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Comments on Amended Transport Assessment material 

The amendments on transport submitted in May are lengthy, but do not solve the issues of concern 

made in the January 2016 application. Besides moving the student cycle storage and more obvious 

paving in the ‘shared’ area there is little that improves the situation. On the down side disabled 

parking spaces have been removed, and parking behind Elms Parade reduced. 

The Travel Plan contains little that would enable more ‘sustainable’ travel, but imposes draconian 

permit schemes that would encourage further parking outside the site in local roads. 

Much of the new material attempts to justify the previous material rather than address legitimate 

concerns. 

Key Summary Points 

• The estimates of cars per flat are too low. 2011 census data suggests that 90% of flats 

would have one or more cars rather than 80% claimed as a ‘very robust’ (over) estimate. 

Likely demand would be 1.2 cars per flat (as many would have more than one). One could 

expect demand for 168 vehicles from 140 flats rather than 112 implied. If the ‘one permit 

per flat’ were used the excess, 42 of these, could be parked in local roads. 

• New estimates for likely vehicle trips to a small supermarket are a gross underestimate 

using town and city centre stores in Cambridge and Ipswich with no car parks, similar to 

Tesco in Magdalen Street, Oxford. More comparable stores imply much higher vehicle trip 

rates, with much higher parking levels implied. 

• The Framework Travel Plan is not fit for purpose. It is a generic plan designed primarily for 

workplaces with very little local detail, and without “SMART” targets (measurable etc). It 

relies on information provision rather than ‘stick’ measures, except for draconian parking 

permits and ‘free’ parking times which are unrealistic and, if implemented, would encourage 

parking outside the site, rather than reduce car modal share. 

• Road layout and design changes in response to the Design Review Panel are inadequate 

and introduce new problems. Disabled parking spaces have been removed from outside the 

Community Centre, the student cycle parking is no longer secure, and public cycle parking 

has been removed from the precincts and moved to outside the site on West Way. 

• The consultant has been selective in which comments they have responded to. Issues 

relating to traffic and delivery circulation have been ignored or bland statements of 

‘reassurance’ have been made. The point that criticisms of many aspects such as implausible 

levels of traffic using car park entrances were made to show that the method was faulty, 

rather than the detail of the levels. 

 

1 Introduction – changes introduced by the amended plans 

The main changes made to plans since the January 2016 plans are:- 

• Cycle park for students moved from a ‘room’ at far end of lower deck of car park, to a long 

line of racks near to the entrance to on Westminster Way 

• Much public cycle parking removed from precincts and relocated to edge of site on West 

Way 

• Paving altered outside Community Centre entrance to give greater appearance of pedestrian 

usage 
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• Design of the new Elms Parade “entrance only” appears to allow left turn exits as well 

• Trellis removed from car park, with no replacement ‘shielding’ 

• Disabled parking spaces removed from outside community centre 

• Parking behind Elms Parade reduced from 27 to 20 spaces. (Now a total of 317 spaces 

overall counted on plans, compared with 334 claimed in the design and access statement) 

• The addition of a ‘framework travel plan’ 

• Changes implied to parking permit scheme for flats allowing one permit per flat, and 

changes in the measurement of expected car ownership for flats. 

• Hotel users will have to vacate car park by 9:30 in order to avoid high parking charges 

• Some recalculations of expected traffic based on some of the criticisms by County and 

WWCC 

In general the additional documentation aims to justify what was questioned rather than make 

corrections for it. It aims for ‘reassurance’ that the plans will work well. 

 

2 Changes made to calculation of parking and traffic 

Cars per flat calculations 

The document “Botley TN5 – Response to West Way Community Concern, Final Issue, 09-05-16” 

states … 

“The parking accumulation has been based on a residential car ownership level of 80%. This is 

considered to be a very robust figure as it is based on 2001 National Census data for owner occupied 

flats. Car ownership levels for affordable flats in the National Census were 40%. As a proportion of 

the residential units on the site will be for affordable use, an 80% car ownership rate is likely to be a 

significant overestimate.” 

The January 2016 report used cars per household as a measure (which can rise above 1 per 

household) while the amendments seem to speak of percentage of flats with a car (which is limited 

to 100%). This is important because the parking management statement states that each flat will 

only have one parking space permit. 

Using 2001 data is out of date. More recent data (2011 census microdata – a 5% sample of the 

England and Wales population, available from the UK Data Service) implies differently. 

• For the South East region the 2011 census shows that cars per household for “owned 

outright” purpose built flats is 0.96 while for “owns with a mortgage or loan” is 1.19. 

• When one considers who is likely to live in these flats, it can be assumed that most will be 

people in work. For Socio Economic Groups A, B, and C(1 and 2), the rates are between 1.23 

and 1.36, while for SEG D and E (semi- skilled and unskilled workers) the rate is 1.07. 

• Where one works does not make a large difference. Those with no fixed place of work 

(1.37), working from home (1.30), within LA (1.18) and in another LA (1.33). 

• Cars per household is different from households with one or more cars. For the likely client 

population of the West Way flats 90% is a reasonable estimate of those with one or more 

cars from the 2011 census, using census microdata for those with one or more cars. 

• It has recently emerged that the applicants appear to be seeking zero per cent affordable 

housing, but 10% as ‘starter homes’ priced at 80% of market rates. This would have no 

measurable lowering of demand for cars by residents. 
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On the basis of this a comparable “very robust figure” would be about 1.2 cars per flat, rather than 

0.8. 

The Parking Management Strategy (4.6) states there will be one space per flat permitted. This 

implies that many will seek to park second cars outside, or there will be pressure to relax this 

restriction. 

On the basis of this 140 flats would include 126 with a car, while an extra 42 would be parked 

outside. This raises the car parking levels on site, and would be a considerable loss of amenity to 

those living in neighbouring roads. 

Traffic and parking demand associated with the food store and other uses 

In para 5.1 Origin state that Doric’s trip rates were not disputed by the County Council. This does not 

mean that they were acceptable. They were disputed by WWCC and others. The County disputed 

others of the many questionable aspects of Doric’s TA and may have been selective in what it chose 

to contest due to pressure of time, or dealing with the most pressing issues. 

The current document has used a run of Trics data to provide flows for smaller supermarkets since 

West Way Community Concern argued that trips per 100m2 is higher for smaller food stores than 

larger ones. The choice of 3 stores shows extreme bias and conflicts strongly with other runs for 

smaller supermarkets. The three chosen are located in: 

• A suburb of Carlisle (Somerfield) with 55 parking spaces. This is broadly comparable. 

• Central Cambridge and central Ipswich, each of which has no car park, in an area where 

most custom will come from shoppers and workers already in these towns, where parking is 

restricted and costly, and congestion high. Being larger stores these will carry more weight in 

the calculations, helping to lower the figures. 

This background information was not provided in the consultant’s report despite guidance from the 

Trics organisation that figures used without background information should not be used. 

The consultants figures show that these have lower in and out trip rates (by car) during the morning 

and evening peaks than Doric’s figures for large stores, so argue that the figures used by Doric are 

“robust”. But Trics data for small supermarkets quoted in a recent proposal for expansion of a food 

store in Great Western Park (P15/V2963/RM) where an application to increase the size of a food 

store from 1000 to 1400m2 were offered show a very different picture. (These much higher figures 

had also apparently been ‘agreed and approved by Oxfordshire County Council’ for planning 

consent.) The comparisons are:- 

 AM peak hour – trips per 

100m2 

PM peak 

 Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound 

Doric rates 2.76 1.99 5.09 5.22 

Amended Origin rates 1.88 1.47 3.86 3.56 

Great Western Park 1000m2 5.12 3.23 8.88 9.68 

Great Western Park 2500m2 3.94 2.95 6.95 7.31 

Vehicle trips per 100m2 used in Doric, Origin and another study 

These are shown graphically below. It is apparent Origin’s figures are very low when compared with 

other Trics runs for smaller food stores. 
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The implications for parking demand are that the Doric figures would have a maximum 44 car 

parking spaces required while the figures given with a planning application for Castle Quay Banbury 

(13/01601/OUT) with similar peak hour results for the Great Western Park 1000m2 figures would 

require 80 for a 1211m2 store. This would increase peak food store parking by 36 vehicles over that 

offered by Origin. (Banbury figures used since all day data allowed parking accumulation estimates). 

The Trics Good Practice Guide states that “Data recipients have the right to request full details of 

how all trip rates have been calculated, including all procedures undertaken prior to calculation.” 

Oxfordshire County Council and VOWH should ensure this is done in this case, and the Doric trip 

rates similarly questioned. 

Other issues 

Land uses 

There is still confusion in the text about what land uses will exist in the new build (and what exists 

now). The earlier claim that 2/3 of the retail space was restaurants has been replaced by saying it is 

“retail/ restaurants” and uses a ‘high street shop’ trip rate for all. In what is proposed this is 

compared with separate trip rates for ‘high street shops’ and ‘restaurant’ 

It can only be hoped that foodstore space will not reduce from 1870m2 to 1270m2 (which would be 

the case if the labelled foodstore were the only foodstore), but that e.g. Iceland and Tesco would 

take 300m2 or larger units. This would have implications for trip levels. 

The truth is that Mace probably have little idea of which retailers or restaurants are likely to take the 

units (or they are not making this public) and trip generation estimates have to err on the highest 

generating possible likely cases if the assessment is to be truly ‘robust’. 

Disabled access and parking 

• The five disabled parking spaces outside the community centre have been removed on the 

application drawings. Close inspection of the Landscape Addendum reveals (p10) that three 

have been relocated to the other side of the road. However these spaces are not wide 

enough to take a car, and are lined up so anyone requiring access to the rear of their car 

would not have space. The extra space either side for access is certainly not there. It appears 
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that these spaces have been rushed in at the last minute and are not fit for any purpose. 

They would block access the student block and a shop doorway. 

• The two disabled spaces under Block A are in the far corner of the car park. Why is not clear, 

but it will certainly not help people with disabilities. 

• There are still no disabled spaces on the roof level of the large car park, despite the Design 

Review Panel saying there should be. 

Unofficial parking on site 

It is not surprising that little is said about parking outside official parking spaces, but it is a fact that 

people currently stop outside Barclays Bank to use the cash machine, or pop to the newsagent 

(often ‘waiting’ rather than ‘parking’ but still causing disruption). This is unlikely to stop, and there 

are now several other locations where people could stop for short periods that would be beneficial 

to the individual but cause problems for other road users. Such area include:- 

• Most of the ‘square’ outside the community centre 

• The paved area between Block A and Elms Parade 

• The loading bay outside the hotel and foodstore 

• Outside the Baptist Church entrance 

Other issues that have come to light not recognised before 

• The design for the new West Way Elms Parade entrance has been changed and looks to 

allow exiting left turns into West Way but text describes it as entrance only. 

• The car park layout has been changed but there are no updated vehicle turning plans shown. 

• The car park layouts shown on AP099 and AP100 do not show the route to the upper car 

park correctly. Arrows are incorrectly shown. A complete tour of the lower floor is necessary 

before going up to the upper floor where there is a very tight turn to get into the main part. 

This makes it even more likely that people wishing to use the upper floor will go through the 

site (from West Way or Arthray Road) and that the old Church Way will be used to avoid the 

Westminster Way/ West Way junction since to pass through the park from Westminster 

Way would be too circuitous, so avoidance would be made before seeing the extent of 

queues. 

• The TA continues to claim 4339m2 office to be demolished but the application form now say 

3020m2. 

 

3 Framework travel plan 

A ‘Framework Travel Plan’ had not been provided with the original application. The one provided 

shows signs of rushed preparation and is not fit for purpose. In brief: 

• It is a generic plan with a few figures and statements relating to local area. 

• The targets are not SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time-bound) so 

are meaningless. It does include a car mode share target based on single occupancy on 

census travel to work data but this seems a very odd target, and probably can’t be 

monitored. 

• It is generally based around workplaces rather than residential or retail. 

• It implies it is for ‘whole site’ but can have little impact on Elms Parade, Barclays office block 

or SS Peter and Paul church 
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• It repeats the use of ‘isochrones’ as straight line distance, and claims no barriers (such as 

steep hills for cycling, or A34 as walking barrier). 

• It relies mainly on information provision to users rather than pressure (“carrots”, but no 

“sticks”) except for draconian parking restrictions and parking charges which are not 

appropriate for many legitimate users 

o Residents of flats would be allowed only one permit per flat – many would park 

extra cars off site 

o Hotel users would have to vacate the car park by 9:30. For those visiting Oxford or 

wanting a leisurely breakfast this would not make sense 

o Two hours for users of the community centre is unrealistic for many events. 

Suggesting people coming for longer events use bus or walk makes no sense for 

events catering for more elderly people (such as U3A) 

• It claims there will be showers/ changing facilities for use by staff. This seems to have been 

lifted from a generic plan, but there is no space shown for such facilities. 

• It claims that ‘Carplus’ website shows local car clubs which will assist car sharing. That is 

technically true, but there are no car clubs on the west side of Oxford. 

 

4 Treatment of WWCC comments from overview 

This section draws attention to comments made on the January 2016 plans and comments on any 

consideration of these. The first table highlights those made in WWCC’s summary points. 

Area of concern raised Treatment in amendments 

Very small increase in 

parking provision 

Insistence that public parking is much increased as half of current 

spaces are ‘private’. If this is the case then one has to ask where 

the vehicles currently parked in these private spaces will park in 

future. 

Also see notes on parking demand for flats (above) and for hotel 

and students. 

People will drive through site 

because their preferred car 

park is full 

This is deemed not to be a problem as people will learn where 

there are likely to be empty spaces and go there rather than try to 

park in full spaces. This is unlikely since people will have favoured 

convenience parking spaces (e.g. outside Elms Parade) but will 

move on if there is no space. These spaces are also most likely to 

be attractive to flat residents being more visible and therefore less 

likely to experience vandalism. 

Extra entrances likely to 

worsen traffic safety 

Deemed to be no problem – restated discussion on accidents 

saying there’s no one junction which is unsafe. This rather implies 

the number of junctions is important, more than design. 

Moving pedestrian crossing 

closer to Primary school and 

road junctions 

Implication that school convenience is greater than bus stop users 

Concern about the volume 

of through traffic 

Claims that special paving will be a deterrent. But the wiggly route 

through a car park is as much or more of a deterrent, and the 

design does nothing to lessen desire to travel through from 

Arthray Road to West Way, or stop parents wanting to park in 

Elms Parade for dropping children off at school. 
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Residential vehicle levels and 

numbers left on site during 

day 

Claim their figures are ‘robust’ (see section on flats). Hotel users 

will have to move their vehicles by 9:30, apparently, or pay the 

very high parking charges. No comment on where they would take 

their cars 

Covenants for students 

relating to cars 

Deemed as no problem. Implies their scheme will work and does 

not discuss potential parking in neighbouring roads. Unless 

students are under control of their University there is little that 

can be done. 

Trellising above car park Taken out, with no replacement landscaping. This would never 

have worked with deliveries to rear of retail units and consultants 

presumably knew that, but wanted aerial views to show green. 

Lighting from car park 

disturbing Arthray Road 

residents 

Stated that lighting will point inwards. While this might reduce 

direct light it would not reduce it altogether. 

Implausible traffic forecasts, 

highlighted in ridiculous 

flows in an out of car park 

under Block A 

Admit the high levels for Westminster Way under-flats car park 

are implausible, though also claim that the 34 space underground 

is convenient for shops (which it is patently not). Admit that 

through traffic was included in the 112 inwards in an hour and 

that most would use the other Westminster Way entrance, but 

offer no new suggested figures. This would inevitably make 

changes to junction flows which have not been addressed. The 

consultant admits the initial forecasts were faulty but makes no 

attempt to correct them. 

 

Other points raised by WWCC in main text included: 

Extra lane on West Way 

under bridge problematic for 

pedestrians and cyclists 

Argued that this is will work well. (It is difficult to see why this 

extra capacity is needed anyway unless they expect queues on 

Westminster Way of people trying to get into car parks).  

It would be a waste of S106 money which would be better spent 

on other pedestrian and cycle improvements. 

Bus stop provision There is still no proper bus stop provision for buses in 

Westminster Way. Since the ‘Brookes Bus’ uses this road it would 

probably have higher demand than the West Way stops at many 

times, for Brookes students. 

Drivers circulating around 

site 

People will learn the best way (which in Origin’s view is that they 

will not drive through the site). But current behaviour is to see if 

one car park is free and then go elsewhere if not. Little suggests 

this will change. 

It is claimed that there will be real time information on car park 

spaces – but where are the signs going to be placed and will it 

work for Elms Parade? 

(Elsewhere the plans say that central part may be closed to traffic 

on “event days”). 

Deliveries going through site The amendment sets out hours for deliveries, but there is little 

likelihood that this will be followed, or is enforceable. 

Large delivery vehicles will still have to pass through the site. 

No audit of safety of new 

junctions 

Still no assessment, but ‘detailed design’ will apparently choose 

safest options 

Harrogate cycle racks are not 

appropriate 

Not mentioned. These racks are ‘cheap and cheerful’, not solid, 

easy to use and robust. 
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 The TA counted 20 cycle racks currently. There are actually 32, as 

well as much space used along the railings by Elms Parade car 

park. 

Double decker car park 

circuitous and difficult to 

navigate 

In effect “all multi storey car parks are circuitous”. That is not the 

point. The question is whether this is appropriate for a small 

district centre, or for permanent parking for residents, and 

whether people will make such circuits or take the short cuts 

through the site. 

Space for trolley parks and 

ticket machines 

Seem to claim no space needed. While ticket machines could be in 

the precinct, trolley parks could not 

Employers and employees 

parking permits 

Not addressed. This is likely to be a major problem for external 

parking if permits are not given. 

Two hours not long enough 

for Community Centre 

events 

Apparently two hours is plenty – “most events are one hour” and 

for anything longer and organisers should encourage bus use by 

attendees. This is not acceptable for any community centre that 

has events for elderly people. 

Leeway between expected 

and maximum use less than 

10% which is not enough 

Not addressed. In fact calculations imply there could be around 40 

more residents cars than expected, the food-store could require 

36 more spaces, the hotel is unlikely to accept a parking regime 

that requires residents to move their cars during the day 

(especially by 9:30am). 

Doric trip generation rates Claims that “Oxfordshire CC didn’t object” does not mean that the 

figures are biased. Do use a Friday trip rate for 3 small 

supermarkets. This includes larger stores. 1 is in Carlisle and 

comparable, but other two are in Cambridge and Ipswich town 

centres with no parking – comparable with Tesco in Magdelan St, 

Oxford. (See section on trip rates). 

Phantom office trips, 

because empty office space 

can generate trips 

Claimed “from a planning perspective” this is common practice. 

But local people are concerned with loss of amenity caused by 

increasing traffic levels over now, and not payments for S106 

(which is what is referred to in “from a planning perspective”). 

Using the same logic for 

change of use that if 

restaurants are applied for 

they could become retail. 

Implies this is unlikely and ‘different’. But figures in the TA confuse 

retail and restaurant in existing floorspace. Commentary said that 

change of all to ‘convenience’ was not likely. Indeed it is not likely 

but was put to make the point that these land uses can be 

changed without need for further planning permission. 

Too much restaurant 

floorspace recorded in 

existing development 

Not admitted that this was wrong, but alternative figures now 

group ‘other retail and restaurant’ together, though use retail trip 

generations to estimate associated traffic. Restaurants would 

actually increase parking pressure in the early evening which is 

when parking as at maximum. 

Traffic will enter and leave 

area in proportion to all 

current turning movements. 

Argues this is standard practice, even though local knowledge 

would imply otherwise. These turns include ones where the use of 

West Way is immaterial. Detailed issues not discussed. It may be 

standard practice where there is not better information or 

judgement, but that is not the case here. 

Lorry routes during building They will be told not to use Eynsham Road. Lorry routing is 

difficult to enforce, especially for subcontractors. 

Isochrones being straight 

line distance 

Not addressed and continued to use this in travel plan. People 

cannot walk across rivers, and hills do cause real problems for 

cycling in the area  
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Enforcing a Controlled 

Parking Zone 

States that if there one it ‘would be the responsibility of the 

Highway Authority’. 

Access to the hotel Suggested there is no problem, but does not address taxi turning, 

or conflicts of use for loading bay. 

Use of EIA guidance Not addressed 

Construction workers 

parking on site 

Suggest workers will come by works bus, public transport or 

private vehicle. This site is not central Oxford and we would 

expect the majority (especially subcontractors) to arrive by car or 

van as happens in most VOWH construction sites. 

 

 

Gordon Stokes 

Visiting Research Associate – Transport Studies Unit, University of Oxford 

Committee Member – Transport Statistics Users Group 


