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TRANSPORT IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED WEST WAY DEVELOPMENT 

Commentary by Peter Headicar* for West Way Community Concern, March 2014 

 

Introduction 

1 This commentary on the transport impacts of Doric Properties’ current application for the 

redevelopment of Botley’s local centre has been prepared at the request of West Way Community 

Concern.   

2 The commentary is in two main parts.  The first identifies a number of questionable features 

in the methodology which has been followed to produce the forecasts of traffic and parking 

requirement arising from the content, form and management of the proposed development.   The 

second comments on the substantive impacts of these forecasts, assuming they were to materialise. 

 

Methodology 

3 In assessing the transport impacts it is necessary to rely on the figures of projected travel 

flows and parking accumulation contained in the Transport Assessment (TA) accompanying the 

application.  These in turn are based on estimates of the volume and pattern of trips made in the 

Retail Impact Assessment (RIA) as to the origins of trade in the redeveloped centre.  Both these 

Assessments are extremely detailed and involve a complex mix of evidence from local surveys and 

from the TRICS data base (concerning claimed ‘comparable’ developments elsewhere) plus 

intervening assumptions and adjustments.    

4 It is beyond the scope of this commentary to arrive at an opinion of how accurate these 

projections might be.  (This would require a complete re-working of the analysis process which in 

any case would be problematic because of missing information and lack of clarity over some of the 

key elements of the methodology).   However there are a number of features which illustrate that 

there are reasonable grounds for concern over the technical soundness of this work.   

i) Concerns relating to the Retail Impact Assessment 

o The analysis of trade impact is based on a household survey over a study area some 15-20 miles 

in diameter centred on Botley.  This area has been divided into 12 zones.   The zoning system 

has been designed to complement previous surveys carried out in the area but it does not meet 

the requirements of this particular exercise at all well.   Normally one would expect to see a 

concentric pattern of zones of progressively greater size with distance from the proposed 

development (i.e. Botley) as the likely volume of trips attracted to it declines.  This is not so in  

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
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this case.  The most glaring example is inclusion of the Botley Road/North Hinksey part of West 

Oxford (in practice part of Botley’s local catchment) within a much larger zone labelled ‘Central 

Oxford’ covering all of Inner Oxford.   What this means in practice is that it is not possible 

properly to identify the volume and pattern of trips - existing and projected -  in the ‘ring’ 

immediately outside Botley’s local catchment from where most of its additional trade is likely to 

be drawn. 

 

o The basis on which future trade has been estimated to ‘divert’ from other centres to Botley is 

open to question.  Something of a circular argument seems to have been followed in which the 

floorspace of the proposed main foodstore has been multiplied by the average turnover per 

square metre of the four largest supermarket companies to produce an estimate of its would-

be turnover.  Trade from the other centres has then been diverted to the extent that 

cumulatively the new store fulfils this total.  Whether in practice such turnover would be 

achieved (or exceeded) is a moot point.   In practice the amount of trade which would divert 

from any one centre would depend on a combination of its attractiveness to its present 

customers (mainly in terms of size and accessibility) relative to the alternative at Botley.   It is 

possible that such considerations have been incorporated in the assumed pattern of trade 

diversion (as reproduced in TA Table 5.9) but there is no evidence to this effect. 

 

o References to Botley’s ‘good public transport, cycling and road linkages’ in support of the 

proposed development (para 5.127) are not borne out by factual evidence  of accessibility in 

relation to the wider catchment area from which the bulk of trade is expected to be drawn.  

Conspicuously although the TA reproduces maps using the Accession programme for walking 

and cycling, it does not do so for public transport and car travel. 

ii) Concerns relating to the Transport Assessment 

o Whilst the volume of trade diverted from other centres is calculated in the RIA the resulting 

pattern of trips is calculated in the TA.  This has been done by identifying the residential origins 

of trips to each of the retail zones and reassigning these to Botley on the basis of ‘weighted 

distance’ from the notional central point (centroid) of the origin zone.   The nature of this 

weighting is not identified.   In this case it is particularly odd that distance rather than time 

appears to have been used as the main attraction/deterrence parameter since traffic speeds on 

the highway network within the study area vary enormously – from 70mph on parts of the A34 

to little more than cycling pace within Inner Oxford. 

 

o At the end of the long chapter on Trip Generation and Distribution there is the remarkable 

statement (para 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”.  

 

What is the basis of this assertion and what credibility attaches as a result to the foregoing 

calculations on which the impact of the development is supposed to be judged? 
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o The projected volume and mode share of trips to the proposed development has been 

calculated by reference to a database that uses surveys of similar developments at ‘comparable’ 

locations.   It must be queried how comparable these are.  Botley has very unusual geographical 

characteristics – a relatively narrow sector of suburban development isolated from its parent 

city by the Thames floodplain and otherwise surrounded by open countryside.  There is no 

contiguous wider urban area.  In addition the TA makes no attempt in its formal methodology 

to account for the actual share of walking, cycling and public transport trips characteristic of 

Botley* and Oxford more generally, even though these are acknowledged to be higher than the 

national average .   This is used in support of the argument that the traffic figures derived from 

the TRICS data base represent a ‘worst case’ scenario (para 5.78).  This may or may not be true, 

but it does not suggest that the TA and its accompanying Travel Plan are working with realistic 

base figures or that the contribution of these sustainable modes is being properly recognised. 

 

o There appears to be an error in the methodology involving trips shared between the foodstore 

and other uses which results in the projected car parking requirement being less than that 

required for the food store alone. 

 

o The impact of traffic arising from the proposed development is assessed relative to a baseline 

projection which assumes that currently vacant offices in the present centre are occupied.  

Although this is technically correct in relation to impacts for which the developer might be liable 

to fund remedial measures it understates the impact that the development would actually have 

relative to existing conditions.   In the weekday peak periods this element is estimated at just 

over 100 vehicles an hour (Table 5.2), equivalent to 15% of the amount generated by the 

proposed development (Table 5.6) 

 

o In considering the parking requirement of the proposed development it is not clear what 

allowance, if any, has been made for business managers and staff working within it. (The 

estimates of parking accumulation in Table 6.2 appear to reflect the requirements of customers 

and other visitors only).   Given that a maximum time limit is proposed on visitor parking this 

would imply that a proportion of spaces would need to be allocated for this purpose (or 

exemptions given to the time limit).   If so the number available to customers during the day 

would be reduced, whereupon the claimed adequacy of the total proposed (para 7.12) could be 

challenged 

 

o There are several remarks made in passing within the TA and accompanying Travel Plan which 

suggest that their authors do not have a full understanding of the area they are assessing, for 

example: 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

*The volume and pattern of trips by these modes to the present West Way centre was not established in the 

site surveys conducted as part of the TA.   People arriving or leaving by bus were not identified and no 

allowance was made in the pedestrian counts for people walking through the centre (e.g. to/from the bus 

stops on West Way or the school in Elms Road) as part of a journey unrelated to uses within the centre. 
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 Pedestrian and cycle catchments of Botley centre : the travel time contours presented in 

Figures 3 and 4 take no account of actual networks and barriers to movement  

 Reference to Cumnor Hill being a ‘slight incline’ (and consequently a possible deterrent to  

cyclists) 

 Mislabelling zones, such as Zone 12 as ‘Elsfield/Woodeaton’ – two rural hamlets, when 

almost all the relevant population is located within the Headington and Barton parts of 

Oxford City 

 Apportioning trips attracted to Botley from ‘Cowley/South Oxford’ 50% via the City Centre 

when in practice (because of traffic restrictions on High Street) almost all such trips are likely 

to travel via the Ring Road 

 

Impacts 

5 The transport impacts of the proposed development are considered under the following 

three headings: 

i) Overall impacts on travel volume and use of sustainable modes 

ii) Issues relating to the individual main uses within the development 

iii) The local impact of generated traffic 

 

6 The commentary is selective and focuses on the main issues which do not appear to have 

been identified and/or adequately addressed in the TA submitted in support of Doric’s application.   

    

i)  Overall impacts on travel volume and use of sustainable modes 

7 This commentary, like the TA, takes as the basis for assessment relevant policies contained 

in the National Planning Policy Framework.   However the TA fails to quote what is arguably the most 

important single sentence (at paragraph 34) 

“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”   

8 This principle seeks to ensure that the overall car mileage generated in meeting people’s 

requirements is minimised.    This provides greater individual convenience, reduces the time and 

cost incurred in travel and facilitates the use of active modes (walking and cycling).   At the collective 

level it reduces the volume of traffic (hence pollution, CO2 emissions and road casualties) and the 

incidence of traffic congestion.    

9 The issue of traffic conditions is clearly a matter of concern within the Oxford area generally 

and on the A34 trunk road and its approaches in particular.  It is a matter of historical accident – but 

highly relevant to the current case – that the A34 should run so close to the West Way Centre and 

that on the western side of Oxford it should also function as the Oxford Ring Road.   Furthermore it 
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is an important feature of local geography that (because of the barriers created by river crossings) 

the Ring Road is the only road connecting Botley with the suburban areas of Oxford (north, east and 

south ), except via the radial Botley Road itself to/from Central Oxford which is notoriously 

congested .     

Minimising the need to travel 

10 This principle – akin to that of subsidiarity – implies that facilities should be located in the 

lowest level centre whose catchment is sufficient to sustain the business concerned.  However the 

converse also applies.    Locating higher-order facilities within lower-order centres should be 

discouraged.   This is because a proportion – possibly the majority – of their trade has to come from 

a wider area.    The exact repercussions of this depend on local geography but normally mean that 

the total travel undertaken by customers is greater, and the share by modes other than the car 

smaller, than if the facility were located more centrally to its catchment.   This apparently anomalous 

situation can only be sustained commercially if the lower order centre has advantages of 

accessibility (such as proximity to fast inter-urban roads, or free car parking) which counter-act the 

deterrent effect of greater distance.   (This was the logic underpinning  the wave of ‘out-of-town’  

retail developments which occurred in Oxford and elsewhere in the 1980s and early 1990s but which 

have since been proscribed in planning policy largely because of their car-dependent and  traffic 

generating characteristics).  

11 Improving the facilities on offer in the West Way Centre has the transport advantage that the 

amount of travel incurred by local residents travelling elsewhere is reduced and the opportunity for 

using non-car modes is increased.    This benefit is noted in the Assessments.   However it is not set 

against the disbenefit arising from the increased number of customers from outside the area who 

are drawn to the more specialised facilities.    (In theory one could identify the optimum scale and 

type of development at West Way – relative to the opportunities available elsewhere - which would 

minimise the volume of travel in general and car mileage in particular).   

12 There are two features unique to the situation at Botley which are particularly relevant to 

this issue of optimising travel.  

i) The suburb of Botley and the Botley Road part of Oxford City (together comprising West Way’s 

local catchment) constitute a relatively narrow corridor of development isolated from the rest 

of the main urban area by the flood plain stretching from Wolvercote in the north to 

Redbridge in the south.  It follows that there is no immediately surrounding built-up area from 

which trade may be drawn – unlike the situation at Cowley or Headington for example.   There 

is in practice a minimum distance of some 2-3 miles to be travelled from the nearest other 

significant residential areas from where trade is expected to be drawn.    

ii) Most of this externally derived trade will be from areas where people would travel to Botley 

via the A34.  (The TA, reflecting the RIA, estimates that 42% of future car-borne trips will 

utilise the A34  – see Tables 5.10 and 5.11  This is in stark contrast to the 6% or so at present  – 

see Table 5.4.     Encouraging additional trips of an essentially local nature on to the A34 (so-

called ‘junction-hopping’) is fundamentally inappropriate and conflicts with the Highways 

Agency’s overarching responsibility to promote safe and reliable conditions on what is an 
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already heavily pressurised section of the trunk road.   Problems associated with congestion 

are acknowledged in para 9.28 of the TA (2nd bullet) where it is said that the projected 

demand from residents of the South Oxford/Cowley area might not materialise in the 

weekday pm peak because of adverse traffic conditions on the A34. 

 

Maximising the use of sustainable modes 

13 The TA (section 2) is primarily concerned with access to the development site rather than 

with the wider consideration of accessibility to the West Way centre.    This leads to the conclusion 

(para 2.51) that West Way is a ‘highly accessible site to all modes of transport’ which is correct but 

misleading. 

14 The isochrones identified for walking and cycling (Figures 3 and 4) show that the central 

position of West Way is a positive feature in maximising accessibility from the local residential 

catchment.   However the opportunity for exploiting the use of these modes (NPPF para 35) does not 

appear to have been investigated very fully.   Para 1.14 refers to OCC’s request for a s.106 

contribution to improving the cycleway towards Central Oxford.   The improvement of conditions for 

cyclists along the relatively narrow Eynsham Road from the Dean Court area is an example of a 

further opportunity which might merit consideration. 

15 It is notable that the TA does not supply similar isochrones for accessibility by public 

transport.   (Figure 2 only identifies the bus routes passing the centre).   Had it done so it would have 

shown that the centre is also very well placed for accessibility by bus from different parts of the local 

catchment – Westminster Way, Harcourt Hill, Elms Rise, Cumnor Hill, Eynsham Road and Botley 

Road.   However it is a feature of Botley’s location referred to earlier that it is not easily accessible 

from the majority of Oxford City, nor from nearby settlements such as Kidlington, Kennington and 

Abingdon from which trade is expected to be drawn.   Access from all these places by bus is 

relatively slow and requires a change in Central Oxford.    (As an example a journey from Kennington 

(4.5 miles) is estimated to take 13 minutes by car, but around 35 minutes by bus*.)   What this 

means in practice is that the bus will only be used from such places by people without cars making 

obligatory journeys;  all others (ie where choice is being exercised) are likely to be made by car.   

Compared with Central Oxford and other town and district centres Botley is relatively poor in terms 

of public transport accessibility – a feature which the TA does not acknowledge. 

ii)  Main uses within the proposed development 

Foodstore 

16 In transport terms this is the most significant element of the proposed development.    It is 

estimated to account for between 69% and 78% of its total vehicle generation during peak hours 

(Table 5.6). 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

*An hourly bus service operates from Abingdon to Botley (also around 35 minutes) but does not serve the 

northern sector of the town from where trade is most likely to be drawn 
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17 The TA does not incorporate the effect of the proposed Waitrose supermarket development 

on Botley Road for which a planning application has only recently been submitted (January 2014).   

This development comprises  3,335m2 gross (2,300m2 net retail) floorspace, ie more than twice the 

size of the extant Cooperative foodstore at West Way.  (As a replacement for an established, larger-

sized retail use on the site the Waitrose application is unlikely to be open to objection in principle).    

18 It is clearly desirable that the RIA and TA for the proposed West Way development should be 

revised to identify the potential trade diversion and consequential travel effects of the Waitrose 

proposal.   It would seem likely to absorb a significant proportion of the retail food trade which 

currently ‘leaks’ from the Botley/West Oxford area.   Assuming the development goes ahead it 

implies that the transport benefit from the proposed foodstore at West Way in serving the local 

catchment would be diminished. 

19 Aside from the Waitrose application the size of the proposed foodstore at Westway 

(4,800m2 net) is a source of concern.   It would in fact be one of the largest foodstores operating in 

the Oxford/Kidlington/Abingdon area.    Taken at face value this is anomalous since the local 

catchment at Botley is smaller than all the others.   The corollary is that a greater proportion of its 

trade would need to come from outside the local catchment.   As explained earlier the geography of 

the wider area around Botley is such that a higher proportion of customers would have to come 

relatively long distances, in practice almost exclusively by car and in the main travelling via the A34.  

20 The RIA (para 5.166) makes the point that the proposed foodstore, by being located within a 

‘town centre’, is sequentially preferable from several others from which it is expected to draw trade 

that are ‘out-of town’ in nature – notably the Sainsbury’s stores at Kidlington and Heyford Hill and 

the Tesco stores at Cowley and Abingdon.  Further analysis would be needed to verify this.   Botley 

may indeed have a larger immediate walking/cycling catchment and the opportunity for multi-

purpose trips to the same destination is a transport advantage which the Sainsbury’s stores do not 

possess.   On the other hand in terms of the average length and car mode share  of trips from 

outside this catchment  Botley is no better, and probably worse than the others and in this respect 

the use of the term ‘town centre’ in relation to its location is misleading. 

21 From the perspective of Botley residents the presence of an exceptionally large foodstore 

(relatively to the size of the local population) might be welcomed as potentially offering greater 

variety and choice.    If so these benefits would need to be set against the adverse local effects of the 

higher traffic volumes that the larger foodstore inevitably generates (see below).   That said the 

corollary of most non-local customers arriving by the A34 is that, except in the immediate vicinity of 

the West Way centre, most residents would not be adversely affected.    

Cinema 

22 A multi-screen cinema is an unusual facility to be found within a local centre.   Given the size 

and nature of its prospective catchment area the location of the proposed cinema at Botley is largely 

an irrelevance in transport terms.   Essentially it represents an out-of town location with good 

accessibility by car and will draw its trade predominantly from car-borne customers who would 

otherwise visit the Vue cinema in South Oxford (Table 5.12).  The fact that there is a relatively small 

population for whom Botley represents a nearer destination than any of the existing cinemas means 



8 

 

that there will be little overall benefit in terms of improved accessibility and travel reduction.  (A 

facility within Abingdon would be preferable in this respect and the Botley proposal has the 

disadvantage that it presumably makes the prospect of such a development less likely in future).   As 

with the foodstore there is some advantage in potential linked trips between the cinema and other 

uses within the West Way centre, and local residents will have the opportunity of accessing it by 

modes other than the car.   Against this is the disadvantage that the cinema will draw some of its 

trade from cinemas in Central Oxford which is likely to imply a shift to car use from other modes. 

Hotel 

23 The proposed hotel will have a regional and national catchment so that in terms of access by 

visitors its location within Botley is immaterial in terms of overall travel generation.   Proximity to the 

A34 is an advantage for most car-borne visitors and minimises the use of local roads by longer-

distance travellers.  The West Way centre also has the advantage of reasonably good accessibility 

from the rail station and the benefit of frequent bus services for staff and visitors to/from Central 

Oxford.   As with the cinema there will be the benefit of synergy with other uses in the centre. 

Student accommodation 

24 As far as is known this facility is not being promoted by any particular educational institution 

so the (preferable) option of development on or close to the relevant campus does not arise.  A 

range of destinations are likely to be sought by occupants of the development.   Second to Central 

Oxford the location at Botley is good, offering reasonably short distances and opportunities for 

walking, cycling or bus use to most of the likely destinations.   Inclusion of the accommodation 

within the West Way centre enables a variety of ancillary shopping and leisure activities to be 

undertaken conveniently without recourse to separate trip-making. 

25 It is good practice that this kind of development in this kind of location should be planned as 

‘car-free’.    However the proposition (para 4.14) that non-car ownership can be enforced in an area 

which is not subject to CPZ regulation (in which the occupants could be defined as ineligible for 

residents’ parking permits) seems unrealistic.     

Car Park 

26 The remarks made concerning car parking provision and management at various places in 

the TA are muddled and internally inconsistent.   

27 Chapter 7 of the TA claims that the proposed 540 parking spaces provide about a 10% 

margin over estimated peak demand, taking account of the effect of visitors’ linked trips.  (In fact the 

element of reduction through linked trips appears to have been miscalculated with the result that 

there is likely to be a shortfall of 10-15% during the busiest period on a Saturday).    However this 

seems to be on the assumption that no time limits or charges are applied which would have the 

effect of reducing demand.   This is consistent with the comment in para 1.14 that sufficient parking 

is provided for the development to be ‘self-contained’ which in turn provides the basis for asserting 

that spillover into surrounding streets is unlikely and hence that there is no immediate need for 

implementation of a Controlled Parking Zone.    
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28 Meanwhile para 4.12 refers to a maximum time limit being imposed ‘to deter commuter 

parking’.   Clearly if such a limit were applied the development would not be ‘self contained’ and 

some spillover into surrounding streets – if uncontrolled – would be inevitable.    It is also not clear 

how the restriction on commuter parking could be imposed without discriminating against other 

users (eg hotel occupants) who might have good reason for wanting to store their vehicles for all or 

a substantial part of a day. 

29 The overall muddle is encapsulated in para 3.75:  

“It is considered that enough spaces are provided to ensure that there is no parking overspill on  

the surrounding streets and also that not too many are provided in order to promote sustainable  

means of transport.”  

30 If enough spaces are provided to ensure that there is no parking overspill at the time of 

maximum utilisation this must mean that for the rest of the day and week there is no implied 

restraint which might promote sustainable transport! 

 

31 This issue is complicated further by comments made in connection with the proposed Travel 

Plan (chapter 10 and Appendix AV).   This is said to be designed, amongst other things, to ’reduce the 

pressure on parking’, yet the projection of parking requirements make no allowance for the impact 

of the Travel Plan in reducing demand.   In any case no element of ‘pressure’ is anticipated since the 

proposed provision is claimed to be in excess of the expected maximum accumulation (para 7.12).  

 

32 It is also difficult to reconcile claims about ‘promoting sustainable travel’ with the statement 

in para. 4.12 that ‘free parking will be available for users of the development’.    The Framework 

Travel Plan only makes reference to a weak array of possible instruments and these are unlikely to 

exert a significant influence on modal choice in the absence of any disincentives on car use through 

the cost or availability of parking.    In practice an effective regime of transport management will 

almost certainly require a scale of charges to be applied, balancing supply and demand and catering 

for a variety of requirements as to length of stay, as is the case with public car parks in Oxford’s 

other suburban centres.     

 

33 Overall therefore the proposals for car park provision and management require serious re-

examination (including related measures on surrounding streets) to achieve a coherent and 

workable regime which  – consistent with the opportunities presented by a ‘town centre’ – 

genuinely promotes the use of sustainable modes. 

 

iii) The local impact of traffic generated by the proposed development 

34  Information is supplied in Appendix AM of the TA on projected traffic flows in the vicinity of 

the West Way centre in 2016 (nominally on completion of the development) and in Appendix AJ on 

the ‘baseline’ flows in the same year if the present development were to remain.  Both include an 

allowance for background traffic growth and the impact of other committed developments in the 

area whilst the baseline flows incorporate traffic which would be generated if currently vacant 

offices on the site were occupied.  
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35 The comparison between projected and baseline flows defined in this way is what legally 

constitutes the impact of the proposed development.   However the traffic increases which would 

actually be experienced by residents and road users (were the development to go ahead) would be 

greater.   To identify this ‘perceived’ difference requires comparison of projected development flows 

with existing flows but unfortunately the latter information (obtained from surveys) is not currently 

available.   (Appendix D of the TA purports to contain it but does not). 

36 Hence at this stage it is only possible to identify impact in terms of the difference between 

‘baseline’ and ‘with development’ flows.  However even this is not straightforward as the relevant 

figures are not published in the TA and it has been necessary to calculate them manually instead 

from the information in Appendices J and M.     The results are attached in Table 1. 

37 There are a number of general comments which can be made about these projected flows 

(taking the figures given in the Transport Assessment, regardless of how erroneous they may be). 

i)  Although the traffic generation of the proposed development is substantial its impact in 

proportional terms on traffic in the Botley area (relative to the baseline) is not great.   This is 

because the relevant main roads (B4044 West Way, A420 Botley Road and link to the A34) 

are already heavily trafficked by movements generated over a wide area, in particular 

to/from Inner Oxford and the A34 interchange. 

ii) Very little additional traffic (relative to the baseline) is generated in the a.m. peak hour.   

This can be attributed to the fact that the proposed development contains a very small office 

element and the peak hour trip generation from employment in the other uses is offset by 

the removal of office premises currently on the site.   This does not apply in the p.m. peak 

because reductions in ‘commuter’ trips from the site are more than outweighed by 

additional trips generated by the retail and other uses.   As explained in chapter 5 of the TA 

some of these trips are not additional as far as the wider network is concerned but consist of 

diverted ‘by-pass’ trips. 

iii) As explained earlier the overall pattern of traffic generation which characterises the 

development consists of a shifting balance between trips with local and non-local origins.  A 

reduction in local motorised travel (due to fewer ‘external’ journeys and increased 

opportunities for non-car and linked trips) is offset by an increase in car trips from other 

areas.  The net effect locally is projected to be no increase or a small reduction in traffic on 

roads serving the local area such as Cumnor Hill, Eynsham Road and Botley Road but an 

increase on the main route which links the development with the A34, ie the northern end 

of Westminster Way, the short section of Westway between this and the A420 link road to 

the A34 and on the link road itself.   This route already constitutes an area dominated by 

roads and traffic and does not directly impinge on residential properties or sever a 

residential neighbourhood.   Ensuring safe and convenient crossing conditions for 

pedestrians and cyclists across this route to/from the West Way centre and North Hinksey, 

Botley Road and the Seacourt Tower/Retail Park area however remains an important 

consideration.  (There is for example currently no pedestrian provision at the signalised 

B4044/A420 junction). 
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iv) In terms of traffic operation the proposal includes additional turning lanes on West Way and 

Westminster Way to ensure safe and efficient movement in and out of the centre itself.    

Table 9.2 of the TA demonstrates that on the opening of the development the junctions on 

the main access route to/from the A34 would be operating close to or slightly in excess of 

practical capacity during the p.m. peak hour and at the West Way junctions with 

Westminster Way and the A420 during the Saturday peak hour.   However in these 

circumstances projections of reserve capacity become somewhat academic since, as the TA 

acknowledges, queuing can fluctuate over short periods and conditions in the West 

Way/Seacourt Tower area in particular can be exacerbated by tailbacks of eastbound traffic 

along the Botley Road.   There is then the further conundrum (para 9.28) that congested 

conditions at peak times (both at Botley and the Ring Road more generally) might well deter 

some of the car-borne trips which are otherwise projected to be attracted from the wider 

area.   Overall the TA maintains (para 9.23) that the projected conditions would not be 

classed as ‘severe’ in terms of the NPPF guidelines (ie sufficient to warrant refusal of 

planning permission). 

38 In terms of impact on individual sections of road the following comments apply (using the 

figures given in the Transport Assessment) – see Table 1 for precise figures: 

 B4044 West Way west of Church Way (also Eynsham Road and Cumnor Hill) : no increase or 

small reduction in flows at peak times 

 Westminster Way, immediately south of West  Way  : large increase (62% or 450 veh/hr 

two-way in the p.m. peak, due to this functioning as the principal vehicle access to/from the 

development.  [NB the management measures needed to ensure that traffic accessing the 

development from A34 south in practice travels via the Botley Interchange, as modelled, and  

does not ‘rat-run’ along Westminster Way remain to be identified] 

 West Way, in the vicinity of Seacourt Tower : substantial increase during the weekday p.m. 

and Saturday peak periods (23-30% or 270-450 veh/hr) 

 Botley Road, east of the link road to the A34: unchanged 

 A420 link road to A34 interchange: increase of 7-9% (140-170 veh/hr) during the p.m. in 

weekday p.m. and Saturday peak periods. 

 Slip roads to A420 Interchange off the A34: small increase, the largest being 17% (100 

veh/hr) on northbound slip road during the Saturday peak. 

39 The environmental impact of these changes (eg on noise or air quality) remain to be 

identified. However they are unlikely to be very significant given that the affected area is already 

dominated by the flows of heavy traffic on the A34 flyover.    More important probably to residents 

will be a changed perception of the character of the area.   (This it should be noted will apply 

throughout the day and week and not simply during the peak hours for which traffic volumes are 

presented in the TA).    On the West Way and Westminster Road frontages this change will come 

about through the combination of increases in traffic with the visual impact of widened junctions 
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and the ‘cliff-face’ of higher and continuous building facades.   Together these are likely to give the 

impression of a harsher, more urbanised environment.   Against this may be set any perceived 

improvement in the quality of the public realm which would be created within the development 

itself.  

 

 

____________________________ 
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Table 1 – Peak hourly two way projected traffic flows, 2016 

Weekday A.M. Peak Baseline* With Dev't 
Change 

(vehs/hr) % change 

B4044 West Way (west of Church Way) 1061 988 -73 -6.9% 

Westminster Way (just south of West Way) 600 712 112 18.7% 

B 4044 West Way (by Seacourt Tower) 1239 1337 98 7.9% 

A 420 Botley Road (east of link road to/from A34) 1822 1787 -35 -1.9% 

A420 link road (Botley Road to A34 Int'change) 1517 1563 46 3.0% 

A34 slip road to Botley Int (north bound (1 way)) 513 541 28 5.5% 

A 34 slip to Botley Int'change (south bound (1 way)) 949 947 -2 -0.2% 

     Weekday P.M. Peak 

    B4044 West Way (west of Church Way) 1102 1089 -13 -1.2% 

Westminster Way (just south of West Way) 714 1160 446 62.5% 

B 4044 West Way (by Seacourt Tower) 1511 1968 457 30.2% 

A 420 Botley Road (east of link road to/from A34) 2222 2240 18 0.8% 

A420 link road (Botley Road to A34 Int'change) 1800 1967 167 9.3% 

A34 slip road to Botley Int (north bound (1 way)) 626 690 64 10.2% 

A 34 slip to Botley Int'change (south bound (1 way)) 1115 1170 55 4.9% 

     Saturday Peak (12-1) 

    B4044 West Way (west of Church Way) 890 850 -40 -4.5% 

Westminster Way (just south of West Way) 534 773 239 44.8% 

B 4044 West Way (by Seacourt Tower) 1163 1435 272 23.4% 

A 420 Botley Road (east of link road to/from A34) 1672 1692 20 1.2% 

A420 link road (Botley Road to A34 Int'change) 2020 2161 141 7.0% 

A34 slip road to Botley Int (north bound (1 way)) 565 663 98 17.3% 

A 34 slip to Botley Int'change (south bound (1 way)) 752 778 26 3.5% 

 

 

*For the definition of this ‘baseline’ see section (iii) of the main text at the bottom of page 9 


