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Reasons to refuse planning application P17/V3298/FUL 
(as amended on 25th April 2018) 
 
Comment by West Way Community Concern, 10th May 2018 

Note – this comment updates the previous comment submitted by WWCC dated 4 April 2018. In 

particular, the material in the Annexes to that submission is still applicable. 

Executive Summary 

The principal issues in this current application relate to: cycle parking and storage, the central 

boulevard, Church Way access restrictions, delivery scheduling, and consistency of documentation.  

 The revised plans do not make the required provision of 261 secure cycle spaces for 

students, and should not be approved until appropriate spaces are provided within the plans. 

 The proposed plans for a lowered block E and a two-level boulevard, with its associated 

landscaping, should be refused.  

 The proposed access restrictions to Church Way are incoherent and will not protect 

pedestrian users. 

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

developer.  

 The draft Framework Transport Plan submitted with V0246 is no longer compatible and 

needs to be resubmitted. The  CEMP submitted to discharge the conditions on V0246 should 

be included in the supporting documentation for this S73 application. 

Our objections to these features are developed in the following document, in the context of a brief 

history of the evolution of this proposal. 

The current proposals are not sustainable development and should not be approved. We conclude 

that the issues arise directly from over-development of the site, such that there is inadequate space 

and small changes produce a material change elsewhere.  
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1. Overview 

1.1 History of the S73 application 

The application now being considered is the third version of a Section 73 modification to the 

consented plans.  

In the first S73 application, submitted in December 2017, the significant changes to the plans were:  

 the reconfiguration of Block D to accommodate two foodstores at the west end of the centre, 

(Tesco and Iceland), with the construction of additional basement storage 

 the removal of the ramps connecting the two decks in the main car park, which created an 

unacceptable impact on Church Way, which would become a main thoroughfare for cars and 

deliveries, and hence could not be safely used as a shared, or pedestrian prioritised street. 

 the creation of two separate levels in the central boulevard (at this stage only detectable in 

the landscaping plans submitted as a discharge of condition). 

In a first set of amendments, submitted in March, it was proposed that Church Way should be 

closed to all traffic except deliveries. This now created a situation whereby Arthray Road and the 

adjacent residential roads provided the only access to over half of the parking in the centre. Many 

people in these roads objected to the proposals.  The March amendments revealed that the change 

in levels in the boulevard (the E-W pedestrianised main street thorough the centre) was to 

accommodate a change in level of block E, but no plans were submitted. 

The second amendments now on the table have ramps reinstated in the car park, but in a different 

position, which has partially resolved the concerns about over-use of Arthray Road. It is now 

proposed that Church Way should be closed to traffic other than deliveries during the hours 10am to 

4pm. Elevations but not detailed plans are supplied for Block E. 

However, presumably in order to retain the number of car parking spaces, changes have been 

made elsewhere which are not explicitly described in the application. The main issue is a reduction 

in cycle parking provision; what remains is in inappropriate places, and the secure cycling storage 

for students is now inadequate. 

1.2 Supporting documentation 

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

application 'minor material amendments' can be approved. 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). 

This has not been superseded following the most recent amendments. 
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1.3 Discharge of conditions on consented application  

The concurrent submission of applications to discharge pre-commencement conditions on 

P16/V0246/FUL with the changing application V3298 has created confusion (at best) and at worst, 

the potential for consent inadvertently being given to situations which would not be acceptable on 

planning terms. Certainly, the public find it difficult to have a clear idea of what the current plans are, 

in the sense of both what the end-state of the development will be, and the stages and processes 

by which this will be achieved. This undermines the ability of the public to engage effectively in 

decisions which will have short and long term effects on the neighbourhood. 

It appears odd that proposals for discharge of conditions based on consented plans should also be 

predicated on changes to those plans which have not yet been through the approvals process. 

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

P16/V0246/FUL) 

The material changes in this application which concern us are: 

1) The amount of cycle storage provided for the student accommodation blocks has been 

reduced and locations changed, such that there is short-fall of around 187 spaces, against 

the consented application which claimed that one secure space per student would be 

provided.  

2) The location of the car park ramp is different, making the route to the upper deck more 

inconvenient. 

3) Church Way is closed for part of the day, restricting use of this route from West Way to the 

upper deck and to the community car park. There can be no doubt that these changes will 

put more traffic onto Arthray Road and adjacent roads.   

4)  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. 

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

significant slopes, raising new issues of accessibility. 

3. Grounds for Objection 

3.1 Cycle spaces 

3.1.1 Under-provision of cycle parking 

The ES Addendum (November 2017) for the S73 application (V3298) states: 

“4.30. Cycle parking will be provided at 1 space per dwelling and student room basis in 

secure areas within compounds or buildings, equating to 411 cycle parking spaces. A total of 

124 additional external shared cycle parking spaces will be provided for the non-residential 

uses across the site, maintaining the opportunity to increase the number of shared cycle 
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parking spaces in future years if there is sufficient demand. Cycle storage will be provided in 

a combination of secure and open storage areas reflecting the different demand types that 

will exist on the site. 

4.31. Cycle parking provision remains unaltered from the 2016 ES.”  

[Reference to the ES Addendum 2017 is used here because it relates to V3298 and provides a 

single complete statement of the developer's intentions for this application. The text in 4.30 reflects 

what appears in the Framework Travel Plan in support of the Transport Assessment for V0246.] 

What the latest plans show is achieved now, and is unchanged from consented plans:  

 124 shared cycle parking spaces for non-residential uses; 

  Secure cycle parking for non-student residential dwellings in Blocks A and E. 

 

What is not achieved: adequate cycle storage, secure or otherwise, for the 261 academic-related 

residential units.  What the current plans show is severely deficient: 

 There is a small secure store in Block B level 1, accessible only from the far end of the upper 

car park; intended users and capacity unspecified, and capacity very limited (maybe 20 

spaces maximum). 

 There are three small insecure areas shown in the lower car park,8 + 16 spaces at the far 

west end and one by the lift between car park levels (at most maybe 32 spaces); but  

awkward to use. 

This indicates a shortfall on student cycle parking of at least 261-74 = 187 spaces, or 72% of what is 

required under the applicant's own documentation.1 

The April plans maintain overall car parking spaces while drastically reducing cycle parking overall. 

3.1.2 Consequences of under-provision of cycle parking and lack of secure storage for 

students' bikes and employees' bikes 

1.  The 124 general spaces would be likely to be clogged up by students' bikes if the students did 

not have adequate dedicated secure storage facilities they were able and willing to use. 

2.  The absence of secure and convenient cycle storage for student residents would reduce 

occupancy rates for the student accommodation, so impacting on the viability of the Centre. 

                                                

1 Background on student cycle storage areas   

V0246 original plans: Secure storage, but only 168 spaces provided; and location was deemed unacceptable. 
V0246 amended plans, May 2016: (as shown on V0246 consented plans): storage area moved to insecure 
area against Block B south wall. Provision now 168 spaces, not 261. It was anticipated that a resolution of the 
issues of the shortfall in numbers and lack of security would be brought forward in a subsequent S73 
application. [Planning Officer's Committee report for V0246, paras 3.12 and 7,83 indicated that one space per 
residential dwelling and student unit would be provided.] 
V3298, December submission, and unchanged by the March amendments: 
cycle parking (still 168 spaces apparently) moved to what are claimed to be 'improved' locations  (the small 
store in Block B, by the lift, and, mainly at the west end of the lower car park. 
V3298, April amendments: reinstatement of car park ramps, without reduction in number of car park spaces 
on site, with consequent loss of 98 spaces. 
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3.   The 124 shared use cycle spaces are appropriate only for short-term use.  They are totally 

insecure and quite unsuitable for employees on the site, a disincentive to such people to cycle to 

work. 

4.  The secure parking for on-site flat-dwellers would be unlikely to be used except for longer-term 

parking, so putting pressure on the general provision. 

5.  The cycle storage area by the lift in the lower car park might be used by shoppers and others, 

not available solely for students. 

3.1.3 Cycle parking, general comments 

Confining general cycle parking to the periphery of the site is a recipe for chaos, with bikes left 

parked in unsuitable places across the site.  This would be difficult to police, and mis-placed bikes 

would cause obstructions and hazards. (Note ES 4.30 uses the phrase 'across the site'.  By 

contrast, Mr Rowley's cover letter of 24 April indicates that the aim is to confine shoppers' bikes to 

the edge of the site.) 

It is inappropriate, and potentially hazardous, to have cycle stands along the West Way roadway 

and perpendicular to it. The general public should have a right to walk along West Way past the 

development site unhindered by badly parked bicycles associated with uses of the site. 

There is no indication where additional cycle parking could be provided in later years if it were 

needed. 

Cycle parking stands should comply with the minimum requirements as set out in the Government’s 

design recommendations. Also cycle parking areas never comfortably accommodate the maximum 

number of cycles (2 cycles per stand) so some slack is necessary. 

3.1.4 Dock-less cycles 

Since the original application, dock-less cycles have become a feature in Oxford. Although the 

providers of these cycles are based in Oxford, many of them are used to travel as far as Botley and 

beyond. Inconsiderate parking of these cycles causes a hazard on the pavements. Provision should 

be made within the centre for such cycles. 

The advent of dock-less cycles does not reduce the need for one space per student unit for owned 

cycles.  Some occasional users might go dock-less but this would be too expensive for regular 

commuting.   

3.1.5 Material planning considerations 

NPPF p,6 states:  “actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public 

transport, walking and cycling, and focus significant development in locations which are or can be 

made sustainable” 

The claim that the Botley development is sustainable, and the justification for the inclusion of high-

density student accommodation within it, rests heavily on the presumption that cycling will be 

actively encouraged as the primary mode of transport for the student population. This direct-let 

accommodation would be marketed at students based in Oxford City, beyond the accepted 2km 

range for walking, and car use is debarred to students.  Bus capacity is already limited. 
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Thus adequate cycle parking for student residents is essential for the development to be deemed 

sustainable. 

The Framework Travel Plan (submitted for V0246), states the intention to provide one space per 

student dwelling in secure areas. The FTP is required by Oxfordshire County Council. Their 

guidelines (March 2014) indicate that cycle parking should be 'secure, covered, convenient and 

visible'. This aligns with the guidance of the Government Planning Portal, where very detailed 

advice is available and which the developer's current proposals violate in almost every particular. 

Sustainability demands positive measures to deter use of cars by employees and non-residential 

users of the site.  The objectives set out in the FTP would not be met in this regard.  In particular 

secure bike storage, and showers and lockers, are supposed to be available to employees.  These 

are not provided. 

3.2 Block E and the central boulevard  

The amended plans now show the lowering of block E, to allow level service access from the rear, 

instead of the original plans (which replicated the current situation) with ramps and steps from the 

service area to the service entrances. This creates a difference in level between the frontages of 

blocks C/D and E, so that the central boulevard now has two distinct levels; the steps and ramps 

linking the two levels are a means of “accommodating the level change”. The change is described 

as a “cleaner and easier design solution”, and is not identified as a tenant requirement.  The 

developers deny that the steps and ramps constitute a barrier to users with impaired mobility, and 

declare them to be a “positive feature that adds interest and texture to the central area”.   

We see no reason to adjust the level of block E, and thus no reason to disrupt the levels of the 

central boulevard. It is very clear that wheelchair users, mobility vehicle users, pushchair and buggy 

users and all categories of ambulant disabled and visually impaired will be seriously inconvenienced 

by being forced to negotiate steps and ramps. There are many ways of adding interest and texture 

to a central boulevard which do not disturb its key function of allowing passage through and across 

the development to all categories of users. We particularly endorse the informed comments of the 

Equalities Officer on the serious disadvantages of feathered steps, long slopes and steep ramps, 

which were submitted in response to application P18/V0120/DIS (but not carried forward to the 

current consultation).  A reversion to the original plans for a relatively level boulevard will also allow 

the developers to revisit other faulty design options identified by the Equalities Officer (such as the 

provision of backless seats of inappropriate height). A less obstructed central space without sudden 

level changes will much better serve the needs of a community plaza.   

There are still unresolved differences between the landscaping plans and the need to allow clear 

passage for the various categories of large vehicle which have to pass through the boulevard. In 

particular the podium placed at the west end of the boulevard stands in the path of large vehicles 

exiting to Church Way. (Service Delivery Plan 1205-AP-111-C shows a route avoiding the podium, 

inconsistent with the unrevised swept path analysis).  Removing the clutter of steps, ramps and 

sloping planted areas would allow freer passage of vehicles without compromising pedestrian 

movements.  
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3.3 Closure of Church Way  

We question the logic behind the hours of closure of Church Way, from 10am to 4pm.  It is open 

during morning peak time, but closed during evening school pick up. The centre, and especially 

foodstores and restaurants, will be operating through the evening. The intention is obviously to 

make it safer for pedestrians and users generally during the times when it will be most busy, but the 

closure of Church Way makes it less convenient for those people who would be using it during 

these times. While Church Way is closed, there is no direct access from West Way, so Arthray 

Road is still likely to be used more than presently. The only vehicle access to the community centre 

car park will be via Arthray Road.  

This leads to a conclusion that the design for Church Way is fundamentally flawed. It's been 

approved under the consented plans as 'shared-use', but it now appears that this isn't desirable, 

and expert reports on shared-use areas advises against them. It can’t be truly pedestrianised; it is 

needed as a delivery route for most of the centre. Any attempt to make it safer puts a problem 

elsewhere.  

The principles of the Supplementary Planning Document, for pedestrian prioritisation, and dedicated 

servicing area are not achieved. 

We would also refer 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 a number of recommendations about pedestrian prioritised streets. 

3.4 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 

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.   
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The developer clarifies that there will be one HGV per day to Tesco and Iceland. This does not take 

into account the deliveries from other suppliers which will deliver to these stores. An estimate of the 

number of delivery vehicles should be provided. 

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.  

Deliveries by smaller vehicles, particularly on-line shopping deliveries will unload in the car parks, 

e.g., upper deck car park or rear of Block E. Will those going to the upper deck car park be able to 

go through Church Way during the closure hours, or will these divert around Arthray Road? Those 

going to the rear of Block E to deliver to Block E or Elms Parade will use either end (assuming they 

are allowed to use the left-in turn off West Way.  

In both cases, delivery vehicles will be blocking the route through the car parks.  

3.5 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. 

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 
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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. 

3.6 Other landscaping issues 

We would also urge serious consideration to be given to the comments by the Landscape Architect 

to the plans submitted in response to application P18/V0120/DIS (discharge of condition 8 of 

P16/V0246/FUL) on the feasibility of the tree planting scheme and the implications of HGV passage 

for the choice of paving materials.  

We note the intention to use fastigiate trees along the boundary between the car park and the 

gardens of Arthray Road. Such planting will not provide adequate screening, and should be 

reconsidered. Under-planting should be such that it is fully evergreen, and not act as a litter trap.  

The proposal to have grassed mounds within the central boulevard will not be successful. There is 

inadequate sunlight in that area, and any open space will be walked across. 

4. Other issues 

4.1 Two-deck Car park 

We welcome the reinstatement of the car park ramps. This is closer to the consented plans than 

were the previous proposals, but three material changes to the plans have wider effects:  

(1) Inclusion of Tesco and Iceland at the West end of the site brings more higher activity to this end, 

and the requirement for HGV deliveries which weren't in the original plans;  

(2) Ramps are in less convenient place for those coming from Westminster Way to the upper deck. 

Instead of going straight up the ramp to the upper deck, drivers have to drive all the way round the 

lower deck to the ramp;  

(3) Church Way being closed for part of the day. This is the most obvious route from anyone coming 

from Cumnor Hill/Eynsham Road.  

So there will be more traffic on Arthray Road than consented plans (assuming people will use the 

centre and not just carry on to M&S, Aldi, Waitrose). There is no doubt that there will be increased 

pressure on Elms Parade parking, and parking behind Elms Parade, (if that is open for the public).  
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4.2 Car parking in general 

Reduction in spaces in the two-deck car park has been compensated for by increased numbers at 

the rear of Elms Parade and Block E (we understand that these are allocated to resident use only), 

and 4 spaces in Church Way.  

It is not clear what the intention is for the eastern end of Elms Parade. Will it be possible for users to 

use the left-in, left-out junction onto West Way, to access the parking to the front and rear of Elms 

Parade? Will it be possible to exit from the eastern end of Elms Parade and pass along the back of 

Elms Parade? 

If not, then both the existing Elms Parade parking and the parking between Elms Parade and Block 

E are ‘dead ends’ requiring cars to turn round within the parking area. Closure of Church Way would 

put more pressure on these parking areas.  

The four spaces in Church Way are not desirable, as they interrupt what was to have been a tree-

lined route. Use of these spaces will require vehicles to pass through the length of Church Way (if is 

is open) or to turn round somewhere, which will cause an additional obstruction.  

It is apparent that the car-parking spaces have been set out to utilise every available space within 

the centre, so as to maintain the number of spaces, as other changes have squeezed the space, to 

the detriment of arrangements for sustainable forms of transport. A fundamental question remains 

as to what would be the minimum requirement for parking and cycling for this development – a local 

centre, taking into account the local and national trends in shopping and travel patterns.  These 

trends include the new M&S proposed for Seacourt Retail Park, increase in on-line shopping, and 

dock-less cycles. Having determined these requirements, the development needs to ensure that 

these can be used without putting additional traffic on local roads, especially Arthray Road, and that 

the public areas are safe.  

4.3 Impact on viability  

For development to be sustainable NPPF seeks 'vitality and viability'.  In order to compete with the 

alternative food shopping destinations close by, access by car and car parking should be easy and 

convenient. Absence of level routes from parking to stores, sharing car parks with deliveries and 

closed-end car parks which require manoeuvring, and occasional closure of Church Way will all act 

as a disincentive to shoppers. 

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. 

4.4 Block A 

Block A has not been included in either within the current S73 application or the CEMP for V0246. 

This suggests that the two phases of the development are separated, and that the final 

arrangements for the north-east corner of the site are not yet determined.  
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Noting that the ground floor units of Block E are now shown to be cafés and restaurants, and Block 

D is almost entirely assigned to foodstores, the number of general retail units within the site will be 

limited to four in Blocks C and D, until such time as Block A is built. 

4.5 Construction plans 

The CEMP has been submitted to discharge the condition on P16/V0246/FUL (application reference 

P18/V1029/DIS).  

The main issue in the CEMP is the proposed routing of the construction vehicles. The text describes 

this as taking a left turn in from West Way to Church Way and exiting left at Westminster Way. A 

diagram shows the route as being in either direction. 

We refer back to the discussion at the planning committee for V1507. Simon Banks, representing 

cyclists, made a case that left-in turning construction vehicles were more dangerous to cyclists than 

right turning vehicles, and supporting this by a video clip in which Mace’s Construction Manager 

said that they avoid left-turns where at all possible. The committee were particularly concerned 

about the risks to the public, and Mace’s agent gave assurances to the committee that construction 

vehicles would use the right turn in direction through the site, entering via Westminster Way and 

exiting via Church Way.  

A banksman is essential at the junction between West Way and Church Way if this is to be the 

approved route into the site for construction vehicles, and probably still desirable in the event that 

vehicles are exiting via this route, given the volume of traffic and pedestrians around the intersection 

between Church Way and the Elms Parade car park. 

Given these concerns, and the fact that an S73 application is considered as a new application, the 

CEMP should be included as part of this consultation. 

5. Framework Travel Plan 

There appear to be discrepancies between the statements within the draft Framework Travel Plan 

submitted with P16/V0246/FUL and the current proposals. Since a Travel Plan is a requirement of 

the planning consent, these discrepancies need to be resolved before the application can be 

decided.   

Given the changes to arrangements for Church Way, a new Framework Travel Plan is required, 

before the application can recommended for approval.    

6. Planning grounds for refusal 

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: 
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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. There is currently no credible transport 

assessment for the impact on the local area. The application should be REFUSED in order that its 

major adverse impacts can be reviewed and addressed by an independent transport expert. 

The amended servicing strategy creates safety issues, as large vehicles will be sharing space with 

pedestrians.  

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.) 

7. Objections to the plans 

The principal issues in this current application relate to: cycle parking and storage, the central 

boulevard, Church Way access restrictions, delivery scheduling, and consistency of documentation.  

Our objections to this current application are: 

The revised plans do not make the required provision of 261 secure cycle spaces for 

students, and should not be approved until appropriate spaces are provided within 

the plans. 

The proposed plans for a lowered block E and a two-level boulevard, with its 

associated landscaping, should be refused.  

The proposed access restrictions to Church Way are incoherent and will not protect 

pedestrian users. 

Other issues should be resolved before approval is granted: namely:  

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.  
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As an S73 application, supporting documentation should be consistent with the proposed 

plans. The draft Framework Transport Plan submitted with V0246 is no longer compatible. A 

replacement draft Framework Transport Plan needs to be resubmitted.  

The location of general cycle parking needs to be reviewed, including provision made for 

those who work on the site 

The current proposals on the table are not sustainable development and should not be 

approved. Prioritisation of car parking spaces has limited the space for other uses, especially 

spaces for cycles and deliveries. As before, the consequence of over-development on site has 

meant apparently small changes produce a material impact elsewhere. This does not bode well for 

the future adaptability of the centre, and hence its sustainability 

 


