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P20/V0921/FUL – West Way Development Phase 2 
“Demolition and redevelopment of existing buildings for new commercial floorspace (Use 

Classes A1-A5 and B1a) at ground floor level, with development above comprising 150 

residential dwellings (C3). Associated car parking and landscaping are also proposed.” 

 

Comments from West Way Community Concern 
 

1. Summary 

We ask that this application be refused on the grounds that: 

• The Botley Centre supplementary planning document (SPD) clearly states that no 

building will be higher than 8 storeys; 

• The density of development is too much for the site. Overdevelopment does not equate 

to optimal use of the site; 

• No evidence has been provided that it would not adversely impact on protected or 

sensitive views from Oxford city. The Botley Centre SPD (para 4.4.5) says that a Visual 

Impact Assessment must be provided; 

• It fails to provide adequate car-parking, and its claim that it will enforce a ‘no car’ policy 

on some of the residents is not credible. North Hinksey Parish Neighbourhood Plan says 

all developments must have on-site parking; 

• It fails to provide adequate amenity and open spaces for residents, contrary to Principle 

DG63 of the Design Guide SPD; 

• The design is possibly unsafe as regards fire evacuation; 

• The proposed provision for cycle storage does not meet the requirements for security 

and convenience set out in Principle DG50 of the Design Guide SPD; 

• The refuse storage, accessed from Westminster Way, does not comply with Principle 

DG73 of the Design Guide SPD. 

The proposal provides no further economic benefits over the approved scheme, reduces any 

social benefits and increases environmental harm. 
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2. A building of 9 storeys is contrary to the Botley Centre Supplementary Planning 

Document 

This application should be refused, for the simple reason that it contravenes the Botley Centre 

Supplementary Planning Document (SPD). 

The Botley Centre SPD describes the height of acceptable development. Section 4.4 – Density, Scale 

and Massing -Figure 32 - Scale and Massing Diagram indicates buildings “up to 8 storeys”. 

 

 

The SPD was adopted with the express purpose of guiding a developer as to what would be a 

suitable and viable development, “creating a flexible strategy to guide development that supports 

the existing and local community and attracts investment to serve the wider district and meet local 

regeneration aspirations”. There was extensive public consultation prior to the SPD being finalised. 

The main contention of the document was its proposal that buildings could be ‘up to 8 storeys’. 

Most people who commented considered that this was too tall, pointing out that existing buildings 

on the site were no more than 5 storeys (mostly just 2 or 3 storeys), and that the Vale’s Design Guide 

said that “New development should generally reflect the scale of the existing settlement unless a 

strong justification is provided”.  

The decision to allow up to 8 storeys at the NE corner of the site was therefore a compromise 

between the wishes of the public and the wish to make optimal use of the site. The SPD cannot be 

simply put aside. 

Botley Development Company’s first application under P16/V0246/FUL included a 9 storey building. 

This application was withdrawn, with good reason. 
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So, with planning policy having clearly set the maximum height at 8 storeys, it would be perverse if 

consent were now to be given for the most massive block to be increased to 9 storeys. The public 

would lose faith with the principles of planning policy and decision-making.  

3. Heights and massing 

The Planning Statement submitted with this application contains some misleading statements which 

need to be corrected, namely: 

Para 1.4 “a minor increase of circa 1.5m in the height of the block at its highest point”, and 

Para 3.3 “This has been achieved with the scale and massing of Block A largely remaining 

within the previously approved building envelope”. 

The roof level rises by 1.5m across the whole building, adding more mass to an already massive 

building on all elevations. The roof line does not remain within the approved building envelope (as 

clearly shown on page 22 of the Design and Access Statement). 

Since BDC have concluded that the ceiling heights in the original application are excessive (floor-

floor spacing in the approved plans varied between 3m and 3.3m) and can be reduced (to 2.925m) 

without serious impact on marketability, perhaps they would consider reducing the ceiling heights 

for the approved plans, and hence produce a less obtrusive building. 

4. No Visual Impact Assessment has yet been provided 

The Botley Centre SPD says: 

Para 4.4.5 – “Consideration should be given to the appearance of the study area from 

surrounding sensitive views, comprising close range views, elevated long range views and 

those from Oxford City Centre including the view cone from South Park. Development 

proposals will be required to be subject to a Visual Impact Assessment in accordance with 

current industry guidelines.” 

The applicant has not updated the computer-generated views from the key sensitive viewpoints. 

They say in their Planning Statement that "the adjustments to the building massing proposed do not 

materially alter the broad assessments given – in short the minimal increase in height will not be 

noticeable in long range views. The highly sensitive, more distant views from the City Centre remain 

unchanged as a result of the proposals". The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, however, 

says that the difference would be visible from the towers in Oxford, but concludes, without giving 

any justification, that there are no significant effects.  

A planning decision should not be taken without proper evidence as to the impact, particularly from 

the sensitive views from Oxford City, as required by the SPD. The new VIA must show the now built 

buildings and the proposed building alongside. That said, while it is important that there should be 

no impact on these views, such a result in itself would not be a reason to approve the application. 
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5. Increase in the density of development is contrary to the intentions set out in 

the SPD 

The SPD says: 

Para 4.4.4 – “The density of development should be carefully considered and justified to 

avoid overdevelopment within the study area which could result in excessive demands on 

infrastructure and services, and/or inappropriate impact on local amenity, character and 

placemaking.”  

The SPD supporting document Background Report – Viability and Transport set out a number of 

scenarios to define what would be a deliverable and viable use of the site. The approved planning 

application had considerably more density of development than any of the scenarios considered by 

the SPD, hence would be expected to be a more financially advantageous and lower risk for 

developers and landowners relative to the viable baselines. 

The developer has provided no justification as to why it is necessary to increase the density of 

development, although financial considerations - ‘to make the site work harder’ - have been 

mentioned informally. Overdevelopment on a site does not equate to optimal utilisation of the 

site. Increased density of development would result in reduced safety and well-being of residents, 

neighbours and users of the site, and pressure on local services.  

6. The partial ‘car-free’ approach is not workable 

The Botley Centre SPD says: 

Para 4.6.3 – “Vehicle parking should support the various development uses demand whilst 

recognising the need to provide a high quality public realm. Sharing of parking between land 

uses is to be encouraged through sensitive site planning and active site management in order 

to minimise demand. Consideration should be given to the possibility of overspill parking on 

surrounding streets and the need to resolve such impact through implementation of 

measures such as a controlled parking zone (CPZ).” 

Policy 4.1.4.1 of the North Hinksey Parish neighbourhood plan (NHPNP) says:  

“ …Over-dense development will not be acceptable. NHPNP expects design to be of the 

highest standards. There must be adequate on-site parking - but not at the expense of the 

local streetscape….” 

The developer wishes to use Oxford City policy to justify the partial ‘car-free’ approach. Oxford City 

has a specific need to minimise car traffic within the city while satisfying its need for housing in 

sustainable locations. Controlled Parking Zones are ubiquitous, and hence it is feasible to impose no-

car policy on developments if needed. 

Botley is not Oxford. It is a residential suburb, where all houses and apartment blocks have off-street 

parking. Parking on residential streets by commuters into Oxford is a major problem (in normal 

times). It is still not clear what effect the West Way development will have on the problem, but it is 

certain that the building of 30 flats with no parking provision would result in a worse situation.  It is 

possible that a CPZ will be the only solution, although this is not a popular outcome. Under approval 

P16/V0246/FUL the developer is required to pay a sum towards a study of the need for an CPZ, but 

any implementation and management of the scheme would fall to the County Council.  
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There are significant doubts as to whether the no-car policy is enforceable even for the student 

accommodation. It is hard to see how it can be enforced in private residences, especially as many of 

them are likely to be let to tenants. The application does not attempt to define which of the flats 

they would designate as car-free or how this categorisation would be enforced.  

No permission should be granted unless or until a CPZ is in place, following the usual consultation 

process for such a decision. 

7. Lack of amenity for residents 

Principle DG63: ‘Amenity’ of the Vale’s Design Guide states: 

“All development should have private open space. This can be provided in the form of private 

gardens, patios, balconies or private communal gardens, dependent on the type of dwellings 

being provided.” 

Many of the flats will have no balconies. The shared communal areas were not generous for 120 

flats, and are quite inadequate for the increased number. 

Given recent events such as Grenfell Tower and the Covid-19 lockdown, approval of this apartment 

block with a single stairway for 98 flats and inadequate open space would present a lack of 

consideration for the well-being and safety of residents.  

8. Cycle storage 

Principle DG50: ‘Cycle parking’ of the Vale’s Design Guide states: 

“Space should be made available within new developments for parking of bicycles in 

accordance with the Council’s cycle parking standards…. Secure and convenient cycle storage 

for flats should be provided within the main buildings, preferably close to main entrances. 

External communal stores are usually inappropriate as they are unlikely to offer convenient 

access for all residents and they are less secure. Large separate bicycle storage buildings that 

do not benefit from good natural surveillance should be avoided. Dedicated visitor cycle 

parking should also be provided for flats close to main entrances and well overlooked by 

habitable rooms. 

The proposed cycle store for 150 cycles to serve the entire block, accessible only via the under-croft 

public car-park, does not comply with this principle. It is not conveniently located for the entrance to 

the flats and it is unlikely to be perceived as secure.  

There are other practical difficulties with the single cycle store containing 75 double deck racks. 

These racks are quite difficult to use. With only one access door, and minimal space between racks, 

anyone in the process of racking a cycle will prevent another person getting past them. This would 

create frustration (at least) and hence the racks would not be fully utilised. It is apparent that this 

cycle store is offered to satisfy the requirement of one cycle rack per residence, rather than to 

provide what the residents of the flats actually require. 

9. Refuse 

Principle DG73: ‘Apartments Refuse and Recycling’ of the Vale’s Design Guide states: 

“Communal refuse areas should be provided in convenient, secure, well-ventilated spaces close to 
communal entrances. Integrated refuse areas should be of high quality to mitigate their impact on 
the street scene” 
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The refuse stores are accessed only via Westminster Way. They are not accessed directly from the 

property. They are not, therefore, convenient or secure. It is not clear how adequate ventilation can 

be achieved. 

10. Do the changes give benefits which outweigh the additional harm? 

While we consider that the new development is too large and lacking in architectural merit, we 

accept that approval was given through the democratic planning process. The planning committee of 

the day concluded that the economic benefits of redevelopment of this site justified the harm done 

to the area.  

The applicant (Planning Statement para 6.6) puts forward various points to justify the proposals. 

However, each of these are already achieved via the approved plans, and as the application is at 

pains to point out, the approved plans, P16/V0246/FUL, represent the ‘fall-back’ which would be 

built if the current application were to be refused.   

The officer’s report for P16/V0246/FUL acknowledged that “scale, height and massing of the new 

development remains a key, if not the main, issue of contention from local residents”. It considered 

that the benefit achieved from “a mixed use scheme and the number of proposed uses on the site 

will create new jobs both during the construction and the operational phase of the development”. 

The report also considered that “the impact on the wider setting of Oxford and its skyline is limited 

and outweighed by the potential economic and social benefits of the proposal”. 

The question is, therefore, whether there are additional benefits provided by the increased size of 

the residential block which outweigh the additional harm.   

(1) The addition of more one-bedroom flats is not a benefit to Botley. NHPNP defines the 

priority areas for new housing.  

Para 4.1.1.7 “Also the needs of the local people as expressed in the community consultation 

held in January 2016 and October 2017 showed a preference weighted towards  

• Homes and flats for young families and key workers.  

• A greater number of 2-3 bedroom family homes.  

• Permanent affordable housing. 

• Sheltered, Assisted or Flexi-care housing.  

• Shared equity, co-ownership.  

• Limited private rental sector.  

Achieving a better balance in provision of these housing types will help provide this Parish 

with a variety of homes to meet the diverse demand and create a balanced community.”  

Para 4.1.4.1 “This section relates to changes to existing housing sites as well as new 

developments. Any proposals for densification of one or more houses shall have regard to the 

effect on neighbouring properties, the existing landscape and biodiversity of the immediate 

locality and be in keeping with the character of the locality. Over-dense development will not 

be acceptable. NHPNP expects design to be of the highest standards…”  
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Policy HS5 – Balance of Housing Types states:  

“Development proposals will be supported where they are principally designed to meet one 

or more of the following identified local housing needs:  

• Older persons (including Flexi-care) in accordance with the requirements of Core Policy 26; 

or  

• Young persons and families seeking a first step on the housing ladder; or  

• Key workers in North Hinksey Parish (as defined in section 4.1.4 of this Plan), including but 

not limited to those in healthcare, education, local government and policing, where this need 

is demonstrated through the VOWHDC local housing register; or  

• Any additional disadvantaged groups where a shortage of appropriate housing within the 

Parish is identified within the lifetime of this Plan.” 

In addition, the Oxfordshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2014 (SHMA) estimates the open 

market dwelling requirements, and which identifies a need for 3 or more bedroom housing in this 

area. The officer’s report for P16/V0246/FUL concludes that “the variation from the SHMA mix needs 

to be assessed against the economic, social and environments benefits of the proposed 

development”. 

The additional 30 flats are therefore of negligible benefit, given that there is plenty of supply of one 

and two bedroom flats in the area, with 135 of the 140 flats in the approved development being one 

or two bedroom and any number of on-going developments and applications. Family housing is most 

now needed. A review of the current property available on the housing market locally shows that 

there are twice as many flats as there are family houses, and the situation is becoming worse as 

more family houses are demolished or converted to provide yet more one-bed flats. Hence, this 

development does not meet the aspirations set out in the NHPNP, and deviates further from the 

SHMA. 

(2) There are no further economic benefits from the new proposal. Any economic benefits 

arise from this being a retail-led development, and from the jobs created during construction. The 

new proposal actually reduces the retail space in the scheme. 

(3) The scheme actually reduces any social benefits delivered by the approved scheme 

The increased size of the building and number of residents gives additional adverse impact to what is 

already a considerable development. It creates a less pleasant, less safe and less secure environment 

for residents, and more overshadowing of neighbouring properties. Extra pressure would be placed 

on doctors, schools and bus services, for which an additional S106 payment must be provided if the 

application were to be approved.  

In conclusion, this proposal deviates further from the requirements for housing in the area and will 

have greater impact on near-by and wider views. It provides no further economic benefits over the 

approved scheme, reduces any social benefits, and increases environmental harm. 

11. Viability and affordable housing 

The Planning Statement para 5.55 says: “The updated Viability Assessment concludes that due to 

factors including market conditions and increased build costs that the scheme cannot financially 

support any further affordable housing provision and that a case could be made to re-negotiate the 

previously agreed financial contribution towards affordable housing. This approach has not been 
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taken in the interest of maximising the delivery of affordable homes.” The developer agrees that 33% 

of the additional flats should be affordable, nearly achieving the 35% requirement of Vale’s Core 

Policy 24 (to comply the policy, an additional payment should be made to make up the short-fall). 

The £2m in lieu of affordable housing in the 140 flats (Blocks A and E) in the approved development 

would still be paid. 

An argument is put forward in the Viability Submission that the £2m payment should be 

renegotiated. It would be quite shocking if the developer were to renege on a legal agreement in 

this way, and make a claim that a return of 6.15% on cost is ‘unviable’. Profit is justified as being a 

fair return on risk that is taken. The key point being that the risk is taken by the developer. If costs 

increase or market conditions change, this risk falls to the developer, by definition. To attempt to 

push this problem back to the public should not be allowed.  

The price for the land was negotiated down by the developer, in order to achieve their expected 

returns at the time of the sale, so the public purse has already borne its share of the risk. (The claim 

made that the purchase price was determined by a full marketing exercise with the presence of 

strong underbidders is not a true representation of what happened; there was no competitive 

process for the part of the site owned by the Vale of White Horse District Council. A price was agreed 

with the purchaser, which was then reduced by £1.4m before the sale completed.)  

12. A comment on the transport implications 

The Transport Statement contains very little new material specific to the proposed increase in the 

number of flats. What it does contain is an attempt to produce some analysis to suggest that the 

additional flats will not have an adverse effect on the local highway network and would have an 

immaterial impact on existing public transport services and infrastructure. 

In fact, common logic would conclude that, even if the flats were to be car-free, there would be 

additional vehicles movements to the site from visitors and deliveries. The additional residents, if 

not using cars, would be likely to use the bus service to and from Oxford, which in normal times, is 

very busy at peak times. 

13. A comment on crime prevention design 

The Crime Prevention Design Advisor (CPDA) has set out serious concerns in relation to community 

safety and crime prevention design.  

Increased crime in the area would have a severe impact on the well-being and safety of residents of 

the local area and users and employees of the centre. It would also affect the economic success of 

the centre. 

It is extremely worrying that BDC have been reluctant even to apply for ‘Secured by Design’ (SBD) 

accreditation. While BDC may have no concern as to the security of this centre, we trust that the 

District Council does, and will not give consent to a development with severe failings in its design. 

The CDPA recommends that a condition be placed on any approval, that the development should 

not be occupied until confirmation of SBD accreditation has been received. 

It is regrettable that the CDPA did not provide a commentary on the original application 

P16/V0246/FUL, such that no condition was placed on that consent. In the event that the ‘fall-back’ 

consent is built, then, in the interests of community safety, it is important that the inadequacies of 

the site management and security noted by the CPDA are addressed. 
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14. Public faith in the planning process 

The comments submitted by residents make it clear that there is a lot of anger about the 

development – its physical size and the fact that it provides nothing for the community that was not 

provided before. It is also apparent that faith in the planning process is being lost, and that the 

interests of the community risk being neglected in favour of developer profit. 

15. Conclusion 

In conclusion, this proposal provides no further economic benefits over the approved scheme, 

reduces any social benefits; and increases environmental harm. 

For the reasons set out above, we ask that the Council refuse permission for these changes to the 

approved plans. 

 

West Way Community Concern 

3rd June 2020 


