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P20/V0921/FUL – West Way Development Phase 2 
Additional documents submitted in support of the application - “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 
This comment responds to the additional documents provided by BDC on 6th July.  

1. 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). BDC quote the provisions of the SPD  that the “north-east 

corner provides an opportunity for a visual landmark … a high-quality taller building, distinctive 

architecture …”.  They fail to also mention that the SPD required that this ‘landmark’ be no more 

than 8 storeys in height. The reference to a “taller building” has to mean “taller than surrounding 

buildings” and not “taller than the maximum permitted height”.  Concepts like ‘visual landmark’ are 

subjective, but not many would consider the proposed building as ‘distinctive architecture’. Also, the 

claim that this building satisfies the SPD intent to “avoid the creation of a large or overbearing single 

volume” is not borne out by the image below. “Generally in conformity with the SPD”, as asserted by 

BDC is not sufficient. 9 storeys is not “up to 8 storeys” 

 

BDC repeat the assertion that increase is 1.5m at the highest point of Block A. The roof level rises by 

1.5m across the whole building relative to the approved plans, adding more mass to an already 

massive building on all elevations. 

The response document refers to both ‘maximisation’ and ‘optimisation’ of the site. We repeat that 

these are not the same thing. The SPD set out what would be considered an optimal use of the site. 

The much higher density of development in this proposal provides less amenity for the residents of 

the development and would put unsustainable additional pressure on local services.  
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2. Visual Impact Assessment 

The visual impact assessment shows that the buildings will be clearly visible from the viewpoints in 

the centre of Oxford. It demonstrates that there will be harm done to these protected views. 

3. Transport and car parking 

The response to our comments about the ‘no car’ policy being unworkable does nothing to remove 

our objection. The comment that there are few dwellings of three bedrooms or more and that it is 

unlikely that many families will occupy the proposed scheme directly contracts the claim that this 

development responds to the housing needs of the area which is identified as “homes and flats for 

young families and key workers, greater number of 2-3 bedroom family homes, and permanent 

affordable housing”. The assertion that this leads somehow to the residents of the flats not owning 

cars makes no sense. Even if it is possible to meet everyday journey such as work or local shopping 

without a car, many people chose to own a car for other purposes, such as leisure, holidays, visiting 

friends and relatives and shopping for larger items. In a household in which more than one person 

goes out to work, both may not be able to travel to work without a car.  

No information has been provided as to which of the 150 flats are identified as the ‘additional 

dwellings’ and hence be designated as ‘car free’. BDC are now committed to provide a car club on 

site. These cars will, therefore, occupy spaces within the site.  

The number plate recognition system will charge (or fine) cars using the on-site parking. It can do 

nothing to prevent parking in areas off the site. Local residential streets are already over-crowded, 

especially with commuter parking. Poorly parked cars have a significant impact on safe movement of 

pedestrians, cyclists and all vehicles, especially buses. It could therefore be concluded that the 

additional cars in the area could not be prevented and that the impact on road safety in the area 

would be very significant. 

In a recent ruling on a development, the Inspector agreed a site’s sustainable central location and 

access to public transport and services, leads to there being “little need” for residents to own a car. 

In reality, however, they “may still choose to do so”, he considered, and would then need to park on 

the street. On his visit to the site, the Inspector observed that parking on the streets surrounding the 

site was already approaching capacity levels. In this context, he found, residents of the appeal 

scheme would displace existing residents with their cars, which could result in “indiscriminate or 

antisocial parking”. This is exactly the situation we see here. 

A Controlled Parking Zone would seem to be the solution. The developers claim to have provided for 

a Controlled Parking Zone, but all they have done is contribute to a preliminary study, as they were 

bound to do under the original planning consent. They have provided no funding for such a scheme, 

which would take years to implement. A CPZ however, brings other problems. It would need to 

cover an area within 400m of the site, and would therefore displace the commuter parking issue 

further west, with associated problems for road safety. All residential side roads in Botley and Dean 

Court are already used by commuters.  

We refer you to the objection from 20 Third Acre Rise which sets out clearly why the proposals are 

not in accordance with the adopted Local Plan Development Policies 16 and 17 relating to access 

transport assessments and travel plans; and not in accordance with Core Policy 37(xi) of the adopted 

Local Plan. They neither provide sufficient car parking provision nor demonstrate how such under 

provision will be mitigated appropriately.  
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4. Cycle storage 

The single cycle store accessible only from a public car park is not the best way to provide secure 

cycle parking. The CPDA has commented on the risks of this car park being used for illegal activities 

and the homeless. Unmonitored CCTV will not provide a deterrent. 

5. Viability and affordable housing 

 We remain concerned about the ambiguity of the statements made with respect to affordable 

housing provision. We have been assured that there would be the payment of £2m in lieu of 

provision of affordable housing in the approved plans for 120 flats, plus 10 affordable flats within the 

30 additional flats (nearly achieving the 35% required by the Vale’s planning policy). BDC should not 

be allowed to renege on the payments agreed as part of their existing planning consent.  

6. Amenity space 

The response to the comments about the provision of private and shared amenity space is 

laughable. To claim that a nearby public recreation area which is 600m away and up a steep hill 

serves the requirement for amenity space shows a lack of appreciation of the intent of the policy on 

amenity space and of the local area. 

7. Crime prevention design 

BDC have not addressed the significant concerns about crime prevention raised by the Crime 

Prevention Design Advisor. 

8. Conclusion 

In summary, BDC has said nothing which changes our opinion that the application should be refused.   

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

benefits; and increases environmental harm. We ask that the Council refuse permission for these 

changes to the approved plans. 

 

West Way Community Concern 

30th July 2020 


