
Commentary on traffic and parking 

Summary points 

 The key issues are around parking and the way traffic will circulate, meaning that safety may 

be compromised. 

 

 The amount of parking is only slightly greater than at present 324 to replace 315 public and 

private spaces at present, and this does not include space for ticket machines, trolleys etc. 

 Parking provision is split between 5 areas, the largest being a 190 space double decker car 

park behind shops with a circuitous route to access the upper floor. People are likely to 

choose other car parks first but drive through the site to access the upper floor of the double 

if their preferred area is full. Others may choose to park outside the site if parking becomes 

an issue. The Transport Assessment assumes will use the car parks and roads ‘as planned’. 

 There would be two additional entrances – one to a 34 space car park under flats off 

Westminster Way, and an entrance only route to Elms Parade at the current Library end. 

This would be next to a moved pedestrian crossing of West Way, also next to Elms Road. 

While more convenient for school users it raises safety issues being so close to junctions. It 

would also be less convenient for many local residents accessing the bus stops. 

 Traffic through the site would probably be about the same as at present (though this is not 

discussed in the transport assessment). Rat running from Arthray Road to West Way would 

be as common as now, with parents also using the route to drop school children in Elms 

Parade. The main delivery route is through the site from West Way to the top floor of the 

main car park. 

 The main impact of residential and hotel parking would depend on how many cars were left 

on site during the day. Assumptions are made based on national data of traffic related to 

flats and hotels, but much would depend on where people worked. Residents and hotel 

visitors would be very unlikely to drive into Oxford City Centre, leaving more cars on site. 

One would expect most residents in flats in this location would want to own a car. 

 While covenants may reduce student car ownership, they cannot effectively control 

ownership for short term residents, nor academic staff. These people, and an unknown 

number of students, would be likely to park cars in surrounding roads. 

 Cycle parking for students is at the far end of the lower floor of the double decker car park. 

To get to the accommodation students will then have to walk back through the car park. This 

can only be regarded as unsafe (cycling through an enclosed car park) and unsafe from 

personal security point of view (walking through the car park in the evening). 

 Designs show trellising over the two level car park. This is the same route that could be used 

by articulated vehicles and 7.5 ton trucks (taller than the trellis). 

 The car park behind Arthray Road would have to be lit at night would cause light pollution 

for many Arthray Road residents. 

 The traffic forecast details are not plausible. One mainly residential car park shows over five 

times as many vehicles entering and leaving within one hour as there are spaces in the car 

park, while neighbouring ones presumably have a correspondingly lower share. 

Overview 

The Transport Assessment (70 pages long with 851 pages of appendices) gives the appearance of a 

fairly low budget assessment that has been hurriedly prepared. It contains several errors in the 



methodology which lead to doubts about any of its conclusions. Although less confusing than Doric’s 

TA, it leaves many stages of logic inadequately described. 

From the land use changes proposed it is obvious that the amount of extra traffic generated will be 

not as large as Doric’s plans, though assumptions and methods used cast serious doubt on the 

figures presented. While there are many ways in which the TA is inaccurate in its assessment of likely 

traffic changes, it is the safety, parking, and traffic circulation implied by the development which are 

much more problematic. 

Summary of proposals regarding traffic and parking 

The amount of parking is almost exactly the same as now (324 spaces replacing 315, roughly – both 

figures are for public and private parking, though many application documents only count the public 

spaces for the current situation to imply a large increase). The main car park (190 spaces) will be a 

double decker behind Arthray Road, and there will be four other areas of around 30-40 spaces 

around the site. People will apparently be allowed to park anywhere, but each car park will be 

controlled by a barrier or automatic number plate recognition (ANPR) and parking over 2 hrs will be 

charged except for those with permits. Charges are stated as £9 for 2-4 hrs up to £31.5 for 8-24 hrs 

(the same as for “other city centre car parks”). These rates are remarkably high and probably display 

a lack of local knowledge of parking rates, or a fear that the car park would be overfull if parking 

rates were ‘reasonable’. It is difficult to know how barriers would work in most car parks, or what 

would happen if car parks were full and an alternative was needed. ANPR would involve similar 

issues in such a complicated situation. 

Currently there are three ways traffic can enter and leave the site. There would be 5 entrances and 4 

exits. While the applicants suggest that the amount of through traffic will be minimal with paving of 

the internal routes, vehicles will be allowed through from Arthray Road to West Way (along a ‘mixed 

use’ Church Way route), and from the new large double decker car park to behind Arthray Road. The 

arrangements are such that these routes could be quite heavily used. 

Outside the immediate site the West Way pedestrian crossing would be moved to be close to Elms 

Road which will be easier for access to the school, but has safety issues.  

It is suggested that an additional left turn lane from under the bridge into Westminster Way would 

be added as well as some changes to cycle lanes. The extra left turn lane would mean that 

pedestrians and cyclists would have to use the ‘hidden’ subway part of the flyover as the left turn 

lane would take up the current cycle lane. 

Likely effects of the proposed changes on generated traffic levels 

Because the proposals add only a very small amount of extra shopping space that portion of traffic is 

likely to increase, but not greatly, assuming that all units can be rented out. But over 140 additional 

flats and 262 student/ academic units undoubtedly will add significantly to parking needs and traffic, 

with an expected population increase of around 500. 

Traffic circulation will be complex, and people are unlikely to follow the expectations of the 

designers. The two level car park will be circuitous to navigate and it is unlikely to attract most users 

to use the Westminster Way entrance as suggested. For example, people are likely to try and park in 

front of Elms Parade – if that is full they will then drive through the middle, past the community 

‘hub’ and use the top floor of the double decker. Many would take the route between Elms Parade 

and the proposed “mirror” Elms Parade if they have entered from the West. 



Deliveries will involve articulated vehicles travelling through the community area to reach the upper 

floor of the two storey car park, and driving through to be able to park on Westminster Way facing 

the right direction for deliveries to the food store. 

Rat-running. What is now Church Way will be just as likely, or more so, to be a choice to use as a rat-

run to avoid the main West Way/ Westminster Way junction. Indeed with Chapel Way effectively 

closed (traffic still being able to go through the car park via a circuitous route) it could increase, 

especially if the junction sees an increase in traffic. Parents dropping children off at school by 

parking in Elms Parade will be almost certain to drive through on one or both legs of the journey of 

they come from the South West, and there is likely to be no reduction in that traffic. 

Safety. The accident history shows that nearly all recent accidents have been outside the centre 

itself, at junctions (with a large number involving vehicles hitting cyclists). The proposed design adds 

news entrances and exits (on Westminster Way to one housing block, and the new ‘in’ route to Elms 

Parade).  Both are close to existing junctions or crossing points are likely to increase incident 

probabilities. The TA offers no real analysis of how safe junctions will be. 

Cycle parking. Access to the main cycle parking for the student block is along the entire length of the 

underground part of the double decker car park. Once the cycle is parked students will have to walk 

half way back through the car park to the entrance to the student building. There are personal 

security and safeguarding issues here. It is likely many students would park their cycles elsewhere on 

site, or decide that West Way is not a good location to cycle to or from. 

“Harrogate” cycle racks are proposed. These are similar to those on the wider part of the precinct 

(screwed into the pavement, with bars across the ground that make wheel placement difficult) and 

are cramped and difficult to use, without moving or scratching a neighbouring bike – they are, 

however, cheap. In a new centre one would expect higher quality racks of at least “Sheffield” quality 

with adequate space between racks. “Harrogate” was presumably chosen by manufacturers as a 

name to add sophistication, but in this case the practicality associated with Sheffield should maybe 

be chosen over Harrogate’s gentility. 

Parking layout and organisation. While current parking provision is described as piecemeal, 

disjointed and unsafe, the proposals are no better on any count. Very few of the issues raised by the 

SPD consultants have been ‘solved’ by the proposals. There is less ‘visibility’ between the various 

sections with little logic as to who would be likely to park where. The double decker car park appears 

difficult and circuitous to navigate and is not conducive for convenience shopping. Only Elms Parade 

will offer such convenience parking and is likely to be overused. 

The plans do not show any space within car parks for trolley stores or ticket machines. It would be 

expected that these would reduce each car park area by at least space (ticket machines), and the 

double decker car park by at least four spaces for shopping trolleys (two up – two down). This would 

leave 315 spaces – exactly what exists now. 

While residents of flats will have free parking, and hotel residents presumably have a low price 

parking, it is not clear how business employers and employees will be treated, especially those 

currently in Elms Parade. 

Two hours is not sufficient time to allow visits for many community hall activities, especially if 

combined with shopping. If successful the Community Hall could expect to attract many cars around 

7pm on some days – just the time the car parks are expected to be at their busiest on weekdays. 



While the consultant suggests that there is a 10% leeway over the maximum, this seems very 

unlikely. Given the uncertainty and piecemeal design it is likely that at different times, shoppers, 

employees, students and workers will park in adjacent streets rather than use the car parks. 

 

Approach used for Transport Assessment traffic prediction methodology.  

 The Doric trip generation levels were used for current proposed development. There was 

significant evidence to suggest that these had been chosen (by RPS, acting for Doric) to 

downplay the probable amount of traffic, and some of these are not, in any case appropriate 

for the new development.  

 In particular the supermarket trip rate is for superstores of over 5000m2 which tend to have 

much lower per square metre trip rates than the smaller proposed supermarket. The 

supermarket trip rate also used mixed weekday data – Friday only should be used as it 

busier for shopping and the industry standard day. The consultants for the SPD recognised 

that with a smaller foodstore, different trip rates were appropriate. 

 The methodology still assumes ‘phantom’ trips caused by the long empty offices – this 

procedural device says that because planning permission exists for the offices the traffic that 

they would generate (if full) can be deducted from calculations of future traffic. While this is 

usual practice for calculating mitigation monies to pay the Local Transport Authority (the 

County Council), the offices have been empty far too long (several years) for it to be argued 

that the surrounding roads have a ‘memory’ of that traffic. The traffic will not disappear 

before extra traffic is added. 

 If the above logic is assumed to be correct the Transport Assessment should acknowledge 

that change of use without planning permission could result in traffic generation that is at 

the level associated with land uses that are the highest. For example the retail could be any 

class within retail – it could all be ‘convenience store’ which has a very high trip rate. 

 Some figures for land use areas are incorrect. For existing land uses it is claimed there are 

2329m2 of restaurants and 1870m2 food retail. The total retail has had figures for 

foodstores removed so the proportion of restaurants appears much high than it really is. The 

proposed Baptist place of worship includes 5 flats (residential) which are not included in 

with residential trip generation, as all church land use (including the hall) is designated as 

‘place of worship’ with very little weekday use. 

 It has been assumed that additional traffic will be in proportion to existing traffic turning 

movements. Since most traffic passing does not stop at West Way this almost certainly gives 

a false impression. In effect it dilutes any adverse impacts by assuming all junctions will grow 

at the same rate.  

 There is no discussion of the impacts on specific roads of concern, particularly Westminster 

Way from the South. 

 Changes are proposed to the Westminster Way/ West Way junction involving the addition of 

a left turning lane. This would make little difference to traffic flows, but reduce pedestrian 

space. It would appear to mean that cyclists and pedestrians would have to use the ‘hidden’ 

part of the underneath of the A34 bridge which would have safety concerns. 

 Similarly, entrances into car parks are (generally) in proportion to the size of car park – this 

implies that people will know how many spaces are free in each and in effect ‘try to fill each 

one evenly’ which is simply not probable.  

Many of the end results of the calculations are unrealistic to the point of incredulity. 



 Implausible numbers using one of the car parks. Numbers shown in Figure 31 of Appendix A 

appear to show 77 vehicles leaving and 112 vehicles entering the 34 space car park off 

Westminster Way in one hour. This car park is only of sensible or desirable use for residents 

of one block of flats. This includes much extra traffic over and above 36 entering and 29 

leaving generated by the development. In the Saturday peak hour this would increase to 45 

entering and 45 leaving for purposes related to the proposals with 251 using the entrance 

overall. 

 Traffic expected to find longer routes to enter the site. Of the 30 vehicles expected to enter 

the site from the Cumnor Hill and Eynsham Road direction in the weekday AM peak only 8 

are expected to turn into Elms Parade while the remaining 22 are expected to turn right at 

the traffic lights and enter via Westminster Way. This seems very unlikely given congestion 

levels in the morning peak. Parking in Elms Parade, or travelling through the site would be 

chosen by a much greater proportion. 

 Directions from which users approach. In the weekday AM peak very few (30 vehicles would 

come from Eynsham Rd/ Cumnor Hill) compared to 115 from Westminster Way (from the 

South) while in the Saturday peak 151 would come from Eynsham/ Cumnor compared to 95 

from Westminster Way. These figures reflect the assumption that people will act according 

to ‘existing turning movements’ rather than using any thought as to where clientele and 

employees are likely to come from. 

 Directions used by users leaving the site. In the AM peak of those leaving (presumably mainly 

residents of flats, but also those doing early morning shopping or popping in for a paper or 

sandwich, 105 are expected to head up Cumnor Hill or along Eynsham Road while only 50 

are expected to go East into West Way, and a similar number head South don Westminster 

Way. This seems highly implausible. 

 

Other aspects of the Transport Assessment 

 In discussing the accessibility of the site, straight line distances are used for isochrones (lines 

of equal travel time) for walk and cycle. While in some places this might be an almost 

forgivable approximation it is not for this site. The A34, flood plains and private land offer no 

barrier to walk, and hills offer no barrier to cycling. 

 It is stated that Doric/ Mace/ Botley Development Company Ltd “would be prepared to fund 

a public consultation” for Controlled Parking Zone if the Council considered it appropriate. 

Nothing is said about funding its operation or enforcement at a time when the Vale of White 

Horse is unwilling to enter into agreements with the County Council for any such 

enforcement. 

 Access to the hotel is not discussed, but it would seem that the entrance would be off the 

precinct with a short parking bay on Westminster Way, round the corner, shared with 

deliveries to the foodstore and restaurants. Taxis dropping guests would have to do a three 

point turn if coming from Oxford before dropping off on a road which is not suitable. Guests 

using the car park would have a lengthy walk with their luggage. 

 The Environmental Statement discusses construction traffic, giving the impression that it will 

use the A34/ A40, describing the A40 as being 2kms North along the A34 (actually about 5 

kms). In reality most such traffic from the West would approach via Eynsham Road. A 

maximum of 80 to 120 construction staff at any one time is anticipated but nothing is said 

about where they would park their vehicles. 



 Given the way in which the consultants have interpreted Environmental Assessment 

guidance in terms of how to measure peak traffic, and the use of ‘sensitive’ areas and 

receptors, combine with shortcomings in the Transport Assessment methodology it is very 

likely that they have not assessed operational transport implications at all adequately. 

 

Conclusion 

The Transport Assessment is not of the quality that one would expect for a £100m development. It 

contains several large errors in assumptions and methodology and appears not to have had any 

reality checks on its results. Many of the expected traffic flows are simply not plausible. 

The descriptions of how the development would ‘work’ in traffic and access terms is selective and 

overlooks many serious drawbacks in the design. The layout of the development is such that:- 

 Car parks would be likely to be over capacity at times, and that many would find parking 

outside in neighbouring streets a better option thus inconveniencing local residents; 

 The amount of traffic going through the site would be too much for shared space use in this 

kind of environment where what is currently Church Way is pictured by the applicants as 

being ‘public space’; 

 The safety implications of the extra entrances and exits, as well as proposals for reducing 

pedestrian and cycle space under A34 are not good; 

 The personal security and safety issues associated with the student cycle storage at the West 

end of an ‘undercroft’ car park with the pedestrian entrance most of the way back through 

the underground car park are serious; 

 Lighting from the upper floor of the two storey car park would cause a loss of amenity for 

residents in Arthray Road; 

  



Annex One - Text from the Supplementary Planning Document with comments 

2.3.1 (Issues and Opportunities – Issues) 

• Circuitous vehicle routes and multiple surface car parks contribute to a vehicle dominated 

environment within the study area. 

 This problem is made no better by the proposals 

2.4.17 …. Saved Policy TR6 Public Car Parking in Main Settlements resists the loss of public car 

parking should it be considered to adversely impact the centre’s vitality and viability. 

 Given the addition of 140 or more residential flats with parking allowance the change in 

parking spaces from 315 to 324 represents a large fall in parking availability. 

4.2.8 Proposals for vehicle access should seek to minimise access points with the number and scale 

similar to those presently in use. Where possible, efforts should be made to improve road crossing 

conditions for pedestrians and cyclists in relation to movement generated from and through the 

study area. 

 Two new vehicle entrances are proposed while the SPD is clear that access points should be 

minimised 

 Presuming that the West Way pedestrian crossing is moved as a result of the application, as 

is suggested, it would be adjacent to a new entrance, and while it would serve school 

children better, it would make access to and from the East bound West Way bus stop more 

difficult. 

4.2.9 Vehicle access to car parking and service areas should be via West Way and Westminster Way 

with Arthray Road providing access for low level residential access traffic only. 

 This appears to be ignored, with the Arthray Road entrance specified for use by HGVs, and 

with the design having a layout which will encourage use of the Arthray Road entrance 

4.6.2 Cycle parking facilities should be conveniently sited and distributed through the site to provide 

parking at all key arrival points and destinations. 

 The student cycle park does not fit this guidance at all 

4.6.4 Service vehicle traffic should be directed to a dedicated access and servicing facility accessed 

from Westminster Way thus avoiding public areas and minimising service vehicle movements on 

residential streets. Secondary service vehicle access may be made from West Way, though limited to 

smaller service vehicles. 

 This guidance has not been followed – The designated access and servicing area is reached 

through the centre of the site. Larger vehicles that do use a parking bay in Westminster Way 

would have to pass through the site to avoid the weight limit on Westminster Way south of 

the development 

 

4.6.7 All development proposals should be accompanied by a Travel Plan which should set 

sustainable mode share transfer targets and indicate the means for monitoring performance and 

managing performance goal delivery. Travel Plans should be implemented to actively encourage all 

using the site to consider and take opportunities to travel by sustainable travel modes rather than by 



private car. …. In the event of comprehensive development of the study area a Framework Travel 

Plan should be developed. 

 There is no sign of a Travel Plan in the documentation 

 


