hidden and not explained. 

Table 1 in TN14 shows the changes to car park sizes. This obviously results from more than the removal of 

the ramps from what was the two deck car park, and contains a glaring fault. 

 “Church Way/ Block D” has increased from 4 to 8 spaces. They should also say that it has moved. It 

was 4 spaces alongside Block D. It is now 8 spaces, on either side of the entrance from Arthray Road, 

some distance from Block D. It will make vehicle movements on the Arthray Road entrance difficult. 

A plan is shown below. 
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Figure 1 “Church Way/ Block D” car park (off Arthray Road) 

Table 2 (TN14) shows flows into and out of the lower level car park and resulting parking accumulation. 

Quite why this has changed so much from the earlier Table “1” on p7 of TN12 is not made clear, but can be 

deduced. (NB – TN12 had two Table 1s) 

o TN12 flows can be explained by 6 vehicles being parked overnight, and 38% of site traffic 

entering and leaving. 

o TN14 flows can be explained by 52 vehicles being parked overnight and 25% of site traffic 

entering and leaving. 

 Table “1” on p8 of TN12 and Table 4 in TN14 show flows for the whole site and are the same. 203 

cars parked overnight and 100% of traffic using all car parks. (For all the earlier faults in transport 

analyses this does at least give a starting point from which to assess other claims). 

 Para 3.4 claims that “The trip distribution has been amended to reflect the change in the access 

arrangements for the decked car park” but it seems to be have been done to cover up the logical 

inconsistency in TN12 where the total site would have only 3 empty spaces at peak times while the 

lower car park would have 33 empty spaces. This could simply not be – where would the extra 30 

spaces come from? 

 So Table 2 in TN14 now has 25% of overnight parking and 25% of flows which is consistent with it 

having 83 out of 324 spaces (25%). 

Table 3 in TN14 shows figures for The Elms Parade car parks and ‘Church Way/ Block D’ with 74 spaces. 

(made up of Elms Parade front 37, Rear Elms Parade 29, Church Way, Block D 8) 

 The 74 spaces have 22.8% of total spaces and the figures are consistent with 22.8% parking 

overnight (46 vehicles) and 22.8% of total traffic using these car parks. 

 These will apparently enter and leave via West Way. 

 But the 8 ‘Church Way/ Block D’ spaces are the wrong side of the bollards to make this work. 

Traffic will have to jump the bollards to reach them – more likely they will use the Arthray Road 

entrance. 

Upper Level Car Park use 

Neither TN12 nor TN14 show the traffic usage of the upper level car park (104 spaces) or the Community 

area park (33 spaces), and (in realistic terms) the “Church Way/ Block D” or Arthray Road entrance car park 
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(8 spaces) making up 145 spaces or 44.8% of the total. The upper level car park is the area most affected by 

the proposed removal of the ramps and the largest area of parking. So why are these figures not shown? 

 If there is any truth in the parking accumulation figures for Lower Level and Elms Parade it follows 

that, unless an inordinate number use the 30 space car park under Block A, if a table had been 

shown, 44.8% of users would park here overnight and 44.8% of traffic would use these car parks, 

entering via Arthray Road. 

 One would have therefore expected the following table to be included. 

 Weekdays    Saturdays   

Hour of 
day 

Vehicles in Vehicles 
out 

Parked 
vehicles 

 Vehicles 
in 

Vehicles 
out 

Parked 
vehicles 

6 14 11 94  4 0 94 

7 51 52 93  50 47 98 

8 81 82 92  85 70 113 

9 99 85 106  105 99 118 

10 99 92 112  138 118 138 

11 105 103 114  150 148 141 

12 126 115 124  144 141 143 

13 121 119 127  128 136 135 

14 111 119 119  119 120 134 

15 122 129 112  125 129 130 

16 118 115 115  132 136 126 

17 133 126 123  147 156 117 

18 130 118 135  139 144 113 

19 120 111 144  103 113 102 

20 72 77 138  56 60 98 

21 64 83 119  40 46 93 

22 13 25 107  8 12 88 

23 2 2 107  1 6 83 

Figure 2 – Expected vehicle flows and parking accumulation for car parks reached from Arthray Road if use is 

proportional to car park size. Yellow bars shows the ‘peak hours’ and red type shows the peak parking levels. 

 

Table 5 of TN14 shows flows claimed for the Arthray Road entrance. 

 
Figure 3 – Table 5 from TN14 

These figures (right hand columns) are lower than those suggested by 45% using the upper car parks. In fact 

they are consistent with 25% using it. 
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This is illogical, since if Tables 2 and 3 imply 26% of traffic using the lower carpark and 23% using the the 

ones accessed from West Way, that leaves 51% using the park under Block A, or using Arthray Road. With 30 

spaces under Block A the developers figures imply that 26% (84 vehicles) would park in this car park and 26% 

of the total development traffic would use it. If there is any logic they should have explained it. 

The schematics below show what the developers appear to expect (Fig 4), and what logic would suggest (Fig 

5). 

 
Figure 4 – Implied use of car parks according to TN14 

Under the TN14 scenario vehicles for one car park jump the bollards, and 26% park in a car park with 9% of 

total spaces. 

 
Figure 5 – What would appear to be the likely situation. 

30 
spaces

Lower 83 spaces

Elms Parade etc
66 spaces

Block D 8 
spaces

Upper 104 spaces

Community 
33 spaces

23% parking
23% traffic

25% park overnight
25% traffic

43% of total parking – 26% of overnight parking and traffic

9% of parking
26% of parking 
and traffic
(Implied)

30 
spaces

Lower 83 spaces

Elms Parade etc
66 spaces

Block D 8 
spaces

Upper 104 spaces

Community 
33 spaces

25% park overnight
25% traffic

21% parked overnight
21% traffic

145 spaces – 45% of total

9% of total
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A more likely presentation for Table 5 should be adapted with “2024 Proposed” replaced by the section 

below:- 

 

2024 without ramps and with 
bollards 

IN OUT 

81 82 

133 126 

144 141 
 

Figure 6 – Table 5 from TN14 with more realistic figures for Arthray Road added 

Acceptable traffic levels in Arthray Road? 

TN14 states in Para 3.9 on p11 that “Arthray Road is between 6.06m to 6.34m wide and DRMB TA 79/99 

suggests that a UAP4 road of 6.1m has the capacity to accommodate 750 vehicles per hour one way based 

on a 60/40 split (1250 vehicles two-way per hour). This is likely to be considerably higher than the proposed 

usage of Arthray Road.” 

This may be true but the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges Advice Note TA 79/99, referred to, describes 

a “UAP4” road as a “Busy high street carrying predominantly local traffic with frontage activity including 

loading and unloading”, which does not describe Arthray Road as it currently is.  

While they are talking of ‘capacity’, which is the level before a road regularly grinds to a halt, a survey of 

Cumnor Hill in 2011 for a housing development showed that maximum hourly flows both ways was 621, 

which is half the level for which they consider they could get planning permission for Arthray Road. 

According to my best forecast of traffic visiting the site the flow associated with the development alone 

would be a maximum of 285, nearly half the maximum of Cumnor Hill. In addition there will be other local 

traffic, plus school-run traffic and some current traffic that rat-runs through Church Way, which would use 

Springfield Road and Hurst Rise Road rather than the traffic lights. 

The practicalities and likely effect of Variable Message Signing 

VMS is proposed to encourage traffic to the lower level car park until it is full, before allowing traffic to use 

other car parks. This will not work under any scenario. 
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The VMS signing could be applied in three different ways. 

 It could give information on spaces in all car parks (Option A). This would not provide any 

encouragement to use any one car park, and people would choose the car park they wanted to use 

unless it was full. 

 It could give information just for the lower level car park, maybe just saying “CarPark – Spaces” until 

it is full (Option B). This might guide people who have never been to the centre before (a tiny minority 

of likely users). For others they would rely on their local knowledge that they would regard as better 

than the signs. 

 It could give information for all and provide ‘encouragement’ by being untruthful about the other 

car parks (Option C). This might work once or twice but drivers would end up with complete distrust 

of the system and go where they wanted. 

 
Figure 7 – Layouts for signing as described above 

The first option would be of use to users, overcoming (to a certain extent) the  problem that, if a suitable 

space is not found in one car park, drivers will have to leave the site and use another entrance (or go 

elsewhere). But any attempt to direct drivers using VMS will not work. 

In addition the proposed siting of signs is not adequate. It seems to ignore Arthray Road as an entrance (of 

which 95% of users will have full knowledge). Drivers coming from Westminster Way and Elms Rise will not 

see the Westminster Way sign before they reach Arthray Road. Those coming down Cumnor Hill may have 

already turned up Hurst Rise Road to reach Arthray Road before they see the sign on West Way.  

All this because the developers wish to remove the ramps 

Besides changes to shop layouts in Block D, the bulk of Application 3298 relates to the removal of the ramps 

in the car park. The developers have said on a number of occasions that this is to improve traffic flow. 

While the ramps were not ideal, any arrangement involving traffic needing to use any part of Church Way to 

access the upper level and Westminster Way for the lower level will NOT improve traffic circulation either 

for non-vehicle users of Church Way, or residents of Arthray Road. 

The application (or at least the traffic related elements) should be rejected. 

 


