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Additional comment on planning application P17/V3298/FUL 
- documents on cycle parking submitted by applicant on 15th 
May 2018 
 
Comment by West Way Community Concern, 18th May 2018 

We note the latest information provided by Mace with respect to the proposed cycle parking 
provision at West Way. We find this deeply troubling, for a number of reasons; the proposed 
location and style of the cycle parking provided for students and employees, impact that this will 
have on the long term viability of the centre, and the fact that there are changes to the latest plans 
submitted under the S73 application, at this very late stage. 
 
Cycle parking needs to be secure (for the bicycle), safe (for the user), and convenient (in terms of 
ease of use and proximity to the accommodation block). Mace themselves refer to a secure location 
as one in a ‘building or compound’, and the report to planning committee on application 
P16/V0246/FUL said that the provision would be 124 external spaces and 411 secure cycle storage 
spaces for residents and students.  The latest diagrams falls a long way short of meeting the 
requirement for secure cycle storage in particular. What we see is a collection of cycle racks, 
squeezed into any spare space which can be found.  
 
We have been studying the diagrams in detail, but consider that the information contained within 
them is insufficient to fully understand the proposals. More detail should be provided, as a 
minimum, for each indicated area: physical size of area, how it is accessed (e.g. level ground, ramps, 
stairs or lifts), types of racking and number, whether it is available to all users or restricted to 
students/residents/hotel guests, and what security is offered.  We have asked for this information to 
be provided, but it has not been forthcoming.  
 
The following problems need to be addressed. 

1 Cycle parking 

Proposed student cycle parking is neither secure nor safe 

The current plans show 141 cycle parking spaces in the lower car park. These spaces are neither 
secure nor safe, and some students may not be comfortable using this late at night. The planning 
portal guidance says “Stands placed in dark recesses or at the rear of car parks will not be accepted 
as these will not be attractive and therefore unlikely to be used”.   

The approved plans (P16/V0246/FUL) show 168 cycle parking spaces in the lower deck car park, 
along the wall of Block B. This was relocated from the far end of the car park during the last set of 
amendments of that application, presumably in response to comments that cycle parking in the rear 
of the car park was not desirable. Stands at the ‘dark recess at the rear of the car park’ have now 
been reinstated – these should not be accepted. 

There is a lack of clear pedestrian paths from cycle parking to accommodation. In some cases after 
cyclists have parked their bikes they will have to cross on foot in front of ramps etc and go all round 
the car park to get out. Cycle parking should be positioned in blocks within the residential plots with 
suitable access or proximity to the entrances to those blocks. 
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The student accommodation is a major component of this centre, and hence overall viability (and 
possibly investment funding) is dependent on achieving the expected prices and occupancy. This 
development will have to compete with student accommodation in more convenient locations..  
  
The response from the developer to our concerns about safety and security of the use of the lower 
deck car park for cycle parking is: 
 

“We consider cycle parking in the car park is both secure and safe. It has always been our 
intention to place student cycle parking in the car park as evidenced by the approved plans 
on the consented scheme. We have to make the car park safe because we want people to be 
comfortable parking their cars there and returning in the evening (don’t forget we are 
planning to bring more evening activity to the centre). There will be CCTV and ANPR in the 
car park. I don’t accept that a car park that is considered safe for car users is not safe for 
cycle users. I find it hard to believe that someone who is capable of cycling to Botley is not 
capable of parking their bike and walking through a car park and up a ramp.” 

 
This is an inadequate response in many ways. First, safety refers to the risk of collision between 
cyclists and manoeuvring vehicles.  If it was not because of the safety issues, why did the developer 
substitute secure cycle storage at the far end of the lower car park for semi-secure parking at the 
entrance in the amended P16/V0246/FUL plans? 
 
The response also seems to suggest that the cyclist will walk up the vehicle ramp between decks. It is 
not clear whether there will be anything to prevent cycling on the ramps – this is extremely 
dangerous.  
 
Secondly: ‘secure’ requires more than CCTV (this would simply provide evidence that a cycle was 
stolen or vandalised, not prevent it).’ A secure compound is defined as one in which access is 
controlled by some means such that only registered users have access. A public car park is by 
definition not a ‘compound’. 
 
Thirdly, the consideration will be whether the user perceives it as safe and secure, and will make 
their decisions accordingly. 
 
The developer also says: 
 

“We have consulted the potential student managers. The clear advice is that we need to 
provide a choice of cycle parking spaces. People will prefer to leave their bikes in different 
locations. Some will use them every day and some will only go out at the weekend. We have 
a broad range of choice as shown on the plans and we believe this will give our future 
residents the facilities they need. They also say that it is inconceivable that every student will 
own a bike – cycling is not for everyone – so we have plenty of capacity.” 

 
Again this misunderstands the point – people will prefer to leave their bikes somewhere convenient 
and somewhere secure, even more so if they are to be used less frequently than every day. The 
choice offered appears to be between bad or worse. 
 
Whether or not each student has a bike, the requirement is to provide for one space per unit of 
accommodation. Some slack needs to be provided. 
 
Guidance on security of cycle parking generally defines the requirements for short stay as security as 
provided by areas of high footfall and with CCTV. Long stay requires, in addition, some form of 
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restriction of access. Most of the cycle parking offered here may be adequate for short stay, but in 
no way meets the requirements for long stay. 
 
The developer has suggested that lighting in the car park will be such that it provides security. If so, 
and even if this were to be adequate for security, it is likely that that will produce an unacceptably 
high level of lighting to the rear of Arthray Road.   

Much of the cycle racking is not convenient or easy to use 

 1. Two tier racks: These tend not to be suitable for all users and types of cycles. They are not 
suitable for heavy cycles (e.g. electrically assisted cycles), or those with child seats, baskets or 
panniers.  Using the top tier, in particular, would be difficult for many people. Mace has 
acknowledged this by showing counting spaces in Block A as if only lower tier of a two tier rack 
would be used. 

2. Vertical racks: These are not well regarded.  Even less suitable than two tier as harder to use 
and difficult to lock the cycle securely. It is essential for the frame and not just wheel to be locked to 
the rack for any degree of security. 

3. Available space: In some areas, there doesn’t seem to be sufficient space between racks for 
easy access to the racking or manoeuvring in or out. 

Provision for employees on the site 
 
No secure cycle parking is shown for employees. 

Conclusion 

If these proposals were approved and subsequently implemented, the inconvenience, unsuitability 
of types of racks for many users, the cramped layout and limited dedicated provision will impact 
adversely on occupation rates.  

A proper design process would have defined the requirements in terms of functionality and have 
designed the buildings to achieve this. This last minute consideration of an important function shows 
the lack of any masterplan for this development. This development could have been an exemplar of 
best practice; instead, the provision doesn’t even come up to minimum standards.  

Development is required to be sustainable, and this depends on encouraging sustainable forms of 
transport. Cycle parking also needs to take into account all user needs, so as not to exclude or 
disadvantage riders of certain types of cycle. To fulfil this requirement, the quality of cycle parking is 
as important as the quantity. These current plans show a consideration purely for quantity. In 
practice, much of the provision will remain unused, due to all the reasons quoted above. The 
application should be refused on the basis that it is not sustainable.  

Given the physical constraints which are clearly limiting the ability to provide to even the minimum 
of standards, it would not be appropriate to leave this issue to be dealt with as a pre-occupation 
planning condition. That would be too late to deal with the problem.  
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3 The latest changes to plans were been notified to the public for 
comment, and result in an inconsistent set of plans 

It is worrying that changes have been made to the buildings themselves in order to fit in the required 
number of spaces. Hence the diagrams just submitted are not consistent with the plans that are part 
of the S73 application which will be put to the committee. The changes may be small, but they are 
significant. The officer’s report will be written less than a week after crucial information was 
provided and with no alert to the public to say it was there. The County Council’s latest objection 
was dated prior to these new documents being submitted. They should be asked to comment before 
a recommendation is made to planning committee. 

4 Dock-less cycles 

It is not acceptable for Mace to say that the problem of dock-less cycles is not one for them to 
consider. The development will bring in an additional cohort of users, specific to this development, 
and provision should be made for them, whatever form of transport they are using. The ES 
addendum (Nov 2017) referred to ‘maintaining the opportunity to increase the number of shared 
cycle parking spaces in future years’. The space needs to be found now.  

5 Closure of the eastern end of Elms Parade 

We note that Oxfordshire County Council is maintaining its objection to the plans, and require that a 
physical barrier be in place to prevent cars using the delivery access to / from West Way, prior to any 
use of this access. This will also be the delivery route to the temporary retail units in Elms Court and 
Grant Thornton buildings, covered by P17/V1507/FUL. Therefore, it would appear that Elms Parade 
has to be closed off prior to these temporary units being operational, which was not the case under 
the approval of P17/V1507/FUL.  
 


