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West Way Community Concern – Annex to Comments on the Additional Documentation 

(2014-09-08) for Planning Application P13/V2733/FUL 

 Traffic and transport Impacts – September 2014 amendments 

Top Line 

Flaws in the Transport Assessment (TA) submitted with the December 2013 Planning Application 

as a result of questions raised by Oxfordshire County Council (The Local Transport Authority) and 

the Highways Agency led to some fundamental changes being made to the design of the TA. 

But both Transport Assessments that have been produced for the proposed development are 

fundamentally flawed. Both underestimate the amount of traffic that will be associated with the 

development on local roads.  

Both produce very similar results, which happen to show levels of traffic that will not cause 

problems, but which show enough patronage to make the proposed centre viable. 

The amount of traffic that is forecast from the very local area is totally implausible (which has the 

effect of making traffic coming from a distance seem less). 

Given these two flawed Transport Assessments it is not credible that a sound assessment could be 

made which would show the development to not create traffic problems. 

Introduction 

Two Transport Assessments have now been undertaken using different methodologies, with the 

second claiming to address issues in the first. They both come to remarkably similar conclusions, 

but both have many flaws. This appears to point to a deliberate attempt to use complex models to 

confuse readers, and manipulating assumptions in order to produce results that show the proposal 

to be viable but not producing excessive traffic.  

Both have shown a serious lack of local knowledge, with the second merely addressing the most 

prominent issues raised by the County Council Highways Department and Highways Agency. That 

the two assessments are both implausible is further evidence that this proposal cannot work 

without large increases in traffic.  

Annex 1 contains a short guide to the traffic forecasting elements of a Transport Assessment. 

Further Annexes, each with a short summary, provide further explanation of the points made 

below. 

Comparison of the two West Way assessments 

This section compares the TA provided with the initial application with that provided in the 

September 2014 amendment.  A sentence describes an aspect of the initial one, while the bullet 

point shows how it has been altered. 

(The initial TA) Used different estimates of traffic generated by the development to suit its 

arguments;  

• The new version uses only the lower set of data which is for mixed weekdays. Using 

Fridays (which is what TAs generally assess as a weekday gives figures about 15% 

higher); (see Annex 2 – Trip Generation) 
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Assumed people would travel from areas that suited its traffic forecasts rather than where 

patronage would be most likely to be generated from.  

• The methodology has been altered in response to criticism, but 36-41% of VEHICLE trips 

are now forecast from a zone of 2803 people who live within about 500m of the site – many 

times more than is plausible; (See “Annex 3 – The Gravity Model”) 

 

Failed to recognise the existence of Westminster Way as the preferred route from the A34 to 

Botley.  

• Some account has been taken but it underestimates the amount, partly due to the above, 

and partly due to ignoring that satnavs send people along Westminster Way and that non 

local people will soon learn of the shortcut (see Annex 4 – Routes used to reach the site) 

 

Assumed that people will use routes that are not credible (e.g. driving through central Oxford from 

Cowley and Headington).  

• These have been adapted but still make implausible assumptions, such as the percentage 

of Cumnor traffic using Cumnor Hill and the A420 to reach the site; The Cowley issue still 

remains but is less important since so few are now forecast to come from Cowley – 

seemingly designed to reduce  the proportion using the ring road and Botley Road. (see 

Annex 4 – Routes used to reach the site) 

 

Made assumptions about people using the centre who are already ‘passing by’ that are too high 

given local geography, while assuming that all trips to the current centre are all specially made to 

go there.  

• These have been altered, but are just as unlikely – the same proportion of people passing  

by who will stop is used as for Waitrose on Botley Road, even though much more 

patronage there is likely to be from passing trade, due to the congested nature of the Botley 

Road; again, only supermarket funded research from dissimilar locations is quoted. (See 

Annex 5 – “Diverted and Pass-By traffic) 

 

Failed to look beyond very local junctions in terms of traffic diverting (missing out the possibility of 

traffic diverting from the A34).  

• This is still true, and ignores the possibility that traffic will come on along Westminster Way, 

before heading North again; (See Annex 5 – “Diverted and Pass-By traffic) 

 

Assumed that people will link their shopping trips to such an exaggerated extent that the total trips 

to all shops turns out as less than those to the supermarket on its own.  

• Minor changes have been made but the total trips to the entire centre is still quite often less 

than that expected for the supermarket alone; They quote supermarket funded research 

from areas that are not like Botley, while ignoring other research. (See Annex 6 – 

“Secondary Linked Trips”) 

 

Used a survey to show how much traffic uses the current centre, but ignored the possibility that 

people drive straight through without stopping, and stop to drop children off for school but do not 

use the centre.  

• Not changed, but a recent survey by West Way Community Concern shows at least 19% of 

traffic in the morning peak is not using the centre. (see separate report “Errors in June 2013 

traffic survey 25-09-2014”) 
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Made assumptions about how many trips should be added to the current situation due to unused 

office space, that are exaggerated.  

• Not changed; (These two points mean that traffic using the current site is overestimated, 

which has the effect of making the proposed development look as though it is adding less 

traffic than it actually will do).(see initial objection) 

 

Showed parking levels to be close to, but below, capacity.  

• This has been completely changed using lower trip generation rates, and assumptions that 

include those working at the site (amounting to 97 vehicles throughout the day) will park off-

site – presumably in the surrounding streets; (see Annex 7 – Parking) 

 

Was optimistic about parking levels off site saying there would not be a problem, but with no 

evidence put forward.  

• Now uses a large area to assess ‘parking stress’ and concludes that 390 vehicles would 

need to be parked within 400m to cause 90% parking stress. The 97 expected employees 

cars (at any one time) and other parking could mean stress could be reached in the 200m 

radius normally use very much sooner; (see Annex 7 – Parking). 

The real effect would be likely to be to large increases on most roads in the area, but with 

especially large increases on Westminster Way from the A34, and much greater congestion on the 

already congested West Way, Botley Road and A420 link from Botley Road to the A34.  

Westminster Way is in an Air Quality Management Area and that the extra traffic and likely 

congestion would add to emissions and pollution levels there. 
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Annex 1 - A Layperson’s Guide to Transport Assessment traffic calculations 

There is an entire industry devoted to writing Transport Assessments (TAs).  They are 

commissioned by developers who want to see their development built.  In order to gain planning 

permission they need to show that the traffic impacts will not be ‘severe’, so developers won’t want 

to pay for a TA that doesn’t back up their case.  ‘Severe’ impacts usually occur where noticeable 

congestion will happen, and that assessment of congestion (or delays at junctions) is the very last 

stage of the analysis. So if congestion is predicted consultants will sometimes go back in the 

process to alter the figures until the ‘correct’ result is produced. Hence, in a sense, the tail often 

wags the dog. 

For the traffic prediction part of a TA, consultants will usually initially conduct what they feel is a fair 

assessment of how much traffic will be produced by the development, where it will come from and 

how it will be distributed across local roads, and then work out what that means for congestion at 

junctions. It is a multi stage process, for which there is no standard procedure. For most smaller 

developments it will be found that there will be few problems caused, but if there is any doubt, or if 

congestion is shown to the likely, the consultants have plenty of scope to play around with the 

figures and assumptions to make it look as though there will be no problem. 

It has been said that transport assessment has the complexity of rocket science but the accuracy 

of a circus cannon. There is plenty of jargon which is not always used in the same way, and even 

most transport professionals baulk at the thought of unpicking the details of how a TA has been 

done and whether it is correct or fair. The inherent inaccuracy of prediction coupled with the 

knowledge that most people (including Local Authority staff and Planning Committee members) will 

not feel able to challenge what is written, ensures that consultants have got used to getting away 

with showing that some major developments will have little traffic impact.  

In many cases they’re right – traffic to some developments will be largely due to people who are 

passing by anyway – a petrol station is an obvious example! Most new developments do not 

generate entirely new journeys but change the day to day travel patterns that people are making 

already. But unless a large development is directly on a major road that most people in the area 

that it will serve will regularly drive past, and is of a scale where that passing traffic can sustain it 

economically, then it is inevitable that it will draw traffic in from a wider area, if it to succeed. 

The West Way proposal is one for which it does not take much thinking to realise that it is too large 

to simply serve local needs, nor traffic that is passing along West Way or Westminster Way, or 

even heading in and out of Oxford along the Botley Road.  Since the approach roads for anywhere 

North, South or East (A34 and Botley Road) are already close to congestion for much of the day it 

is quite tricky to demonstrate that there will be no severe impacts. 

The Transport Assessments for the West Way application and amendment 

There is no one method for a TA – the guidance gives a lot of lee way for processes used, since 

developments differ. Figure 1.1 below shows the basic methodology using red type to highlight 

technical terms. This is a rough outline of the method used in both the original application of 

December 2013 and in the amendment made public in September 2014. 

The basic methodology may be the same but there are quite major differences in assumptions 

made and details of the methodology. 
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Estimate the number of vehicle trips that a 

development will produce (generates), using the 

“TRICS” database of traffic observed from 

surveys of existing developments of a similar 

type.(West Way has a combination of different 

land uses so needs evidence from different land 

use types added together)

Estimate where that traffic is likely to come from

Estimate how much traffic will be 

that which is already passing by en 

route elsewhere, or makes a small 

diversion to reach the site (pass-by 

and diverted traffic)

Assign the expected traffic from different areas 

to different approaching roads 

For developments with different land uses, 

estimate how many trips will be to  2 or 

more land uses without moving the car, so 

only one car journey counted (Secondary 

linked trips)

Estimate how much 

traffic is using local roads 

without the development 

(using traffic surveys, or 

existing data) 

Estimate how much traffic 

uses what is currently on 

the land to be developed 

(using traffic surveys)

If some land uses are not 

being used, estimate how 

much would be  associated 

with it (extant land uses)

Use a model such as LINSIG to 

estimate likely junction delay 

effects 

Add forecast to current and take 

away old development traffic on 

each road link
Basic process

Parts that put new 

proposal in context

Only needed in certain 

cases

Key

 

Figure 1.1 – A typical Transport Assessment traffic and congestion forecasting method 
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Annex 2 – “Trip Generation” - How much travel would the development produce? 

Summary 

Both Transport Assessments submitted appear to have used forecasts of traffic likely to be 

generated that are too low, by using data that is not the most suitable. 

This is largely because the supermarket trip forecast is said to be for a Friday, but incorporates 

data from other weekdays. Shopping rates, for food shopping in particular, are known to be much 

higher on Friday so the inclusion of other days’ data makes the predicted traffic look lower, by 

about 15% 

Introduction 

Proposals for large developments need to estimate how much traffic will be produced.  The 

‘industry standard’ method uses the “TRICS” database (counts of vehicles and other traffic and 

visitors to a large number of existing developments across the country). One filters for facilities of 

similar size, in locations that have similar traffic characteristics. Similar developments are called 

‘comparators’. The data gives an hourly rate for vehicles and visitors of different types entering and 

leaving the site for each hour of the day. For a proposal with multiple land uses it is necessary to 

get data for each land use. 

It only works properly for self contained developments with their own entrance and exit and car 

park.  For the proposed development it can be taken as being fairly accurate, assuming that all 

people use the car park as suggested, and that the comparators are actually similar. The database 

is not actually very large, and once filters are applied the numbers can be quite small. 

The numbers of trips for different purposes vary according to day of the week. National data shows 

that food shopping is done at a fairly low level on Mondays to Wednesdays, builds up on Thursday 

and is much higher on Friday.  Saturday is higher still, while Sunday is still the ‘quietest’ day (see 

Figure 2.1).  The average person (of any age) records about 0.14 trips per day (or about 1 per 

week) for food shopping. About half of these are as a car driver. 
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Figure 2.1 – Trips per person per day for food shopping (source National Travel Survey, 2002-2012) 
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Calculations of traffic effects are generally done for AM & PM peaks on a Friday (and a single peak 

on Saturday which is usually either 12-1pm or 2-3pm. The ‘peak’ is the peak for traffic on the roads 

in the area, rather than the peak traffic expected for the development. Both TAs (the initial 

application and the modified September 2014 one) were both based on Friday and Saturday. 

The first TA used two different sets of trip generation figures (one for the peak traffic prediction and 

one for the parking analysis). Taking the supermarket (which is the largest trip generator), the set 

used for parking showed higher results than the one for traffic. Only parameters for the second set 

were shown but included 12 cases, 5 of which were not on Friday. It is not known which days were 

used for the higher set used for the initial parking analysis, but comparing them with a similar set 

used by Waitrose for the Botley Road store TA, shows the trip levels to be very similar indeed (see 

Figure 2.2). No explanation is offered as to why two different sets were used, but it seems that the 

ones used for traffic (the lower ones) do not represent traffic on Fridays. 
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Figure 2.2 – Trip generation rates for supermarkets – 2 Doric examples and the one used for Waitrose in 

Botley Road (Source – TA Trics rates for West Way and Waitrose) 

This points to the Transport Assessment underestimating the travel for a Friday. The peak hour 

figures are around 20% lower than those where a Friday has been used. This is in line with 

expectations from the numbers of shopping trips mad on different days shown in Figure 2.1. 

Some other land uses have the same rates, but others are also different to a degree. 

• Appendix AP of the first TA (purporting to show parking accumulation but actually using the 

trip rates used in parking accumulation calculation, but not in the trip generation) has 

columns that do not add up. It appears to be a working spreadsheet that was never used 

for its intended purpose. 

• The local shops Saturday category used consists of 1 site in East Grinstead of 676m2. 

• The TAs use the “nursing home” category for the age related housing, using this category 

even though the TRICS database has a ‘sheltered housing’ category with a completely 

different trip profile. 

• Different parts of the various documents record different amounts of land uses which 

makes it impossible to know exactly what is being proposed, and what the calculations refer 

to. 
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Annex 3 – The “Gravity Model” - Prediction of where vehicle traffic will come from 

Summary 

The ‘gravity model’ used in the September 2014 Transport Assessment is over-simplistic and 

unreliable, producing results which show an excess of traffic originating from a very local area. 

This has the effect of reducing the amount of traffic which is assumed to come from longer 

distances, hence making it seem that the impact on surrounding roads such as Botley Road, the 

A420 slip road and Westminster Way will be much lower than is likely 

The Transport Assessment submitted with the original application used a circular argument in 

which trade would be diverted from various large food stores, and in which the origins of people 

coming to West Way reflected how much trade the consultants expected to be diverted from local 

large supermarkets, then using expectations of the locations of visitors to those stores, but with 

distance from West Way being a factor that would reduce the ‘attraction’. This was criticised 

because the circularity of logic, and because it appeared to be biased towards predicting high 

volumes of traffic from local areas.  It was also criticised because the zones were of very uneven 

sizes (ranging from 3,000 to 75,000 population). 

The amended TA uses a different approach which is described as a ‘gravity model’ (which is 

common terminology in transport modelling). However, in this case, it is not a true gravity model, 

but a simple ‘distance decay’ function used to show fewer people visiting from further away. The 

population for each zone is reduced by dividing the real population by the number of stores that are 

nearer than West Way for each zone. 

If done properly the gravity model approach is a more robust method, but; 

• dividing the population by the number of nearer stores for a zone does not provide a 

realistic measure of the relative ‘pull’ of other stores, 

• using the ‘square’ of the travel time it too simplistic (drawing on physical attraction of bodies 

rather than observed human behaviour),  and 

• the zones have been altered in response to criticism, but only in relation to expected routes 

traffic would take and the populations now have an even larger range (from 1,600 to 

75,000) 

 
Figure 3.1 – Sub zones used in Gravity Model (Source – TA amendment, September 2014) 

The result of the new approach is totally implausible. Depending on the time of day between 36% 

and 41% of vehicle trip attraction is forecast to come from Zone 1C with 2803 people who have an 
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average distance of about 0.5 kms from West Way. It is not possible to define the zone the map 

produced (Figure 3.1) because of the quality.  The total daily forecast for the development is 6,000 

vehicle visits on weekdays. This means that about 2,400 vehicles are expected every day from this 

small area, and that is in addition to any walk, cycle or bus trips that those people might make. 

Allowing for ‘pass-by’ and ‘diverted’ traffic which would reduce this figure does not make very much 

difference because most traffic passing by West Way and Westminster Way is local, as is much 

diverted traffic. At most these would reduce the percentage by about 15-25% which still produces a 

very high number of trips. It would be about 0.7 car driver trips per person per day. 

The average person makes about 2 shopping trips per week, by all modes, and about 0.8 as a car 

driver. Trips for medical, entertainment, and eating and drinking add around 0.2 per week as car 

driver.  

So the idea that each person with make about 0.7 car driver trips per day, or just under 5 per week  

amounts to a gross overestimate of likely vehicle trip making. (Even using the most ‘optimistic’ 

estimates of ‘pass by and diverted’ traffic (see separate note) this means that an implausible 

amount of traffic is generated by the very local area, since most traffic passing by West Way 

originated from the local area. 

While this would merely be an amusing conclusion on its own, its effect is to reduce the prediction 

for vehicles coming from elsewhere. This means that traffic that is forecast from more distant areas 

and that would use the A34, A420 and Botley Road is made to appear lower than it is likely to be 

(assuming that the development attracts the patronage it is expected to). 
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Annex 4 – Routes used to reach the proposed development  

Summary 

The routes that traffic are expected to use to reach the development do not stand up to local 

knowledge. 

In particular traffic along Westminster Way, and the A34 from North and South are underestimated. 

To a lesser extent traffic using Cumnor Hill is also underestimated. 

These (combined with the skewed expectation of traffic originating in the local area and the over-

optimistic estimates of traffic that is ‘already on the road’ leads to forecast traffic on the above 

named roads being very much less than is likely 

Local Approach Roads 

Westminster Way 

The original TA appeared to completely miss out the possibility that traffic from the A34 from the 

South might use Westminster Way to access the site. This shows a quite shocking lack of local 

knowledge about travel behaviour. Virtually all local residents know that this is quicker and more 

convenient than using the Botley Interchange, and SatNavs all recommend this route for accessing 

most parts of Botley. 

Following criticism traffic counters were placed on Westminster Way to record traffic north of 

Yarnells Hill (which also counts much local traffic from the Elms Rise area) and some account has 

been made. However it is assumed that only local traffic would be likely to use this route and even 

this traffic would be split 50/50 between Westminster Way and the A34/ Botley Interchange. 

This still has to be seen as unrealistic. 

Cumnor Hill 

While Appendix J gives the impression that all traffic from the Cumnor Zone (1B) will use Cumnor 

Hill to access the site the text (para 3.59 of the TA addendum) says a 2/3 1/3 split has been 

applied, although it does not say which road is used by the majority. The way it is written implies 

2/3 use Cumnor Hill, but 1/3 using the A420 is extremely unlikely given likely travel times. 

Appendix K is actually faulty in its estimation of travel time from Cumnor since it from the far side of 

the Cumnor Slip Road. For traffic from Cumnor village it is apparent to virtually all residents that 

Cumnor Hill is the chosen route. 

Approach routes from travel ‘zones’ 

The original TA used assumptions about how traffic would reach West Way from the various zones 

used in the Retail Impact Assessment. These were criticised by the Local Transport Authority and 

others as unrealistic. As examples: 

• All traffic from Zone 3 labelled Oxford City Centre, but actually comprising 75,000 people 

ranging from the Oxford Ring Road in the North to Redbridge in the South was assigned as 

approaching from the Botley Road. As anyone with local knowledge will know, driving 
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through the city centre is not to be recommended, and at least 50% would be expected to 

use the A34 either from North or South 

• Traffic from Zone 4 (South Oxford and Cowley) was split 50/50 between the Botley Road 

and A34 from the South.  It is very unlikely that more than about 20% would come through 

the city centre and Botley Road. 

• Traffic from Abingdon (Zone 6) was all forecast to use the A34 from the South, while some 

would travel via Wootton and Cumnor Hill. 

In response to criticism of these the amended TA has split some zones such as Abingdon into two, 

to allow traffic to approach from different directions. However the zones with the most prominent 

errors (Zones 3 and 4) have not been split. 

The approach routes for the new data are shown on page 3 of “Appendix J – The retail gravity 

model” and using a microscope and referring to different parts of tables it is possible to see that all 

Zone 3 traffic (Oxford City Centre) is still forecast to use the Botley Road, while traffic from Zone 4 

is now split between the A34 South and Westminster Way. 

Summary 

These comments have shown that faulty assumptions have been made regarding likely approach 

routes used to access the site. Only some of the more obvious examples are shown here.  

The cumulative effect is to suggest a much smaller proportion of approaching traffic will use the 

A34 from the North and South to access the site. The model should use many more zones 

especially for those where alternative routes are likely. 
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Annex 5 – Traffic that is on the road already – “Diverted and Pass-By traffic” 

Summary 

The assumptions about how much traffic that will use the proposed development that will be 

‘passing by’ the development on its way somewhere else, as well as the amount that is ‘diverted’ 

from very local junctions is much higher than is likely. 

The figures assumed are based on supermarket funded research and ignore much research that 

comes to different conclusions, especially those relating to the local geography of an area. 

The Transport Assessment for the proposed Waitrose in Botley Road is used as a comparator 

when the proportion of ‘pass-by’ traffic would be very much higher. 

Sensible figures for West Way would probably be 20% pass by and 10% diverted (using the local 

junctions used in the analysis). The diverted trip proportion could be around 20% if the Botley 

Interchange and the Eynsham Road/ A420 junction, and Westminster Way from the A34 were 

included as ‘diverted trips’. 

Introduction 

An important element of any transport assessment for a large development is the extent to which 

visitors are people ‘passing by’ on their way somewhere else, or ‘diverting’ from a route they were 

taking from a close by road. These are referred to as “pass-by” and “diverted” trips. There is much 

discussion (within the Transport Assessment profession) about the expected percentages of these 

trips. The current ‘best practice’ guidance was written in 1995 (Trics 1995/2), and is currently being 

updated (Trics 14/1), so there is no definitive guidance. This leaves much leeway for consultants to 

quote different sources of data as appropriate. 

In the TA Amendment the following proportions are suggested for foodstore trips (Table 3.8): 

• Primary new trips – 15% 

• Primary transferred – 30% 

• Pass By – 40% 

• Diverted – 15% 

In ‘addition’ to this 37% of Friday and 50% of Saturday trips to the foodstore are described as 

“Secondary Linked” trips whereby people park their car to do food shopping and carry other 

activities as well, without moving their car. These trips are taken out of the calculations before the 

other percentages are applied. (See Annex 6). 

The ‘passing traffic’ assumptions assume that 40% of traffic to the proposed site would be traffic 

that was passing by along West Way or Westminster Way anyway (thus adding no traffic to the 

local roads).  A further 15% is also added for those who divert from very close roads, thus raising 

the proportion that do not add to local road traffic to 55%. This ‘diverted’ traffic does not allow for 

A34 traffic using Westminster Way to access and leaving via the Botley Interchange.  

While various figures for pass-by and diverted traffic are quoted there is no discussion of the 

geography of these cases, or much detail on the types of store or shopping centre being studied. 

Work by Andrew MacIver (MacIver 1999a and 199b) looks in more detail at the nature of pass-by 
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and diverted trips than either previous or more recent supermarket funded research has done. Re-

analysing data on travel to supermarkets in detail he identified that: 

1. The proportion of people shopping in the morning on the way to work (or other activity) was 

very much lower than those shopping on the way home (generally later in the day). This 

has implications for AM and PM peaks 

2. Many journeys that were described as ‘pass by’ were actually extensions beyond the other 

(e.g. work) destination (Diverted 3 in Figure 3 below). MacIver suggests 50% of trips 

recorded as Diverted in the supermarket research should be described as primary 

3. Local geography is of key importance in determining how many trips will be of which type. 

He suggests:- 

• For superstores on major commuting routes in larger urban areas the pass-by proportion 
may range from 25% to 35%, depending on the levels of traffic flows. More populous 
areas may generate higher levels of pass by trips 

• On less significant commuting routes, in out of town, and in urban areas with smaller 
populations the range would be 15% to 25% 

• In town centres and on non-primary routes about 10% 

• In locations with little propensity to generate pass by trips the proportion can be as low 
as 5% 

It would seem that West Way would fall into category 2 with 15% to 25% being likely. While Botley 

Road is a major commuting route, West Way and Westminster Way are not. The roads could be 

described as ‘less significant’ commuting routes with very local traffic passing by, along with some 

from the top of Cumnor Hill passing by. Most Cumnor and more distant traffic from A420 West will 

use the A420. 
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Figure 5.1 – Trip type typology, showing effects on local road network (from various sources) 
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The use of the proposed Waitrose on Botley Road as a comparator 

The revised TA points to Oxfordshire County Council acceptance of a figure of 40% for ‘pass-by’ 

traffic for Waitrose and applies this figure to the West Way case. This idea can be criticised on a 

number of counts: 

• Taking a figure from a development that happens to be located a mile away from a 

proposed development without further examination does not seem robust. 

• Waitrose on Botley Road is on a road with no close by strategic junctions that would be 

relevant for ‘diverted’ traffic (with the possible exception of the Osney Lane junction). It is 

however just beyond the Eastern end of what is described as the Botley Road Retail Park 

and one would expect linked trips (though including movement of cars) 

• The 15% diverted traffic for the Waitrose application included Hollybush Lane which is 0.85 

kms distant and West Way which is 0.95 kms miles distant. The amended West Way TA 

cites the A34 Botley Interchange as being too far away to be used an a diverted traffic 

assessment even though it is only 0.65 kms from West Way 

• Congestion on Botley Road is a very frequent and can occur at any time between 7:30am 

and 8pm. Drivers tend to avoid passing beyond the retail units some distance towards 

Botley unless the road is clear, so it is likely that a higher proportion of traffic to the 

proposed store would be likely to be traffic that is passing by anyway. 

• Aldi was also cited where a 30% pass by rate was accepted. Aldi is slightly closer in terms 

of traffic characteristics than Waitrose, but it is surrounded by Botley ‘retail park’ shops. 

(This is an example where one would expect secondary linked trips without moving a car as 

the same car park has other major retailers located very close by – but the extent to which 

Aldi or the other shops are the ‘primary’ attractor is complex given the types of store [DIY, 

Toys r Us Argos etc) 

• West Way is on a ‘tributary’ of the major commuting route that becomes Botley Road. At 

the West Way/ MacDonalds junction, travel via A420 takes a large amount of commuter 

traffic, while West Way westwards accounts for local traffic from Botley, Cumnor Hill (but 

not generally the village of Cumnor) and some Eynsham traffic.  It is not currently 

congested to anything like the level of Botley Road (though Botley Road congestion often 

extends back into West Way). The scope for ‘pass by’ visits as a percentage, compared to 

both Aldi and Waitrose is very much less. 

Plausible figures for West Way would probably be 20% pass by and 10% diverted (using the local 

junctions used in the analysis). The diverted trip proportion could be around 20% if the Botley 

Interchange and the Eynsham Road/ A420 junction, and Westminster Way from the A34 were 

included as ‘diverted trips’. 
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Annex 6 – People carrying out other trips on site without moving their car (“Secondary 

Linked Trips”) 

Summary 

The Transport Assessment assumes that the proportion of food shoppers who will use the 

proposed centre for other activities such as other shopping, cinema or the food outlets without 

moving their car is 37% on Fridays and 50% on Saturdays Research is cited, but is all supermarket 

funded research. Other research shows the likely proportions to be very much lower, probably less 

than 20%. 

These figures are taken from one survey at one supermarket in Greater Manchester. The figures 

seem to be for all visitors (by walk, bus, car etc) while other surveys consistently show that the 

proportion of car food shoppers who carry out other activities while not moving their car is lower. 

The effect is that the TA often reduces the total number of trips to the whole site to less than the 

supermarket is forecast to generate on its own (this is true for several hours on Saturday) 

Introduction 

Because the number of vehicle trips forecast to a new development come from surveys carried out 

on existing developments, if the proposed development has a number of different land uses it is 

very unlikely that data exists which can act as a comparator. So for West Way it was necessary to 

use a number of different development types (supermarket, cinema, restaurants etc). Surveys 

generally exist only for “single uses”. But people may park their car and carry out more than one 

activity at a complex site. So the total number of vehicle trips will be less than the individual land 

uses would imply. Estimating the proportion is not, however, simple. 

The original Transport Assessment used Q3 from the Retail survey; “When you undertake your 

main food shopping at Q1, do you normally visit other shops or services on the same trip?”  In all 

41.4% answered “yes”. The TA took this to mean that they could expect 41% of shoppers at the 

proposed store to leave their car parked while they did other shopping, visited the cinema or had a 

meal in a restaurant. If the question had added “... without moving your car?” this might have been 

valid. Looking at Q4; “Which town centre, freestanding store or retail / leisure park do you visit 

MOST often when you undertake your linked trip to other shops, leisure or service outlets?” two 

things are apparent. The locations shown are not generally those used for a ‘main food shop’ (as in 

Q1), and the most used, Oxford City Centre, which accounts for 25% of those trips is not one noted 

for main food shopping. 

Hence this question serves no purpose except to imply that the proportion of food shopping trips 

where a genuine “secondary linked trip” is almost certainly lower than the 41% suggested. 

In the TA provided with the September 2014 amendments, this figure is quoted, and other research 

cited to back up the case that it has value. The figures used in this second TA are 37% for Fridays 

and 50% for Saturdays. These figures are applied to all the trips forecast to the supermarket, not 

just those which are ‘main food shops’. 

The new figures suggested for secondary linked trips are primarily based on research funded by 

supermarket chains, and actually uses the figures for one store in Greater Manchester, and the 
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figure would seem to relate to people using any mode of transport where the corresponding figure 

for car users in this research was lower. The main resource quoted is a paper by Neil Wrigley of 

Southampton University. The executive summary of this is supplied in Appendix I of the TA. This 

summary does not provide details of the research but points to its conclusions not being applicable 

to the proposed development. 

The material used in Appendix I (Wrigley et al, 2010) is selective and is written from the point of 

view of a supermarket chain wishing to show that ‘secondary linked trip’ making is high. Wrigley et 

al looked at 4 supermarkets on the edge of ‘market town’ shopping centres in Somerset (the only 

major attractor for a long distance, with a range of services close by expected of a market town, 

and parking probably easier than in the existing town), and 4 district centres in Manchester, which 

are established district centres, again with a fuller range of facilities. The figures for secondary 

linked trips are very much higher in the market town cases, and it seems they refer to traffic by all 

modes rather than car journeys. 

The Shepton Mallett case which has been written up in more detail (Wrigley et al, 2009) involved a 

re-location of a supermarket from an out of town location to an edge of small market town centre. It 

actually showed that the proportion “generally or frequently” linking trips was 34.9% six months 

after opening and 32.3% a year after opening, while a further 30% “occasionally” linked trips. The 

propensity for linked trips among those who usually walked to the store was significantly higher 

than among car users – 49.6% of walkers compared with 27% of car users claimed ‘always or 

frequently’ to combine visits to stores in the pre-existing centre with their visits to the relocated 

Tesco store. (Wrigley et al, 2009). That linked trips amongst non car users is higher than for car 

users is important since the West Way TA figures are concerned with vehicle trips. This implies 

that the percentage of vehicle trips that are ‘secondary linked’ will be lower than that suggested. 

This raises two important points: 

• The figures for car should be ascertained before quoting the proportion of secondary linked 

trips. 

• If the proportion of secondary linked trips by those who do not travel by car is quoted, it is 

clear that they are not “using different facilities without moving their car” (except of course 

that if they did not come by car it is probably parked safely at home in the driveway!)  

In fact it seems likely that the actual question asked may have been similar to the one used in the 

retail study (41%) which is inflated by including linked trips to other destinations. 

Using findings from a study by Hass Klau, Guy (2008) shows that linked trips are generally  much 

lower outside town centres, in District centres (and lower still in edge of centre stores) See Table 1 

below. 

Location type Number of 
centres in 
sample 

Shoppers taking 
goods home  by car 

% 

Visiting a non-food shop on foot 
in same centre % 

   Car shoppers Non car 
shoppers 

Major town/ 
city centre 

6 34-68 25-48 22-50 

District centre 5 40-94 1-19 10-28 
Edge of centre 6 68-84 5-14 15-28 
Table 6.1 – Percentage of linked trips in different centre types 
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Further to this Guy (2007) provides a table showing proportions of food shoppers making linked 

trips in different types of centre (based on Bennison’s work). 

 Town centre 
store 

Edge of town 
centre store 

District centre 
store 

Out of centre 
store 

Bank, PO etc 22 12 7 7 
Other food store 15 6 6 6 
Non food store 21 12 9 8 
Window 
shopping 

10 6 4 3 

Other services 3 2 2 2 
Sports/ 
entertainment 

5 4 3 3 

Includes double counting so percentages should not be added together to produce a total 
Table 2 – Linked trips by location of food store and type of other destination visited 

The TA still assumes an unrealistically high proportion of supermarket shoppers will do other 

activities on site. The recent evidence cited is not comparable with Botley and has been shown to 

be very much open to question.  There is little evidence of people mixing cinema or restaurant use 

with supermarket shopping , the other retail offer envisaged in mock ups provided does not seem 

likely to attract many supermarket users, and it is known that reaching Seacourt Tower shops and 

other along the Botley Road is not an attractive option on foot. 
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Annex 7 – Car Parking 

Summary 

The student management plan’s expectation of no on-site parking is unenforceable and 

undermined by the idea of a student car club. 

 

There can be no control over where hotel users park. It is unlikely that a budget hotel will provide 

free parking 

 

The forecasts for how much extra parking in the area before ‘parking stress’ is reached (of 390 

cars) applies to a much wider area than would be normal 

 

There are 97 cars expected to be parked during the day at any one time, which are extracted from 

the car park figures, which will presumably park in adjacent roads 

Introduction 

There are several issues around parking that are of importance to this application. These include: 

• The assessment of use of the covered car park (whether it will reach capacity) 

• Students and parking 

• Where convenience shoppers are likely to park 

• Where employees will park 

• Parking for deliveries 

• Parking during demolition and construction 

• Interactions between pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicles accessing the covered car park 

Assessment of use of the covered car park 

In the amendment a consultant was employed to produce an estimate (Appendix AP). This is 

based on the broad method used in the first, but made more complex by making adjustments for 

the numbers of cars entering and leaving due to; 

• reducing the parking time for secondary linked trips (10 minutes allowed) and because it is 

assumed that those who use the supermarket and do other shopping are less likely to be 

doing a ‘main food shop’ trip, and 

• reducing the number of cars on the assumption that some of the trips predicted by TRICS are 

for people employed on site, who will not be expected to park in the covered car park.  

It is not clear from the text how the parking accumulations have been adapted to account for linked 

trips, but the reductions seem larger than expected. A constant reduction in parking demand 

throughout the day of 8% on weekdays and 11% on Saturdays points to a much simpler 

methodology being applied than that described in the text (Tables 6 and 7 in Appendix AP – 

dividing ‘linked trip demand’ occupancy by ‘total standalone’ occupancy). The forecast ‘in’ and ‘out’ 

traffic seems to have been adapted to fit a fall in parking demand expectation rather than the other 

way round. 

At the same time it is difficult to imagine that store managers and others in senior roles will not be 

provided with a parking space, or allowed to park on site. The 53 parking spaces that are separate 

from the rest of the spaces look like a likely place for staff parking. 
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Those working who arrive by car will either park on or off site. 97 vehicles are simply taken out of 

the Trics estimates (to park elsewhere). Removing them from the car park will add to pressure 

outside. 

The Trics runs used are for mixed weekdays rather than Fridays so Friday parking levels would be 

higher. 

The calculation is for a car park of 540 spaces (not including 20 for the age related housing), while 

the TA addendum assumes 525 spaces, plus 27 for the replacement housing and Baptist church 

Student parking 

• The Student Management Report says that students will have to sign a covenant not to 

park a car on site or in the area. Parking a vehicle in the surrounding area seems to be 

unenforceable. Patrols will be unlikely to identify student cars. 

• It has added the idea of disabled parking spaces for students which were not previously 

mentioned – an essential idea, but will add vehicles which are not included in the count. 

• It mentions a car club scheme where students “and friends” will be able to hire cars. This 

will require cars to be parked somewhere when not in use. 

Other parking off site 

• There will presumably be no control over where hotel users park. If a charge is made for 

parking (which is usual) many users of budget hotels will choose to park elsewhere. This 

would be especially true for visitors who stay two or more nights to visit Oxford because of 

parking charges in the City Centre. 

• Many ‘pop in’ shoppers which find local roads more convenient for parking than the official 

car park. 

“Parking stress” 

• Parking stress in local roads was calculated using a 400m radius (compared with the 

‘normal’ 200m) with the conclusion that 390 extra cars could be parked before 90% parking 

stress were reached. But in the more immediate area very many fewer would cause stress. 

If 200m had been used the picture would be very different. 

• The parking spaces identified include many roads where parking on both sides of the road 

would make the road difficult for one vehicle to pass through safely. As examples found 

during a quick observation Hutchcomb Road (sites 22 and 23) and Hurst Rise Road (sites 

25 and 26) are of this nature. 

• Some roads show one side of parking to be ‘too narrow’ in Appendix B, but assume that all 

people parking will park on one side of the road. If people choose to park on the ‘wrong’ 

side capacity would be lowered. 

• It also assumes parking on Cumnor Hill (sites 58 to 60) where parking on one side of the 

road causes delay and the road would not function with parking on both sides. 

The parking stress should be calculated for a smaller radius (200m) and should use more realistic 

assessment of how parking would work in relation to where vehicles would choose to park, and 

where yellow lines would be likely to be installed to stop parking on both sides of a road. 


