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West Way, Botley – Development Proposal 

Commentary on transport Issues 

1 This note is a commentary on a Planning Application (Vale of White Horse 

P13/V2733/FUL) for the demolition of shops, offices, housing, sheltered housing, and other 

land uses and the erection of a superstore, six screen cinema, student accommodation for 

525, a 100 room hotel and other land uses on 3.01 hectares of land currently known as the 

West Way shopping centre and Field House. 

2 The Transport Assessment (TA) is a complex document and has to be read in 

relation to the Retail Impact Assessment (RIA) as well as the appendices to both documents 

to be fully understood. In line with many TAs it uses a complex methodology that gives the 

appearance of mathematical exactitude, but is to a large extent founded on assumptions and 

approximations which are open to question and which can alter the results to a large extent.  

3 The main conclusion of the TA is that there will be reductions of traffic on West Way 

and the Botley Road, and increases on some others, but no major impacts. While there are 

aspects of the standard methodology which means TAs often correctly show less impact 

than many people might expect, for such a major development these results should raise 

doubts amongst any reader with any local knowledge. 

4 The competence and professionalism with which the documents have been put 

together is crucial. There appear to be major flaws in methodology, not all of which seem to 

be down to a hurried approach, but display a consistent tendency to underestimate likely 

traffic impacts, so the forecasts have to be questioned. A more considered approach 

suggests that the impacts will be much greater than suggested. 

Key Points 

 The Transport Assessment is not fit for purpose and should not be regarded as a 

truthful representation of likely traffic impacts. A series of assumptions made display 

a consistent tendency to underestimate likely traffic impacts, so the forecasts have to 

be questioned. The application should not be approved on the basis of the Transport 

Assessment provided. 

 The development amounts to an overprovision of convenience shopping provision for 

an area of Oxford which is geographically constrained. It could only work with a 

substantial inflow of shoppers from areas where a car is the only viable means of 

access, which is contrary to notions of sustainability in the National Planning Policy 

Framework (para 34), the saved VOWH policies on retail hierarchy (SC1) and 

minimising the need to travel (GS10), and the County Local Transport Planning 

policy SD1. 

 It fails even against Core Policy 8 of the emerging Local Plan 2029, as the proposals 

are not “appropriately scaled to the role and function of Botley as a Local Service 

Centre” and it cannot be demonstrated that “that proposals will not harm the 

character or appearance of the Botley central area”. 

 Contrary to the argument made in the assessment, the development would be likely 

to add to vehicular traffic on all local roads, with the link from the A34 via 

Westminster Way being especially hard hit. 
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 It would most likely add significant traffic to the A34/ A420 junction and the link 

between the A34 and Botley Road. Traffic on Eynsham Road and Cumnor Hill would 

also increase. On already congested roads it requires very little extra traffic to lead to 

large scale congestion. 

 While the Transport Assessment predicts few delays at local junctions the faulty 

assumptions mean that delays would almost certainly be serious. 

 Parking provision does not account for likely demand by workers, students, or people 

wishing to make very short stops to pick up convenience items. The notion of ‘no 

student cars’ is unenforceable. A wide area Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) would 

seem to be inevitable with residents likely being charged to park their own cars. 

 There are several aspects of the detailed design which would cause problems for 

parents with young children, cyclists and those with mobility difficulties. 

 The Travel Plan cannot be taken to have enough effect to mitigate these impacts, or 

to provide a modal split that would fit with any notion of sustainable development. 

The lack of parking restraint measures within or out-with the car park means that 

other measures are unlikely to be effective. The Plan demonstrates a lack of 

knowledge or understanding of local walking, cycling and public transport use. 

Planning issues 

6 The main planning objection to the Transport Assessment relates to its lack of 

reference to paragraph 34 of the National Planning Policy Framework which states “Plans 

and decisions should ensure developments that generate significant movement are located 

where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable modes can be 

maximised”. This principle of minimising travel implies that facilities should be located in the 

lowest level centre whose catchment is sufficient to sustain the business concerned – larger 

in Oxford, smaller in Botley, and very small in Farmoor. In essence a major objection to the 

proposal is that a development of this scale cannot function without significant transport 

flows from other areas, and that efforts to maximise the use of sustainable modes would not 

be effective. 

7 The Vale Local Plan (saved policies) and Oxfordshire Local Transport Plan have 

similar policies. Local Plan GS10 (Minimising the Need to Travel) states “Development which 

would generate significant levels of traffic will not be permitted where travel by modes other 

than the private car are not available or cannot be provided for effectively.” While Botley is 

well served by public transport for local journeys from its current catchment, the catchment 

required to sustain the proposed development can only function with a high level of car use. 

Scrutiny of the methodology in the TA casts grave doubts on the ability to satisfy this policy 

objective. It fails even against Core Policy 8 of the emerging Local Plan 2029, as the 

proposals are not “appropriately scaled to the role and function of Botley as a Local Service 

Centre” and it cannot be demonstrated that “that proposals will not harm the character or 

appearance of the Botley central area”. 

8 Supporting paragraph 12.3 of policy S1 (Hierarchy of New Retail Provision) states 

that ‘the Council will seek to safeguard the local centres at Botley and Grove and to reduce 

traffic congestion and improve conditions for cyclists and pedestrians. 
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9 Similarly the Local Transport Plan (Policy SD1) states that “Oxfordshire County 

Council will seek to ensure that: 

 the location and layout of new developments minimise the need for travel and can be 

served by high quality public transport, cycling and walking facilities; 

 developers promote sustainable travel for all journeys associated with new 

development, especially those to work and education, and; 

 the traffic from new development can be accommodated safely and efficiently on the 

transport network.” 

10 Again, while the application pays lip service to these notions scrutiny of the TA shows 

that they are not treating these seriously. 

11 The Retail Impact Assessment suggests the retail turnover of the development will be 

£62.5m per year (£38.5m for food/ convenience and £24m for comparison goods). The 

natural local catchment of Botley, Cumnor Hill, Cumnor and Farmoor (a population of 9,300) 

is expected to contribute £12m convenience and £6.5m comparison goods. Hence over 2/3 

of convenience business will be drawn from other areas. This alone shows that there has to 

be a net in-flow of traffic, most coming a longer distance than those made by local residents 

currently shopping elsewhere, on journeys that are not well served by public transport. If a 

supermarket of about 5000 m2 were of the right scale for the area, the Oxford built up area 

would have about 15 such stores, as opposed to the 3 it has. The scale of development 

appears to be a magnitude out of order compared with one that serves the local area and is 

compatible with sustainable development. 

Analysis of forecast traffic levels 

12 The methodology used in the TA is complex and rests on conclusions drawn from the 

RIA, which is also complex. Each has multiple appendices with very large tables and plans 

(the plans in the case of the TA being virtually illegible due to the small scale of text, and 

lack of any simplifying graphics to help readers). Many appendices do not adequately 

explain what they purport to show. There are also some missing explanations of the logic of 

the methods used. As a result this critique cannot be taken to be 100% accurate, but has 

involved much research to try to ensure these comments made are not unfair. 

13 There are several areas of methodology which are suspect relating to traffic 

implications which are described in more detail in Appendix One. The main points are: 

 Where do the people live who will transfer to West Way? A circuitous and 

confusing method is used to define the zones from which people will transfer to the 

new development. This would seem to overestimate local patronage, and 

underestimate longer distance journeys. 

 Which roads will people use to get to West Way? Having predicted where 

customers will come the share of their trips to the road network is assigned. While 

some are plausible, others are not. 50% of people from the Cowley area are forecast 

to arrive by A34 South, and the other 50% will come through the city centre, 

displaying a serious lack of knowledge of local traffic conditions. It is also assumed 

that all traffic from A34 South will use the Botley interchange and West Way to 

access the site rather than rat-running along Westminster Way. 
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 How many vehicle trips will the development generate? Two different sets of ‘trip 

generation’ data are used in different parts of the document with no explanation. The 

lower set is designed to show Friday traffic, but 5 out of the 12 comparators used 

other weekday data, when retail traffic would be much less. 

 How do they estimate how many people visit more than one shop when they 

visit West Way? For a mixed development it is correctly assumed that some people 

will visit more than one shop while visiting (without moving their car) and the number 

of trips reduced to avoid double counting. But the 35% used is way above the more 

recognised 10% for District Centres. The figures used lead to the number of all 

shopping trips actually being reduced to less than the supermarket trips alone – this 

is nonsensical. Recalculating the ‘parking accumulation’ on this basis shows that the 

car park will be overloaded for periods on weekdays, and for most of Saturday. 

 Some people who currently shop elsewhere will shop more locally – How is 

that taken account of? It is correctly assumed that, since many people in the local 

area currently do their shopping, elsewhere, any ‘diversion’ to the new development 

is countered by a reduction in trips to places that they currently make. But the 

assumptions made overestimate the likely effect of this, and other assumptions about 

the routes people make all lead to the impression that local traffic increases are less 

than would be expected. Traffic using the Botley Interchange to access the A34 and 

A420W are assumed not to divert, and all traffic local traffic that diverts to West Way 

was assumed to pass by West Way beforehand. 

 Comparing with the current situation or a somewhat fictitious past? The impact 

they measure is based on the assumption that the ’base’ situation is one where the 

currently empty office buildings are being used to full capacity, because there is ‘de 

facto’ planning agreement for traffic associated with that level of development. While 

this is correct in terms of calculating amounts of Section 106 payments to mitigate 

traffic effects, for predicting extra impact it does not give an indication of how the 

situation will change from ‘today’ or how local people will experience the difference in 

traffic levels. The estimates for current ‘missing’ office traffic seem unrealistically 

high. 

 Where will the cinema and restaurant users come from? Estimates about where 

people will come from do not stand up to a reality check with large proportions 

coming from small and sparsely populated zones. 

 Where will people park? The assumptions about the proportion shopping at more 

than one shop, outlined above, point to the car park becoming regularly overloaded. 

Without a Controlled Parking Zone it is almost certain that there will be overspill into 

surrounding areas. Enforcing a ‘no car’ policy for students seems impossible. 

Other aspects of the Transport Assessment 

 Deliveries for the supermarket are catered for, but facilities for other elements are 

virtually non-existent.  

 Demand for buses into the city or Westminster College by students would be likely to 

add severely to the current queues already found at local bus stops at peak times. 

 Cyclists arriving from Arthray Road will find no parking facilities on Level 1. To use 

the cycle parking they are expected to get down to Level 0 by 20 steps or use small 

lifts. 
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 People with disabilities are not well catered for in terms of the scale of the 

development, the size of lifts and the layout of access. To get from the sheltered 

housing to the bus stops on the north side of West Way requires crossing 2 four lane 

roads using 4 staggered light controlled crossings. 

 The TA concludes that there will be reductions of traffic on the B4044 Eynsham 

Road, Cumnor Hill and West Way adjacent to the Church. The only increases 

mentioned in the text are on West Way and Westminster Way outside the shops 

(para 5.76). Just to cover themselves they say (5.77) “It must be noted that the 

proposed development traffic is very much a worst case assessment. In reality it is 

likely that a greater proportion of the development trips would come from within 

Botley itself”. They do not explain why this might be the case and implies that they 

have not done an analysis themselves – if they did they might find travel to 

equivalent locations was similar to most other South East locations. 

 

 How much difference do all these assumptions and miscalculations make?It 

might be possible with the information provided, and with much better local 

knowledge, to create an ‘alternative’ assessment of traffic changes, but there is much 

needed information missing. The main point here is in questioning the methodology 

used to show that it is inadequate and an underestimate, rather than predicting 

exactly what the impacts will be. While some errors may be due to ‘turning the 

handle’ of a complex methodology there are many which may point to an attempt to 

steer the findings towards their aims1. However it must be stressed that these are 

very strong suspicions rather than accusations because the relevant data and 

parameters are not all presented. 

The Framework Travel Plan 

14 A Travel Plan is a standard part of a TA designed to mitigate problems caused by 

traffic and to encourage use of walking, cycling and public transport. For some reason the 

Travel Plan for this application was not posted until February 19, three weeks after other 

documents. 

15 It says very little beyond that it will be an evolving plan and that the detail is 

dependent on the firms who operate the completed development. The main measures 

proposed are providing information and ‘marketing’ to encourage sustainable modes. This 

cannot be taken to be adequate given the wide catchment required to make the 

development economically viable.   

16 It includes statements such as “Encouraging staff to work from home when possible”. 

It is difficult to imagine many supermarket, shop, cinema, restaurant, dental etc workers 

being able to work from home very often. They also encourage ‘off site meetings’, and 

                                                
1
 In ‘fairness’ it should be pointed out that most Transport Assessments are designed to show that 

developments will have minimal impacts. That is what developers pay consultants to show and the 
transport profession is unfortunately not regulated. TAs for many developments, if done truly 
independently, would come up with very different results for most developments. But a TA is such a 
complex document that it can be generally assumed that no ‘lay’ person will be able to work out how 
they have been done or produce alternative predictions. 
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“Considering staff requests to vary working hours to facilitate reduced car travel (e.g. to 

facilitate car sharing or public transport use)”. Again, there is little scope for variable work 

hours in the expected employment profile, which would, in any case lead to less ability to car 

share – and car sharing implies that many will be expected to arrive by car. 

17 Other aspects of the Travel Plan point to significant difficulties in developing a plan 

that would reduce the demand for vehicular movements. The intention is to not charge for 

parking for a period of probably three hours, with no indication of what the longer term 

charges would be, or how many spaces would be reserved for managers and employees. 

The application leaves a decision on whether a controlled parking zone (CPZ) is required to 

Oxfordshire County Council, if parking becomes a problem. It is an unfortunate truth that 

Travel Plans to encourage walking, cycling and public transport only generally work to a 

significant degree where there is control over parking. In the absence of a CPZ controls over 

all day parking by office and other workers, and by student residents would seem to be non-

existent. The idea of students signing a ‘no car’ agreement is cannot be enforced especially 

for those whose permanent residence is elsewhere – neither are the cars of visitors to the 

students taken into account, and these are clearly out of reach of any contract between 

landlord and tenant. 

18 The analysis of accessibility by non car modes is minimal. The walking and cycling 

maps use ‘isochrones’ (contour lines of equal time) though actually based on crude distance, 

with, for example, walking directly across the rivers and meadows to Binsey being possible 

and quite fast. 

19 For cycling, the A34 and a track across under Boars Hill to Wootton are both of equal 

use as any other route, and no account is made for the deterrence factor of hills such as 

Cumnor Hill where only a very fit cyclist could manage 16 kph, let alone the hills up to Lime 

Road. Some text in the Travel Plan is laughable. “3.14 Topography is not considered to be 

an impediment to cycling within the vicinity of the site, however, to the south (Westminster 

Way towards North Hinksey) and west (Cumnor Hill towards Cumnor) there is a slight 

incline, which may impose a challenge to inexperienced riders ...”. There is a 70 plus metre 

climb (240 ft) to the top of Cumnor Hill, with a similar height to Lime Road/ Arnolds Way. The 

roads to Lime Road all involve a gradient in excess of 1 in 7. 

20 For public transport a map of bus stops and routes only is shown, while the 

accessibility program “Accession” from which they produced the walk and cycle maps could 

have been used to show more useful isochrones. (Accession works much better for public 

transport than for walking and cycling). This would have shown which areas of Oxford are 

and are not easily accessible by bus without a change in the city (where most would stop to 

shop rather than travel out to Botley). 

21 Some aspects of the Travel Plan are quite startling. Of the 303 pages of the report, 

only 32 are the Travel Plan itself, much of which is copied from the Transport Assessment. 

54 pages are published bus timetables, with no analysis of the way in which these services 

add accessibility to the site. A further 85 pages are details of traffic accidents in the area.2 

                                                
2
 It is not clear why these are included, especially as each is labelled “Confidential road accident 

information – not to be transmitted to third parties” 
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And a further 105 pages are trip generation rates for all the site land uses. It is difficult to see 

any logic as to why these have been included in the Travel Plan document. 

22 The TA concludes on its forecasts by saying “The modal share of sustainable modes 

in Oxford, particularly cycling, is known to be better than the national average. As such the 

number of vehicle trips is likely to be less than that proposed”. However the Travel Plan 

gives no indication of the extent to which they feel the modal split can be altered. 

Wider aspects relating to transport 

23 While some small effort is made to account for the Seacourt and Westgate 

developments the impact of Waitrose in Botley Road is not mentioned. This application was 

made shortly before the West Way application but the rough scale and its imminent proposal 

has been known about for some time, and it is likely to seriously affect the attraction of West 

Way for food shopping. 

24 The interaction with shops on Botley Road is an important aspect which has not been 

explored to any extent. While Seacourt is in “Zone 1” all shops East of the Seacourt Stream 

are in “Zone 3” (Oxford centre). The impact of this on linked trips has not been assessed 

over and above the area wide assumptions made. But this is almost impossible without 

knowing what kind of shops will be included on site. 

25 For food shopping much of the proposed incoming trade would have to pass close by 

Heyford Hill or Kidlington to access Botley, and people in Kennington would be much closer 

to Heyford Hill than West Way. All people visiting from the City direction would pass through 

the city centre, passing the proposed Waitrose and the existing Aldi. Without an analysis of 

differential accessibility to different shops predictions of catchments are likely to be faulty. 

26 While the consideration of petrol buying at a supermarket is not of key importance to 

the TA, the closure of the filling station at Seacourt would leave this as the only major 

supermarket in the Oxford area without a filling station. There are good reasons why 

supermarket chains have filling stations and offer cheaper fuel. Having a superstore with no 

fuel available will put the centre at a key disadvantage relative to the other local superstores. 

This is not an argument for the centre to include a filling station, but is indicative of elements 

of analysis that have not been studied – it is an argument for a more modest store size. 

27 The use of the current shopping area as a through route for pedestrians and cyclists 

is not acknowledged, though many walk through the site to access the bus stops and to go 

to the Primary School. If cars are ‘rat-running’ through (or making a very brief stop for a 

paper or sandwich which will not be viable with a large car park distant from shops) then 

there is a further exaggeration of current vehicle traffic especially during peak hours. While 

pedestrians will still have access through the new development, those with young children, 

and those with disabilities will have to use a lift or about 20 steps. For cyclists the route will 

not be viable. This could have safety implications for young children accessing Botley 

Primary School. Many may be tempted to divert via Westminster Way, crossing the wide 

goods vehicle entrance and one of the two car park entrances. 
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Conclusions 

28 As with assessments of other aspects of the application such as local character, the 

main objections revolve around the development being too large in relation to the current 

environment and situation. In the transport case the concern is different – related to creating 

traffic and parking impacts which could be severe. If the development is successful then it is 

reliant on drawing in trade from other areas which are generally only accessible by car. From 

most areas people would pass by another retail area that would serve their needs. The 

methodology is open to question, partly because of a lack of clear information about how it 

was formed and conducted. It could be described as being as complex as rocket science but 

as accurate as a circus cannon. 

29 More widely, the Transport Assessment and Retail Impact Assessment point to two 

possibilities: 

 That the proposal is not actually as viable as indicated, and will not attract the inward 

flows of customers that would be required for its viability, or  

 That if it were viable and ‘successful’ the TA does not provide adequate explanation 

of the traffic and transport impacts. 

30 In some ways these conclusions seem contradictory, with the traffic impacts not 

being as great as expected. But if the development proves not to be viable then Botley will 

be left with a white elephant and the operators of the site may look for other land uses which 

might increase traffic flows. This points to a smaller store being appropriate, and a complete 

re-appraisal of the transport implications in any future application.  

31 This application should be rejected on transport grounds alone. It is difficult to see 

how a properly designed modified transport assessment based on a development of this 

scale could come to any conclusion other than that the traffic impacts will be severe. 
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Appendix One – Critique of the Transport Assessment Methodology 

A1 This appendix provides more explanation on points made in the Analysis of Forecast 

Traffic Levels above.  For ease of reference it uses the same questions as posed in the main 

text. 

 A2 Which stores will the new trade divert from? The Retail Impact 

Assessment aims to give an impression of analytical rigour, containing around over 

80 tables stretching over 115 pages of appendices which describe the current 

shopping patterns of residents of the greater Oxford, Abingdon and Witney areas and 

the ‘capacity’ for spend by people in different zones. But following this, the 

assessment of the stores where trade for the new development will be drawn from is 

not described, but simply put forward with no explanation in para 5.134 on p35 and 

Tables 43 and 44 in Appendix 7. It is possible that this was made on a considered 

assessment of where customers might be drawn from and the corresponding impact 

on stores they currently use, but nothing is said about the method. A sketch map 

showing the expected loss of trade (in red) of local supermarkets, and the current 

assumed trade at those stores3 from the Botley/ Cumnor/ Farmoor area (italics in 

brackets) is shown below. It can be seen that the expected loss at distant stores far 

outweighs the current spend from local residents. 

Loss of trade to West Way compared with current spend from Botley/ Cumnor

West Way -£11.9m (£7.95m)

Sainsbury -£7.3m (£2.31m)

Sainsbury -£2.7m (£0.41m)

Tesco -£3.6 (£0.17m)

Tesco -£4.2m (£1.82m)

Abingdon

Waitrose -£1.9m (£0.5m)

Aldi -£3.1m (£2.6m)

Asda -£1.2m (£0.17m)

 

 A major claim for the need for a new store seems to be based on “an early Thursday 

afternoon” visit to the 3 local superstores (para 5.137) in which the comments made 

about overcrowding do not imply scientific rigour (and whether the visit was in the run 

up to Christmas or some other time).  

                                                
3
 Trade figures are from a household survey of 1200 people. Zone 1 (Botley, Cumnor and Farmoor 

[OX2 9]) included 81 respondents. Coding only allowed for 1 ‘main food shopping’ and 1 ‘top up food’ 
location per respondent, so the reliability is not great for the local area. 
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 The text in the RIA then goes on to describe the impact on the affected stores – 

virtually all large supermarkets – as being insignificant or ‘not materially harmful’. In 

the absence of an explanation of the methodology used, one has to question whether 

the forecast diversions arise from considered analysis or from wishful thinking.  

 There is no analysis of the impact on smaller shops in the area except a “modest 

£0.1m” from the Co-op in Kennington Road, 3 miles away (from a total estimated 

turnover of £1.5m). There is no evidence that the authors were even aware of the two 

very small convenience stores in the neighbourhood. 

 

 A3 Where do the people live who will transfer to West Way? The traffic 

forecast (for new trips) relies on taking the expecting loss of trade from shops 

described above and then assessing where the people who use those shops live who 

will transfer from the shops – this seems to be a circular argument. A more direct 

approach would be to look at relative accessibility of West Way and other food shops 

in different areas at a finer grain than the 12 zones used, which would then allow an 

assessment of likely impact on other food shops. For this calculation the TA 

calculates the abstraction of trade from the zones used by those who shop in the 

shops from which trade is predicted to be diverted. To do this they claim they simply 

divide current spend in zones by an average distance to Botley for each of the 12 

zones, on the basis that more distant people are less likely to travel. Appendix M 

purports to show this method, but using the method described does not seem to 

replicate their findings. It may be that some part of the calculation has not been 

described – but if the assumed distances to Botley are substantially altered up or 

down the resultant table can be almost exactly reproduced. It only ‘works’ if the 

average distance travelled from the Botley/ Cumnor/ Farmoor is reduced from the 

quoted 0.5 miles to 0.39 miles, while that for travel from the City Centre is increased 

from 1.8 miles to an unlikely 10 miles (and other changes made for most of the 

zones). If this interpretation is correct then it seems the local catchment is being 

exaggerated. 

 In reality the average distance required by people from the Botley/ Cumnor area is 

1.1 miles and only 2,900 people live within 1km road distance (using the distribution 

of population in Output Areas from the 2011 census). The consultants could have 

used a more realistic indicator of ‘deterrence’ to travel to explain likely trip diversion. 

Or better still, they could have started from an assessment of likely catchment areas. 

 There are few areas from which people would find West Way more convenient than 

other supermarkets. Farmoor, Eynsham, Wootton, Appleton and Kingston Bagpuize 

and surrounding rural areas may do, but the populations are small. 

 

 A4 Which roads will people use to get to West Way? Having predicted where 

customers will come they assign the share of their trips to the road network, by 

assuming that e.g. people from Witney will come along the Eynsham Road. Many of 

these suppositions are plausible. But others, such as that 50% of people from the 

Cowley area (Zone 4) will arrive by A34 South, and the other 50% will come through 

the city centre seem to display a lack of knowledge of local traffic regulations and 

conditions. 
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 They also seem to assume that all traffic from A34 South will use the Botley 

interchange and West Way to access the site rather than rat-running along 

Westminster Way. This would mean a 2.8 km journey potentially being stopped at 5 

red lights, compared with a 1.2 km along a residential road involving only left turns. 

 

 A5 How many vehicle trips will the development generate? Numbers of trips 

are predicted using data from surveys made of other similar sites using the “TRICS” 

database. For some land uses weekday and Saturday trip rates are calculated, but 

for many they either assume there will be no traffic on Saturday (e.g. GP and Dentist) 

or that it will be the same as a weekday (e.g. hotel, community halls, and the ‘nursing 

home’ by which they presumably mean the sheltered housing). Traffic is calculated 

for Friday as a weekday (as it is the busiest day of the week), but 5 out of the 12 

comparator food superstores used other weekday data when traffic would be less. 

This could bring down the implied average (by up to about 10%) 

 Two different sets of trip rates are used – one for trip generation and one for parking 

accumulation (see below under ‘parking’). 

 

 A6 How do they estimate how many will visit more than one shop when 

they visit West Way? Since most TRICS surveys4 are for free standing 

supermarkets, cinemas and the other elements which the site includes, the forecast 

number of trips is reduced as some people will visit different types of shop in the 

development in one visit, without moving their car. They assume a 41.4% drop for 

main food shopping trips. However this figure is falsely based on Q3 of the survey for 

retail impact, a general question about doing other shopping while out on a main food 

shopping trip – not necessarily at the same location (RIA p77). It could (and will) 

include people visiting shops anywhere else as part of a ‘multi-purpose trip’. Based 

on assumptions of types of shopping the figure is reduced to 35% of supermarket 

shoppers using other shops on site. 

 That this proportion is wrong is made clear by the proportions of trips forecast to be 

generated by supermarkets, and all other shops. In terms of proportions it is 

generally the case that for every forecast 100 supermarket trips there are about 20 

trips forecast to the other shop types – 35% of the supermarket trips are discounted 

leaving 65. When the 20 other trips are added this makes 85, which is 15% less than 

the supermarket trips alone. This is nonsensical.  

 Probably the most authoritative research on shopping done without moving a car is 

Cliff Guys 2008 book “Planning for retail development” which suggests that in a 

location such as Botley about 10% of food shopping trips would involve visiting other 

shops. If this figure were used (rather than the roughly 20% assumed in the diagram 

above) the car park would be even more full. 

 

 A7 Not all trips will be new to the area – How is that taken account of? It is 

assumed that, since people in the local area currently do much of their shopping, film 

                                                
4
 “TRICS” uses ad hoc surveys of people and vehicles entering and leaving developments which has 

built up a substantial database. But these surveys can only be carried out where access and egress 
are ‘controlled’ to the extent of being surveyable. Anywhere without its own car park specific to the 
development cannot easily be surveyed. So those surveyed tend to be free standing developments. 
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viewing and eating out elsewhere, their ‘diversion’ to the new development is 

countered by a reduction in trips to places that they currently make. So people 

previously using Heyford Hill for their main food shop, may use West Way which will 

take one journey off the A34. It is assumed that these people would have gone past 

West Way anyway (which some might have done). In Transport Assessments this 

kind of calculation is standard practice. The diagram below explains what this TA has 

assumed, based on a 1992 survey of six new supermarkets on radial routes out of 

town centres. 

TA breakdown of retail trips to new centre

• Primary new trips
– People who are new to shopping to Botley 

(e.g. Kennington people who used to shop 
at Heyford Hill)

• Primary transferred trips
– Currently shop elsewhere but travel  along 

West Way/ Westminster Way to get there

• Linked pass by trips
– Currently travel along West Way/ 

Westminster Way on way somewhere else 
for some other reason (e.g. work)

• Linked Diverted trips
– Currently travel via bottom of Cumnor Hill 

or A420 link junction on way somewhere 
else, but will divert to West Way

10% of trips

15% of trips

51% of trips
(all assumed to
Use West Way road)

24% of trips

Home West Way Place used to shop Another location visited (e.g. work)

 
 In this case 51% of all retail visits are assumed to be of this type (i.e. shorter than 

they were) and a further 39% are forecast as “linked trips” – people already travelling 

past on the way somewhere else or on the “surrounding network”. The ‘surrounding 

network’ is taken to include just the Eynsham Rd/ Cumnor Hill junction, and the A420 

slip/ Botley Road junction. This leaves only 10% that are people from anywhere else 

who used to shop elsewhere but will switch to West Way having not passed by 

previously. Using the definition of surrounding network ‘primary new trips’ includes 

people travelling up the A34, and those transferring from the A420W to the A34. 

Given the scale of the development and its catchment areas this seems implausible.  

 These assumptions were based on a paper by MacIver and Dickinson studying 6 

supermarkets on main commuter routes into towns in the early 1990s (when most 

towns were still relatively unpopulated by superstores, and looking at localities with 

larger catchments in the outward direction from the town centres). Later work by 

MacIver himself in 1999 points to the simplicity of that analysis and how it had been 

misinterpreted in impact assessments. He pointed out that except for new stores 

actually on major commuter routes, the rate of linked trips would be lower, and that 

few linked trips are made in the morning peak. He adds that many linked shopping 

journeys are actually to locations further than where the original journey was being 

made – these should be treated as ‘primary new’ trips for calculations. He concludes 
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that each shopping store needs a separate analysis related to its local geography, 

but that his earlier work nearly always underestimates new trips. (It is, however, still 

used in many Transport Assessments, without question). 

 

 A8 Comparing with the current situation or a somewhat fictitious past? The 

impact measured is based on the assumption that the ’base’ situation is one where 

the currently empty office buildings are being used to full capacity, because there is 

‘de facto’ planning agreement for traffic associated with that level of development. (It 

takes no account of whether earlier consent given in the 1960s and 1980s might 

have, in hindsight, been mistaken). So a large amount of traffic is assumed to 

currently exist when it does not. While this is correct in procedural terms for 

predicting extra impact in terms of Section 106 payments to mitigate traffic effects, it 

does not give an indication of how the situation will change from ‘today’ or how local 

people will experience the difference in traffic levels. In addition, the assumptions of 

‘missing’ travel to the offices imply that around 220 parking spaces would be used by 

office workers, while the total office parking space has always been 117 (with other 

parking limited to 3 hours) – this implies their ‘current’ level of traffic is probably much 

higher than it ever was. 

 

 A9 Where will the cinema and restaurant users come from? Estimates about 

where people will come from do not stand up to a reality check (para 5.56 and Table 

5.13, p36). 41.2% will come from Botley and Cumnor which may be plausible, but 

almost certainly over-optimistic for a 6 screen cinema. Of the remainder, as an 

example, 5.8% will come from Garsington and Nuneham Courtney (Zone 5), a zone 

of 2900 population, or 1% of the total in the study area, passing close by  the “Vue” 

cinema to go to Westway, and over 50% are forecast to come from smaller more 

rural zones with a combined population of about 12% of the surveyed area. 

 

 A10 Where will people park? The TA predicts that at full operating in the busiest 

times the car park is likely to be about 80% full, allowing people to find a space and a 

bit of lee-way for extra busy times. But the assumptions about the proportion 

shopping at more than one shop alone, outlined above, point to demand being much 

higher 

 Recalculating their parking accumulation, just allowing for shopping trips not to be 

less than supermarket trips alone implies that the car park will be about 95% full for 

parts of Fridays and will be full between 11am and 6pm on Saturdays (up to a 

maximum of over 620 spaces being ‘used’). This is shown graphically for Saturday in 

the figure below. The implications for queuing in the car park and immediate area 

need not be spelled out. 
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Parking accumulation for Saturday using Application Figures, and recalculated not allowing 

total shopping trips to be less than superstore alone. 

 

 Without a Controlled Parking Zone it is almost certain that there will be overspill into 

surrounding areas, due both to pressure on the car park and the inconvenience of 

using a car park that will look and feel, to all intents and purposes, like a major city 

centre underground car park.  

 A small but probably significant proportion of students (who may have signed a 

pledge not to have a car) are likely to have one, likely to be registered at their 

parents’ address. Given the near impossibility of keeping a car if in college in the city 

of Oxford (due to area wide controlled parking) this development could become 

attractive for those students wanting ‘hall’ type residence but also wanting to keep a 

car. Most student accommodation of this type is used for conference or ‘hotel’ type 

use in vacations. There is no way that these visitors can be stopped from bringing 

cars. Given its location a high proportion are likely to. Visitor parking for students is 

not mentioned. 

 Many people who work on site but are not allowed a parking space are likely to park 

in the surrounding area. 

 In addition the hourly trip generation values per 100 m2 shown in Appendix AP 

(which is all that is shown to explain the parking accumulation numbers) are different 

for all but 3 land uses to those used in the traffic forecasting part – Appendix L). For 

supermarket trips the difference is 22%, and more for some others – Saturdays show 

greater variation than for weekdays. No explanation is given for why two differing 

sets of trip rates were used, but such a large scale change seems suspicious. There 

is no mention of the parameters used for one of the set of runs. 
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Other aspects 

 

 A11 Traffic forecasts used in the air quality Assessment. The Air Quality 

Assessment shows expected daily flows for traffic on roads in the area (Table 3.7 

p18 to p19). Since these are for daily flows it is difficult to make direct comparisons 

with the peak hour flows used in the TA. But the expected flows seem higher than 

those for the TA showing roughly 15% increases on Cumnor Hill and Eynsham Road.  

 The table also shows exactly the same levels of traffic on the A34 South of the A420 

junction, in 2013 as in 2016 with or without the development. Whether this is a simple 

mistake for that table, or whether these figures were used to estimate emissions is 

unknown. If the figures have been used for air quality assessment the implications 

are significant. 

 

 A12 Deliveries for the supermarket are catered for, but facilities for other 

elements are virtually non-existent, save for a very small service area whose function 

and level in relation to retail units is unclear. The maximum height for car park users 

is difficult to judge but estimated to be about 2.5m – high enough for an ordinary 

‘transit’ but not for a high roof or Luton type delivery van. There are no parking bays 

for smaller vehicles making deliveries from within the car park, so most would use a 

bay on West Way. It is not clear where these vehicles would turn round again. 

 If the proposed Farmers’ Market is to operate on Level 1 it would seem to require 

vehicle access from Arthray Road. The vehicles of stall holders would have to parked 

somewhere and it is unlikely that many would be able to access the car park because 

of their height. 
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