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1. Executive summary 
 
This report presents the response to the feasibility design of two phases of the 
Botley Road Improvements. The consultation was held from 28 May 2019 to 21 June 
2019. As part of the consultation, three exhibition events were held in the locality of 
the proposals. The information displayed at the exhibition was also presented on 
OCC’s website and the online consultation portal. Respondents were asked to 
complete a questionnaire with their views on the proposals. 
 
Over 330 people visited the exhibitions whilst a total of 281 responses were received 
from organisations, councillors, community groups and individuals. This includes 
formal responses (56) as well as completed questionnaires (225) submitted online, 
by post or at the exhibitions.  
 
The proposals were split into two phases. Phase 1 covered the Botley Road from its 
junction with Eynsham Road eastwards to its junction with Binsey Lane. Phase 2 
extended the corridor with proposals from Binsey Lane up to the railway bridge. 
Secured funding allows progression of Phase 1 through subsequent design stages 
then construction. Funding for Phase 2 only allows us to complete funding as far as 
completion of preliminary design where the Council will then look to secure funding 
for the subsequent stages.  
 
The questionnaire asked what respondents liked / disliked about the proposed 
measures including inviting general comments. Many responses were received 
supporting the principles behind the measures but there were strong feelings that 
things didn’t go far enough. In particular, wider facilities for cyclists, better 
segregation, use of coloured treatments, reduced use of shared space received a 
high level of response. Other issues such as the need to reduce general traffic 
volumes, relocation of a bus stop impacting on private properties and avoiding loss 
of parking bays outside businesses were also raised.   
 
All comments received during the consultation will be considered in full and where 
appropriate taken forward into the next stage of scheme development. Preliminary 
design is due to for completion around October 2019.  
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2. Introduction 
 

2.1 Background 

Botley Road connects Oxford city centre and the A34 and is significantly over 

capacity with poor journey time reliability, lengthy queuing and low traffic speeds. 

The issues are most acute in the evening peak as a result of westbound traffic 

queuing back into Frideswide Square and the city centre. Retail units along this route 

cause additional demands on the highway network, as does the accesses from side 

roads and retail parks. In addition, a new residential development to the south of 

Botley Road at Osney Mead may exacerbate this issue from 2020 with the 

development of 600 new homes, although the developer has stated their intent to not 

increase movements to the site from current levels. 

An Atkins study completed in early 2016 identified proposals for improvements along 

the full Botley Road corridor (between Frideswide Square in Oxford City Centre, and 

the A420 interchange at Cumnor). In order to prioritise the interventions required, the 

corridor was split into three development and delivery phases:  

• Phase 1, section from Eynsham Road to Binsey Lane, 

• Phase 2, section from Binsey Lane to the railway bridge, 

• Phase 3, section from Eynsham Road to Cumnor interchange with the 

A420 dual carriageway (future project). 

The Botley Road project presents an opportunity to provide a route that prioritises 
sustainable transport along the corridor; specifically, for buses, cyclists and 
pedestrians. The project aims to reduce bus journey times, ease urban congestion 
and provide a safer and more attractive route for cyclists and pedestrians.   

Funding for feasibility and preliminary designs for Phase 1 and Phase 2, in line with 

milestones for National Productivity Infrastructure Fund and Growth Deal funding1 

was released in June 2018. Funding has been secured for detailed design and 

construction of Phase 1. Detailed design and construction of Phase 2 will follow once 

                                            

1 
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additional funds have been secured and released. There is no date or budget 

identified for the progression of Phase 3 at this stage.  

2.2 Botley Road Strategy 
 
The corridor has been split into sections as detailed in 2.1 above. 

This project is needed as Botley Road is Oxford’s slowest radial route which faces 

daily congestion problems and poor journey experiences for road users. The corridor 

is a vital public transport link in Oxford as it: 

• Offers the only east to west route in and out of the city from the west; 

• Supports a high proportion of cycling; and  

• Serves a diverse function for buses, both local services and the park and 
ride, as well as intra-urban services. 

The Botley Road project aims to: 

• Directly reduce bus journey times.  

• Ease urban congestion. 

• Provide a safer and more attractive route for cyclists and pedestrians.  

• Improve journey experience for buses, cyclists and pedestrians, by providing 
an efficient, safe, and continuous route along, and within, the corridor. 

• Encourage greater use of more sustainable modes of transport, ensuring the 
network is not overburdened, reducing vehicle emissions and improving air 
quality. 

• Unlock economic growth and job creation opportunities by benefiting 
development sites with improved access and additional capacity. This 
includes supporting further housing and growth in Oxford city centre, Botley 
and along the A420 and A338 corridors. 

• Introduce smart technology along the corridor and provide some of the 
groundwork for the upcoming Connected and Autonomous Vehicles (CAV) 
trials. 

The key changes that will be brought about by this project include: 

• Improved infrastructure and transport capacity to support the significant 
development planned within Central Oxfordshire. 

• Bus priority measures to improve bus journey times and reliability along the 
corridor, in line with the Oxford Transport Strategy aspiration for the Botley 
Road corridor to become a Rapid Transit Route. 

• Major cycle improvements to create a safer and continuous route along the 
corridor. This includes changes to several junctions along the route, notably 
restricting access to some side roads, where there has been a high incidence 
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of collisions with cyclists, and additional cycle lanes. This is in line with 
aspirations for the corridor to become a Cycle Super Route. 

• A more consistent and improved footpath, including additional crossings, 
which will benefit pedestrians. 

• Surface repairs and improvements which will improve the condition and ride 
quality of the road to the benefit of all users. 

• A reduced number of private vehicles along the corridor, with more journeys 
undertaken by public transport, cycle and on foot, improving the air quality 
along the corridor. 

 

2.3 How was the consultation carried out 
 
The consultation ran from Tuesday 28 May 2019 to Friday 21 June 2019 and 
included three public exhibition events, two of which were held at the West Oxford 
Community Centre, Oxford and the other at Seacourt Hall, Botley. The information 
presented at the exhibitions was presented on OCC’s website and online 
consultation portal. 
 
The consultation was advertised through local print and online media and more than 
5,000 A40 frontages, properties and businesses were sent a letter inviting them to 
participate in the consultation. Invitations to these events were also sent by email to 
stakeholders including local parish councils, the bus companies, local cycling groups 
and other interest groups. 
 
Consultees were encouraged to respond by completing a questionnaire at the 
exhibitions, via the e–consultation, emailing commsfeedback@oxfordshire.gov.uk or 
by post. 225 completed questionnaires were received whilst 61 emails (5 of which 
were received after the consultation deadline) were also received. 
 
This report presents an analysis of the responses received. The questionnaire can 
be found in Appendix A. The information presented at the exhibitions and on the 
consultation portal is available in Appendix G.  

mailto:commsfeedback@oxfordshire.gov.uk
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3. Who did we hear from? 
 

3.1 Questionnaire Respondents demographic data 
 

A total of over 330 people attended the three public exhibition events. We received 
225 questionnaire responses to the consultation with a further 61 email responses. 
Of the 225 completed questionnaires, 70 responses were completed on the day of 
an exhibition event or sent via post with the remaining 155 via the online consultation 
portal.  
 
The consultation questionnaire was split into two sections. The first section focused 
on the proposed schemes whilst the second part was an “about you” section which 
dealt with who was responding. The responses to section two are illustrated below. 
 
In what capacity are you responding to this consultation? 
 
In this question, respondents could select more than one option. 
 
Table 1 Responses. In what capacity are you responding to this consultation? 

In what capacity are you responding to this consultation? Number of responses 

As a member of the public living in Oxfordshire 201 

As a member of the public living outside Oxfordshire 4 

As a Councillor 11 

As a representative of a group or organisation 8 

Other 5 

Prefer not to say 6 

Total respondents 225 
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What is your age? 
 
Table 2 Responses. What is your age? 

What is your age? Number of responses Percentage 

Under 18 0 0.00% 
18-24 4 1.77% 

25-34 34 15.11% 

35-44 52 23.11% 

45-54 40 17.77% 

55-64 32 14.22% 

65-74 38 16.88% 

75 years or older 8 3.55% 

Prefer not to Say 17 7.59% 

 
Please state your gender 
  
Table 3 Please state your gender 

Gender Number of responses Percentage 

Male 121 53.77% 

Female 70 31.11% 

Other 2 0.88% 

Prefer not to say  32 14.24% 

 
 
What is your occupation? 
 
Table 4 What is your occupation? 

 What is your occupation Number of responses Percentage 

Employed 138 61.33% 
Other 10 4.44% 
Prefer not to say 27 12.00% 
Retired 45 20.00% 
Student 5 2.23% 
Unemployed 0 0% 
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Would you classify yourself as having a disability? 
 
Table 5. Would you classify yourself as having a disability? 

Would you classify yourself as having a disability Number of responses Percentage 

Yes 10 4.44% 

No 186 82.67% 

Prefer not to say 29 12.89% 

 

3.2 Where do respondents live 
 
Please provide your home postcode: 
 
The responses to this question included some postcodes that were incomplete or 
invalid. Overall, respondents gave a total of 199 (out of the 225 total) valid home 
postcodes. 194 of these were within Oxfordshire, of which 135 (70%) were OX1 and 
OX2 areas. Of the 5 from outside Oxfordshire, these were located at Swindon (2 no), 
Faringdon, Shipston On Stour and Sturminster Newton (Dorset). 
 

3.3 Conclusion  
 
The consultation responses were more strongly represented by certain sections of 
the community, with other groups less represented. A significant proportion of 
respondents were aged 25-74, with younger groups and those of 74+ less 
represented. Employed and retired respondents made up over 80% of responses, 
with very few from students. Only 4% of respondents were notified as having some 
form of disability. 
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4. Comments received about the proposed schemes 
 
The respondents were given the opportunity to respond to questions in their own 
words. Below the main recurring themes have been summarised.   
 
Table 6 Key themes from comments regarding Phase 1 (Eynsham Road 
junction to Binsey Lane junction). 
 

 Comment Received  Council’s Response 

1 Need for coloured demarcation to cycle 
lanes. 

The project team’s aspiration is to use 
coloured surfacing for the cycle lane both 
on and off the carriageway to provide 
continuity and legibility along Botley 
Road and this will be considered in the 
next design stage.  We will need to 
balance the projects needs with those of 
the wider Council policies such as 
decluttering and maintenance.     

2 Need for physical segregation between 
cycle lane and vehicle lane including at 
side road junctions (protection from left 
turning vehicles). 

Utility issues prevent full segregation and 
we are also concerned that providing full 
segregation would reduce chances for 
cyclists to overtake and this may make 
this facility unattractive. In the next 
design stage, we will consider a form of 
light segregation along the cycle lane 
especially at certain locations such as 
when cyclists leave the footway and are 
back on the carriageway.  We also 
believe that if the cycle track is coloured 
(point 1 above) there may be less need 
for segregation. 

3 
Need to consider less use of ‘shared 
use’ areas. 

We have considered the use of both 
shared use facilities and segregation 
along Botley Road and we believe this 
offers the best space for both cyclists and 
pedestrians.  The main rationale behind 
the shared use facilities is we can’t 
provide enough space for both a 1.5m 
cycle lane and a 1.5m footway within the 
existing highway boundary.  At bus stop 
where most of the shared use spaces 
have been used we have provided 
means for cyclists to use the carriageway 
and re-join the cycle track after the bus 
stop.     
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4 Cycle and pedestrian facilities should be 
wider than the 1.5m minimum 
suggested. 

The 1.5m cycle and pedestrian facilities 
shown on the exhibition plans are a 
minimum for these facilities.  Where we 
can we have widened this as much as 
possible and a good example of this is 
Plan 1, Eynsham Road where the 
footways and cycle track between 
Eynsham Road and Poplar Road are 
wider than the minimum requirements.      

5 20mph speed limit should be extended 
westwards. 

A speed limit reduction to 20mph has to 
be agreed by the Thames Valley Police 
department and needs to be self-
enforcing.  We will discuss this with the 
police liaison officer and determine if we 
can extend the 20mph limit further west 
of Botley Road and what additional 
measures are required to enforce this.    
All 20mph speed limit.  This is likely to be 
a change to phase 2 of the project.  

6 Relocation of bus stop outside Waitrose 
should be reconsidered. 

This needs to be further investigated in 
conjunction with the proposed new 
signalised crossing outside Waitrose.   

7 Cycleway arrangement adjacent to 
Waitrose and nearby properties impacts 
on safe access to properties. 

This needs to be further investigated in 
conjunction with point 6 above.   

8 Additional pedestrian refuges required at 
West Way and Waitrose areas. 

At part of the next design stage we will 
provide traffic islands outside Waitrose 
and near Poplar Road to aid pedestrians 
crossing the road at these locations.   We 
will provide a traffic island near at the 
eastern extent of the Eynsham Road slip 
road to aid cyclists turning right at this 
location.   
  

9 Allocation of vehicle lanes on west 
approach to A420 / Botley Road signal 
junction. 

We believe there may be benefits for 
buses, cyclists and general traffic by 
switching the left turn lane with the bus 
lane.  This is quite a significant change to 
the junction and will require further 
design and traffic modelling before any 
modifications can be agreed.   

10 Allocation of vehicle lanes on exiting 
Seacourt P & R signal junction (left turn). 

In collaboration with the City Council and 
P&R developers we are investigating 
further modifications changes to the 
Seacourt Park and Ride junction to allow 
better priority for buses exiting the P&R.  
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This will require further design and traffic 
modelling.    

11 Eynsham Road junction not suitable for 
safe cycle movements. 

It should be noted that the design for this 
junction is still under development and all 
comments/suggestions received during 
the consultation have been reviewed and 
will be further considered as part of the 
next stage of the design. Further 
development of the design at this junction 
is required. 

12 Need to be more radical i.e. private 
vehicle restrictions to reduce general 
traffic flow. 

This is currently part of a wider strategy 
for the council and we will consider future 
proofing the preferred layout for possible 
traffic reduction as part of travel demand 
management. 

13 Removal of parking bays in vicinity of 
local businesses e.g. launderette. 

To ensure consistent facilities for buses, 
cyclists and pedestrians these short stay 
parking bays are likely to need to be 
removed from.  Further investigate this 
removal including provision of 
alternatives such as redistribution of 
short stay parking bays on adjacent side 
roads.  

14 Pedestrian phase required to signalised 
junction to aid crossing of A420 slip road. 

We have previously investigated the 
provision of a controlled crossing facility 
on the northern side of this junction and 
determined there was insufficient space 
to provide suitably wide traffic islands for 
pedestrians within existing constraints.  
The introduction of a pedestrian stage 
here would also have impacts to junction 
capacity which is currently oversaturated.   

15 North Hinksey Lane. Concerns over one 
way exiting and all traffic entering to west 
of McDonalds particularly large vehicles 
to industrial units 

We believe that converting the North 
Hinksey Road from two way to one way 
out will improve safety at this junction 
and allow us to enhance the bus stop 
waiting provisions.  We will review the 
waiting and loading restrictions on North 
Hinksey Lane considering the number of 
heavy goods movements to the industrial 
estate and we will consider changes to 
the junction on the western arm of North 
Hinksey lane.   

16 Drainage. There are areas of existing 
flooding plus need to use kerb offlets 
rather than standard gully gratings. 

This will be investigated at the detailed 
design stage following further drainage 
investigations and surveys.    
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17 Side road entry treatments. Poor visibility 
for emerging drivers.  

We will review all road side entry 
treatments and consider the need for 
additional road markings and signs if 
required.   

18 Lack of all types of surveys resulting in 
the setting of realistic targets & 
objectives. 

As part of the justification for the projects 
will deliver at Oxfordshire County Council 
we will undertake a benefit cost ratio of 
the proposed scheme against the budget.  
This will allow us to understand the 
benefits of undertaking the work and be 
our measure of success for this project.   

19 North Hinksey Lane eastern arm – 
change keep clear to yellow box junction 

Agreed, this will be consistent along the 
rest of the corridor and keep the junction 
clear of stationary vehicles.   

20 Are motorcycle permitted in bus lanes.   To be investigated further.    

21 Scheme wide – cycle facilities should be 
hybrid, need grade separation with 
pedestrians.  

Due to utility under the footway the cost 
of providing hybrid facilities would be 
prohibitive.   

 
 

 
Table 7 Key themes from comments regarding Phase 2 (Binsey Lane junction 
to Botley Road rail bridge). 

 Comment Received  Council’s Response 

1 No works are shown for the rail bridge 
section. 

Network Rail are responsible for the 
replacement of the railway bridge and 
timescales have yet to be confirmed. Need 
to ensure that our facilities tie – in with the 
bridge proposals.  

2 Extension of 20mph speed limit. See point 5 on table 6 above.  

3 
Existing narrow cycle lanes over Osney 
Bridge section. No improvements are 
shown here. 

We are currently investigating the 
possibility of providing a new footbridge 
adjacent to Osney Bridge, this would allow 
us to improve cycle facilities across the 
bridge.  This may require some land 
acquisition and structural investigations 
which will form part of phase 2 of this 
project.  

4 Concerns over loss of parking bays 
outside local businesses / shops. 

Further investigate this removal including 
provision of alternatives such as 
redistribution of short stay parking bays on 
adjacent side roads.  

5 Coloured demarcation and physical 
segregation of cycle facilities. 

See points 1 and 2 in table 6 above.  
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6 Ferry Hinksey Road junction. Will a 
pedestrian refuge fit here and allow 
necessary movement of large vehicles? 

Vehicle tracking to be undertaken to 
confirm the proposed island does not 
impinge on the movements of the required 
design vehicle. 

7 Side road entry treatments. Poor visibility 
for emerging drivers.  

We will review all road side entry 
treatments and consider the need for 
additional road markings and signs if 
required.   

8 Provision of crossing facility at bus gate Provision of dropped kerbs to associated 
traffic island to be further considered 
including seeking views of OCC Road 
Safety team.  

9 Raised junction treatment at Ferry Hinksey 
Road.  

To be considered during future design 
stages, particularly if 20mph speed limit 
extension is progressed.  

 

5. Consultation responses received from organisations 
 
The consultation drew formal responses from 10 organisations as listed below. The 
responses can be found in Appendix G – . 
 
Responses were provided from the following organisations: 
 

• Bike Safe 

• Bus Users Oxford 

• Cyclox 

• Oxfordshire Liveable Streets 

• Oxford Bus Company 

• Oxfordshire Cycling Network 

• Oxford Pedestrian Association 

• Oxford City Council 

• Stagecoach (Oxford) 

• University of Oxford (Estate Services) 
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6. Conclusions 
 
Of the 225 questionnaire responses 95 (42.22%) expressed support to the overall 
proposals with 103 (45.78%) not in support and the remaining 27 (12%) offering no 
view.  
 
Of the 61 email responses received 10 (17.89%) made direct reference to supporting 
the points raised in the responses submitted by Cyclox and Bikesafe. 
 
It is clear from the responses that there are a number of common areas where 
people and organisations would like to see further development or consideration for 
inclusion. These include; 

• Wider cycle and pedestrian facilities, 

• Use of coloured surfacing as clear demarcation between traffic lanes, cycle 
lanes and pedestrian areas, 

• Means of physical segregation between cycle lane and traffic lanes, 

• Extension of 20mph speed limit, 

• Retain parking areas adjacent to local businesses and shops, 

• Reconsider relocation of bus stop, new signalised crossing position in vicinity 
of Waitrose including configuration of off carriageway cycle way past 
properties 106 to 120 Botley Road, 

• Reconfiguration of traffic lanes at A420 Slip Road and Seacourt P & R 
signalised junctions, 

• Design of Eynsham Road junction, 

• Additional pedestrian islands (various locations), 

• Side road entry treatments, 

• Floating bus stops and  

• North Hinksey Lane (east and west) 

• Lack of survey information including clear setting of targets / objectives. 
 
 

7. Next Steps 
 
After a full review of the consultation responses and production of this summary 
document, agreement on measures for further consideration for inclusion and for its 
progression to preliminary design is to be reached. The above mentioned key 
themes / common points raised will be used as the basis of these further instructions 
/ works and progressed to consideration into inclusion in the project design. 
 
All agreed changes are to be made and the resulting layout used to re-run the traffic 
model as appropriate. 
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Revised general arrangement proposals should be updated on the county council’s 
public website to inform the general public of the revised proposals. It is expected 
that this will be available September 2019. 
 
Preliminary and detailed design activities are to continue including a formal, statutory 
consultation on new crossings, new (and amendments to) traffic regulation orders 
during late autumn 2019. Enabling works such as advanced statutory undertakers 
works need to commence from early 2020 followed by the main works (subject to 
outcomes of high level discussions and decisions on Oxford City Centre wider traffic 
considerations).  
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8. Appendices 

Appendix A – Sample Questionnaire 
 

Botley Road Corridor improvements  
Public Consultation Feedback Form 
 

Q1. What best describes your opinion of the proposals overall? (Tick one) 
 

Like   Do Not Like   No view  

 
Q2. What do you like / dislike about the overall proposed design of Botley Road 

Corridor, please tell us why? 

 

 
Q3.  What do you like / dislike about the proposed bus facilities, including the 

introduction of floating bus stops, please tell us why?  

 
 
 
 
 

 

Q4.  What do you like / dislike about the improved cycle and pedestrian facilities, 
including the side road entry treatments, please tell us why?  

 
 
 
 

Please add any general comments below.  
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About You  

To help gain an understanding of who has provided feedback, we would be 
grateful if you could tell us something about you. 
 
Q5. In what capacity are you responding to this consultation?   (Tick all that 
apply)  

 As a member of the public living in Oxfordshire 

 As a member of the public living outside Oxfordshire 

 As a Councillor  

Please give your name (or role) and the 
ward/division/parish or town council you represent: 

 

 

 As a representative of a group or organisation 

Please specify the name of your 
group/organisation and your role in it: 

 

 
 

 Other (please specify) :  
 

 Prefer not to say 

If you are responding as member of the public: 

Q9Q6. Please provide your home postcode:     

 

Q7. What is your age? 

 Under 18  55 - 64 

 18 - 24  65 - 74 

 25 - 34  75 years or older 

 35 - 44  Prefer not to say 

 45 - 54   

 

Q8. Please state your gender 

 Male  Female 

 Other  Prefer not to say 
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Q9. What is your occupation? 

 Student  Retired 

 Employed  Other 

 Unemployed  Prefer not to say 

 

Q10. Would you classify yourself as having a disability? 

 Yes  No  Prefer not to say 

Data Protection & Privacy 

Under the Data Protection Act 2018, we have a legal duty to protect any personal 
information we collect from you.  
 

Oxfordshire County Council is committed to open government and we may make 
public the responses it receives to this consultation. This may include quoting 
sections of your response in reports or releasing your full response (with your 
personal details removed). If you do not want all or part of your response to be 
made public, please state which parts you wish us to keep confidential. View the 
council’s privacy notice  to understand how and why information will be used. 
 

 
 
 
 

 

How to Respond: (deadline 21st June 2019) 

• Fill in this form today and place in the box provided at the consultation  OR 

• Fill out the form online at https://consultations.oxfordshire.gov.uk/  OR 

• View the proposals at www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/botleyroad and submit 
comments to Commsfeedback@oxfordshire.gov.uk or send to: 
 
Botley Road Consultation (APW) 

OXFORDSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL 

c/o County Hall 

New Road 

Oxford OX1 1ND 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this 
questionnaire.   

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/data-protection-act-2018
https://www2.oxfordshire.gov.uk/cms/sites/default/files/folders/documents/aboutyourcouncil/corporateovernance/GenericPrivacyNotice.pdf
https://consultations.oxfordshire.gov.uk/
http://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/botleyroad
mailto:Commsfeedback@oxfordshire.gov.uk
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Appendix B - Summary of comments received - like / dislike about 
the proposed overall design 
 
LIKE 

• Generally welcomed but individual design elements require a lot more 
thought, 
 

• Continuity of routes for different user types, 
 

• Floating bus stop principles, 
 

 
DISLIKE 

• Lack of clear target / objectives have been set and shared, 
 

• Too much emphasis still appears to be placed on private vehicle usage, 
 

• No physical segregation measures are shown between cycle lanes, bus lanes 
and traffic lanes, 
 

• Colour demarcation should be used throughout, 
 

• Loss of parking that will severely affect local shops and businesses, 
 

• The area in vicinity of Waitrose in particular impacts safe access to private 
properties, 
 

• Not enough pedestrian islands have been included along the corridor, 
 

• Existing 20mph speed limit should be extended, 
 

• Lack of enforcement of cycle lane parking and encroachment by motor 
vehicles, 
 

• Cycle and pedestrian facilities are too narrow and do not meet with 
recommended minimum standards, 
 

• Not enough consideration has been afforded to Phase 2 particularly at ferry 
Hinksey Road, Osney Bridge and the rail bridge sections, 
 

• North Hinksey Lane revised arrangements. One way entry and exit will be an 
issue particularly for the larger vehicles requiring access to the industrial 
estate, 
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• Eynsham Road junction has not been progressed enough through design. 
More needed to provide for safe movements of cyclists and pedestrians, 
 

• A420 slip road junction. Issues with delaying of left turning vehicles resulting 
in bus lane abuse. Re-configuration of lanes required. 
 

• Side road entry treatments. Lack of clarity around these with respect to 
priority, visibility etc. use of colour treatments again required.  
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Appendix C - Summary of comments received - like / dislike about 
the proposed bus facilities 

• Floating bus stop arrangements are generally welcomed as a positive feature 
but their typical design requires further work, 

• Areas behind floating bus stops are not wide enough and should not be 
shared use, 

• Coloured surface treatments should be used on floating bus stops, 

• The bus stop at Waitrose should not be relocated to its proposed site due to 
the knock on effect on frontagers including access to individual driveways, 

• Bus stops, where space permits, need to be long enough to enable 2 buses to 
stop / use at any one time, 

• Uplift in bus usage and bus journey time savings etc need to be clearly set at 
the outset of the process, 

• Do not see a need for 2 right turn lanes out of Seacourt P & R. Retain buses 
and left turn lane plus one right turn lane to aid P & R bus efficiency. 
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Appendix D - Summary of comments received – like / dislike 
about the proposed pedestrian and cyclist facilities 
 
LIKE 

• Generally welcomed but individual design elements require a lot more 
thought, 
 

• Continuity of routes for different user types, 
 
DISLIKE 

• No physical segregation measures are shown between cycle lanes, bus lanes 
and traffic lanes, 
 

• Colour demarcation should be used throughout, 
 

• Existing 20mph speed limit should be extended, 
 

• Lack of enforcement of cycle lane parking and encroachment by motor 
vehicles, 
 

• Cycle and pedestrian facilities are too narrow and do not meet with 
recommended minimum standards (also, vertical elements such as ramp 
gradients for disabled / wheelchair users etc), 

 

• Eynsham Road junction has not been progressed enough through design. 
More needed to provide for safe movements of cyclists and pedestrians, 
 

• A420 slip road junction. Safe movements by cyclists or pedestrians across the 
A420 slip road are not catered for, 
 

• Side road entry treatments. Lack of clarity around these with respect to 
priority, visibility etc. use of colour treatments again required.  

• Areas behind floating bus stops are not wide enough and should not be 
shared use, 

 

• Inclusion of shared use areas should be minimised, 
 

• Priority still looks to be afforded to buses and private cars. 
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Appendix E - Summary of consultation responses received from 
organisations 
 

Bike Safe 
 

OVERALL 
 
a) Coloured pathways are essential. All bicycle paths, both on road and off road 
must be surfaced in a distinctive colour. This is to make it clear to people riding 
bicycles where it is that they are supposed to go. 
Such colouring will meet the standards set in London, Manchester, Cambridge and 
York. It needs to be hard wearing to assure maintenance departments that they will 
not face increased costs. 
 
b) Bicycle logos need to be frequent Current experience on Botley Road and 
other bicycle paths shows that pedestrians don’t realise where they should walk 
safely. Coloured paths are needed AND frequent bicycle logos, one very 25 metres 
rather than the low frequency implied by the proposal drawings. 
 
c) Cycling momentum needs to be maintained. All parts of the bicycle pathways 
should be tested for maintenance of momentum. Failure to keep bicycles moving will 
cause their riders to take pathways which maintain their momentum. 
 
d) 12 year olds riding bicycles, and less confident cyclists should feel safe. A 
clearly understood test of the quality of a design for bicycle paths is to ask if it’s 
negotiable by 12 year olds and less confident cyclists. 
It is the often repeated policy of the OCC to create “modal shift” onto bicycles. 
Building cycling infrastructure which does not pass this test ensures that this policy 
requirement will not be met. 
Very little in these proposals passes this acid test of cycling infrastructure design 
quality. 
Note UK Cycling Commissioners statement 17 June 2019 “White lines are a waste of 
money and make cycling less safe” Dame Sarah Storey. 
 
e) Priority is given to buses and to cars; bicycles and pedestrians are fitted in 
as an afterthought. This may seem a harsh judgement but at every point where 
there is a perceived shortage of space bicycle and pedestrians are given shared 
routes, but cars and buses are given their own full space. Clearly this perpetuates 
the inefficient use of space present in Oxford today. It is not a design policy 
consistent with Oxford’s claim to be a “cycling city”. 
 
f) The treatment at bus stops and other plans of shared use paths is 
unacceptable. 
Where the bicycle path becomes “shared use” is wrong and really must be re-
thought through. Mixing pedestrians and bus users at bus stops is entirely 
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unacceptable - judging from the situations which arise presently at the Lamarsh 
Road bus stop and the Minns industrial estate bus stops both of which are presently 
shared use. 
 
 

PLAN 1 
 
Eynsham Road (B4044)/Cumnor Hill/Westway junction. 
 
a) It is unacceptable to put in a public proposal the comment that “Junction design 
undergoing further development” without giving the public the opportunity to 
comment on the final proposed design. 
 
Because of this it is not possible to comment on the current proposal. The following 
suggestions might be useful in considering the “further development” 
 

(i) The radius from Cumnor Hill onto Eynsham Road should be very 
considerably reduced to slow left turning vehicles and help prevent them from 
cutting off and crashing into cyclists planning to go straight on who are likely 
to be travelling at 20 to 25mph at this point. 

 
(ii) Cyclists should be able to use the small slip road when moving from the 
Eynsham Road into Westway (east bound). 

 
b) Cyclists riding west from the A34 flyover along the cycleway who are 
planning to turn right into Eynsham Road must be given space and design which 
enables them to cross confidently and safely in front of accelerating cars and buses 
onto the right hand side of the lane. The current proposal does not achieve this 
requirement. 
 
Bicycle riders could be encouraged to start the right turn manoeuvre much earlier 
than implied by the current design. For example with a 3 metre wide slanting 
coloured and raised path across from one side to the other. 
 
c) The B4044 Community path from Eynsham to Botley makes it really important 
to have a continuous cycling pathway at this junction. 
 
d) At Elms Parade the plans show one floating bus stop with cyclists and 
pedestrians having to share space, BUT on the other side the bus stop is not 
floating but pedestrians and cyclists are segregated. 
This is inconsistent, and confusing for bus users who use both stops, it goes against 
current and accepted design principles, fails the momentum test and introduces 
danger for pedestrian, children and cyclists.  
Both bus stops must be floating and segregated. The excuse that there is not 
enough room suggests that priority is being unfairly given to cars. More work is 
needed to produce an acceptable design. 
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e) Existing pedestrian crossing  

(i) There is no space for the large build ups of pedestrians (adults and 
children) which take place twice a day during term time. 

 
Suggestions:- 
+ Toucan controlled crossing so that bicycles can cross here too. 
+ Remove the central reservation which is not needed. 
+ Remove the railings 
 
PLAN 2 

 
a) Westway/Westminster Way junction (at the West side of the A34 flyover) 
 

(i) Pedestrian crossings here need to be Toucan (currently a Pelican) so that 
cyclists and pedestrians can cross safely, coming from Seacourt shopping to 
Elms Parade, and from the shared use path which runs up to the A34 Botley 
Interchange. And vice versa. 
(ii) Shared space on the North side should be widened to segregate 
pedestrians and cyclists. 
(iii) The radius of the right turn onto the shared use path needs to be 
increased to make the left and right turns here safer for cyclists. 
(iv) How is a cyclist travelling East expected to make a right turn, safely, from 
Westway to go up Westminster Way? 
(v) Whereabouts are vehicles travelling East towards Oxford supposed to 
stop. The ASL has a diagonal shape. Do they stop before the diagonal starts 
or half way or what? Drivers will surely ignore the diagonal and so make it 
dangerous for cyclists. 
(vi) New cycleway up Westminster Way is welcomed. But how far does it go? 
This needs clarification. 
 

 
b) The left turn road leading into Seacourt offices and retail area from 
Westway. 

(i) The radius should be reduced to be like those at the Church Way/Westway 
junction, i.e. much tightened or reduced curvature to slow down vehicles 
turning left into the retail area, and so reduce ‘left turn’ risk to cyclists. 
 

c) Treatment of Travis Perkins/EuropeCar entrance. This design is welcomed. 
 

PLAN 3 
 
a) MacDonald’s junction A420/Westway/Botley Road 
 

(i) Eastbound bicycles have a segregated “off road” path, but then are then 
guided alongside buses “on road”. 
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We suggest that bicycles could stay on an “off road” right up to the corner to 
be 15 or so metres ahead of buses, and be given their own traffic light at that 
point. This would be much safer than the current arrangement (which partly 
caused the death of Claudia Comberti) and the proposed more dangerous 
proposal. 
 
(ii) The shared use section between Jewsons/Bedshop area entrance before 
Seacourt Bridge is unsatisfactory. 
Either put bicycles on the bus lane or on a segregated path, not both because 
this confuses everyone about where bicycles are supposed to be. 

 
PLAN 4 

 
a) Entrance to Seacourt Park and ride 
 

(i) The radius of the corner into the left turn is too large and so encourages 
vehicles turning left from the eastbound carriageway to cut up bicycles. 
We suggest that the radius is reduced to be the same as that into Church 
Way. 
 
PLANS 5, 6 & 7 

 
Our comments are encapsulated in the Overall points made at the beginning of 
this document. However this set of comments from Cyclox is very important to 
consider in Plan 7. 
 

(i) Binsey Lane <> Frideswide Bridge pinchpoint. Footway on north side 
should be narrowed to 2.5m, no more. Kerb realignment on N side then 
possible, to widen cycle lanes. Install KerbDrains both sides, to avoid gully 
covers in this segment 

 
(ii) Osney Bridge: "Review of potential improvements being carried out". What 
review? By whom? With what brief? Are they adding pedestrian "refuges"? 

 
(iii) Ferry HInksey junction. Must have Advance Green signals for cycles, on 
all three arms. 
Cycle-lane lead-in to ASL on Ferry Hinksey Road is essential There does not 
need to be a signal for the east bound cycle route.  
This will make a continous east bound cycle route which is not traffic lighted, 
this will therefore need to be fully segregated (line of kerb stones in place of 
white line) 
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Bus Users Oxford 
Bus Users Oxford supports the stated Project Aims. 

Botley Road is Oxford’s only access road to and from the west. Its congestion has 
beset Oxford for nearly a century. As long ago as 1948 Botley Road was so 
congested that Thomas Sharp proposed bypassing it entirely with a new road 
paralleling it a few hundred yards to the south. 

Oxford wisely rejected Sharp’s plan to become subservient to private cars. Instead 
the Balanced Transport Strategy of the early 1970s and Oxford Transport Strategy of 
the late 1990s prioritised buses, cycling and walking. 

However, both the BTS And OTS had their limitations and Botley Road remains 
congested at busy times. Therefore BUO particularly supports the Project Aim to 
'reduce bus journey times by avoiding and minimising the key bottlenecks so buses 
have an advantage over general traffic'. 

BUO welcomes proposals to extend the eastbound bus lane and add small but 
useful segments of westbound bus lane. And OCC is right to want to clarify the 
separation between cyclists, pedestrians and waiting bus passengers at bus stops. 

However, BUO believes that some details of the plan can be revised or refined to 
eliminate unintended flaws. We recognise that limited space necessarily forces 
compromises that designers would avoid had they more street space. However, 
below we describe things that we think might be done differently or better. 

Our comments and criticisms are offered in a positive spirit of overall support for the 
scheme. 

Plan 1: Eynsham Road to Poplar Road 

Lengthen the proposed floating bus stop and provide longer than standard shelter. 
longer floating bus stop  

Plan 2: Elms Rd to North Hinksey Lane West 

The westbound right-turn filter lane into Seacourt Retail Park Entrance causes a 
bottleneck in eastbound traffic and hence a break in the bus lane. This is contrary to 
the Project Aim to give buses an advantage over general traffic. And this right-turn 
filter is redundant now the main access to Seacourt Retail Park is off the A420 spur 
road. 

This filter should be removed to allow a continuous eastbound bus lane throughout 
Plan 2. 
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Plan 3: A420 Slip Road to Seacourt Stream 

The new bus bay at the westbound Minns Industrial Estate [Entrance] bus stop is 
full-width, and will require calling buses to pull entirely off the carriageway. This may 
make it difficult for buses to rejoin the main stream of traffic, leading to delay. Would 
it work better if the bus bay were no more than half a bus-width at this point? 

Plan 4: Seacourt P&R to Lamarsh Road 

The new bus bay at the westbound Seacourt Park & Ride [Botley Rd] bus stop is full-
width, and will require calling buses to pull entirely off the carriageway. This will 
make it difficult for buses to rejoin the main stream of traffic, leading to delay. Would 
it work better if the bus bay were no more than half a bus-width at this point? 

A new bottleneck is also shown westbound in front of Curry's, where the offside 
running lane merges into the nearside bus lane. No clear priority is given. This is 
contrary to the Project Aim to give buses an advantage over general traffic. 

At this point 'Give Way' lines should be marked across the offside running lane. 
These should be supported with signs: a 'Give Way' inverted triangle with a 'To 
buses' panel underneath, on both sides of the road. This will make it clear to private 
vehicles that buses on the bus lane have priority at the bottleneck. 

Plan 5: Lamarsh Rd to Duke St 

The approaches to the pedestrian/cycle crossing to the east of Earl St have two 
lanes marked out in each direction, delineated with zig-zag markings. It is not clear 
that, in each case, the nearside lane is a bus lane.  

In each case, the words 'Bus Lane' and a red surface need to continue within the zig-
zag markings, right up to the crossing. In the eastbound direction, these need to 
recommence immediately after the crossing, within the zig-zag markings. 

Plan 6: Duke St to Binsey Lane 

The existing bus bay at the westbound Binsey Lane bus stop is full-width, and 
requires calling buses to pull entirely off the carriageway. This has for many years 
made it difficult for buses to rejoin the main stream of traffic, leading to delay. We 
suggest that the bus bay should be no more than half a bus-width at this point 

Re-programme the bus gate signals to operate more like the Headington bus gates.  

The current eastbound bus stop outside Waitrose is satisfactory. The scheme 
proposes to remove this stop and replace it with a new eastbound stop opposite 
Harley Road. The layout of the proposed new stop is thoroughly unsatisfactory, 
dissected by driveways to private houses at 102–108 Botley Road. 
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The reason for this relocation seems to be to allow a new toucan crossing to be 
installed just west of the junction with Riverside Road. BUO supports in principle the 
provision of a safe crossing for cyclists and pedestrians, not least because this can 
improve access to and from bus stops. But it should not involve replacing a good bus 
stop with a bad one. 

Could the toucan crossing be installed east of Harley Road instead? This would let 
the existing eastbound bus stop to remain where it is. It would also create a potential 
to integrate the toucan crossing with the signals for the bus gate. This would require 
well-prioritised electronic management of the combined set of signals to balance 
priorities between buses, cyclists and pedestrians. But it would merge two sets of 
traffic signals into one, which should be attractive to all modes of road traffic. 

Plan 7: Binsey Lane to Station Bridge 

The new bus bay at the eastbound Osney Island bus stop is full-width, and will 
require calling buses to pull entirely off the carriageway. We see no reason for this 
stop to be moved from its current location opposite Bridge St, in its current layout. 

Throughout the route there are repeated changes from separate pavements and 
cycle lanes to shared space for short distances, and then back to separate lanes. A 
large minority of pedestrians, including people going to and from bus stops, have 
impaired mobility or senses. 

For their benefit it must be made very clear at the beginning of each and every 
shared space that pedestrians have priority and cyclists should ride slowly and give 
way. In every case there should be both signs and surface markings.  

General Comments  

BUO believes that Phase 1 offers improvements to bus reliability and speed, and if 
our recommended revisions are applied it could be even more effective. However, 
between Binsey Lane and Frideswide Square Botley Road is narrower which not 
only constrains traffic but also limits OCC’s options to make improvements. The 
constrictions are not only private properties on both sides of the road but also three 
bridges: the bridge carrying the Great Western Railway over Botley Road, and 
Osney Bridge and the Grade II listed Frideswide Bridge (or Seven Arches Bridge) 
carrying Botley Road over branches of the River Isis. 

OCC should therefore be prepared to consider more radical options to reduce 
congestion between Binsey Lane and Frideswide Square Botley Road.  
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Cyclox 
 
Headline response 
 
Summary 
 
Cyclox is a great proponent of any and all improvements to cycling facilities in 
Oxford. Getting people out of their cars is critical for reducing congestion, improving 
air quality, combating climate change, and achieving a healthier population. Cycling 
is one of many means to achieve those objectives.  
 
We welcome the proposed designs, and feel that with a number of changes, they 
can become significantly more effective at achieving those goals. Oxford is a “cycling 
city” crippled by congestion and sub-standard air quality. It is only two years ago 
since a cyclist sadly lost her life on our roads.  
 
Younger generations are marching the streets to raise attention for climate change.  
 
This is the time to be truly ambitious! 
 
This response to the proposed plans includes various critical improvements. If these 
improvements are made, then — and only then — can we truly speak of a scheme 
that provides “major bus, cycle and pedestrian improvements along Botley Road”. 
Cyclox’ members have invested a significant amount of their time studying the plans, 
considering possible improvements, and writing them down. We trust these will be 
taken seriously, and hope to be invited to provide further constructive feed-back in 
the evolution of the plans. 
 
1. Design of cycle paths 
Cross sectional diagrams suggest that the on-road cycle paths are not going to be 
semi-segregated in any meaningful way. We object strongly to this.  
 
Substantial sections of the cycle paths are planned to be on-road, without any form 
of segregation, buffer strips, or colour demarcation. On-carriageway cycle lanes that 
depend on paint-only present unacceptable risks for cycle users and encourage 
close passing by motor vehicles. Paint wears rapidly and requires continual 
maintenance. There has to be some form of physical segregation along the whole 
length of the project, without any physically unprotected segments. 
 
2. Side road entry 
We are pleased to see continuous foot-and-cycle paths with priority over traffic 
turning into side roads, though the design shown in the “Medium” treatment needs 
substantial improvement. Incursion into the cycle track by a left-turning vehicle must 
be prevented. 
There is an unacceptable threat from left-turning motor vehicles if the cycle path is 
on the road (see above). There should be some form of effective segregation at that 
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point, or a blended crossing. The council should take note of “Copenhagen” style 
crossings 1 that have been implemented in Waltham Forest and Clapham Old town 
(see detailed comments below). 
 
3. Reallocation of space 
We are pleased to see that there is quite significant reallocation of space where it is 
possible. We would like to see the carriageway width minimised across the whole of 
the area. Sometimes it is 3.75m and sometimes 3.25m. The proposals promise 
“major cycle and pedestrian improvements” — in order to take this promise seriously, 
a much more ambitious reallocation of space is required. At 20mph (see below), a 
3.00m lane is adequate for all vehicles. 
 
4. Signalled junctions 
We are asking for cycle advance stops and cycle advance green on all traffic lighted 
junctions. The junction with the Eynsham Rd is still under review so we are making 
some suggestions. The junction with the A420 slip road is very complex and is 
particularly important to get right. We are suggesting changes in our detailed 
response. 
 
5. Traffic speed 
At the consultation exhibition, members of the public were given conflicting answers 
about the plans to reduce the speed limit along the Botley Road to 20mph. We most 
strongly feel that the speed limit should be reduced to 20mph along the whole length 
of the Botley Road. 
There appears to exist no convincing argument against doing so, considering that: 

1. The proposals promise to deliver improvements specifically to buses, 
pedestrians, and cyclists; 
2. The vast majority of vehicles travelling along the Botley Road do so at 
times when the average speed is well below 20mphs — a reduced speed limit 
would affect a relatively small number of motorists; and 
3. For the small number of motorists that do have to slow down to 20mph, the 
increase in travel time is less than 1 minute for the whole length of the Botley 
Road. 

 
A reduction in speed would contribute most significantly to the newly-developed 
West Way Shopping area, the area around Waitrose, and the narrow stretch of road 
between Binsey Lane and the train station. 
 
In the area from Bullstake Bridge to the railway station, centre demarcation lines can 
be removed from the roads, similar to the design of Frideswide Square and 
Hollybush Row. This may help to calm traffic. Additionally, all pedestrian crossings 
(especially those in the Waitrose area) should be replaced by zebra crossings, a 
convenient crossing for pedestrians and to further calm traffic. Remember: the 
scheme aims to “provide major bus, cycle and pedestrian improvements”! 
6. Traffic modelling for reduced private car journeys 
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The plans assume no reduction in traffic flow. This is unrealistic given that the 
Council’s own research has shown that we must achieve a significant reduction in 
private vehicles in the next 10 years. We strongly urge that plans should model for 
reduced car driver modal share to make the road less congested, less polluted and 
safer for all users. 
 
7. Audits of plans 
In particular: Cycling Level of Service (CLoS); non-motorised user (NMU) audit; road 
safety audit (RSA) as a minimum, and preferably a Quality Audit (MfS1&2), which is 
designed to have stakeholder involvement. 
 
Nowhere in the exhibition plans was there any indication that they have been 
independently professionally audited for adherence to CLoS requirements; or been 
subjected to NMU and QA/RSA audits. When will these audits be completed, by 
whom, and when will Officer responses to them be published? Stakeholders 
including Cyclox, wish to be involved in QA, to receive, and to have the chance to 
comment on, these audits, including all four Stages of RSA, as soon as they are 
complete. 

 

Oxfordshire Liveable Streets 
 
The scheme is basically a refresh of the existing layout, with some improvements but 
no change in fundamentals. In particular, it assumes as a primary goal the 
maximisation of motor vehicle throughput in peak hour, prioritising that over safety 
and accessibility for people walking and cycling. 
 
The county claims to adhere to a hierarchy of transport modes in which walking is at 
the top, followed by cycling, then public transport, and then private motor vehicles. 
This design, like the existing road layout, clearly inverts that in many places. 
 
The approach also seems to be quite "backward looking". Some kind of 
management of motor traffic volumes is clearly necessary in Oxford, implemented 
through a congestion charge, further use of bus gates, or other controls. When this 
happens, it is likely to leave Botley Rd mis-designed for the resulting traffic flows, 
with space allocated to the wrong modes. 
 
Given the last "refresh" of Botley Rd was over twenty years ago, the current redesign 
also needs to be considered in the light of the recent pledge to make the UK carbon 
neutral by 2050. It is most unlikely that that the emissions reductions necessary to 
achieve that target can be made without significant reductions in car movements 
happening well before 2040. 
 
In so far as the proposed improvements will smooth out motor traffic flows, that will 
only serve to attract more traffic, undoing most of the congestion gains on Botley Rd 
and making congestion worse elsewhere. Conversely, reducing motor traffic 
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throughput here would increase congestion less than expected, because it would 
discourage people from driving, and would reduce traffic volumes elsewhere. 
 
Cycling standards 
The proposed design may be compatible with the Oxfordshire Cycling Design 
Standards, but if so that is only because those are much weaker than alternatives. 
Two more widely used documents are Highways England's "Cycle Traffic and the 
Strategic Road Network: Interim Advisory Note 195" (henceforth IAN195) and 
Transport for London's "London Cycling Design Standards" (henceforth LCDS). 
 
Looking at the space needed for cycling, IAN195 concludes: "The dimension of the 
cycle design vehicle shall be assumed as 2.8m long and 1.2m wide". This is to allow 
use of infrastructure by vehicles such as cargo bikes and tandems and tricycles and 
bicycles pulling trailers. 
 
Side-entry treatments 
The proposed treatment of minor side road entries is one part of the proposals which 
would provide a qualitative improvement, not just on the existing layout but indeed 
on designs elsewhere in the county. 
 
An essential feature is that the area of distinct pavement — the "brickwork" pattern in 
the illustrative drawings — extends, as shown in the drawings, well beyond the road 
entrance on both sides, to make it clear that it is pavement. Otherwise these entries 
will retain the problem the mid-sized road entries have, where the red-brick rectangle 
only covers the conflict area and thus marks some kind of intermediate "confused 
priority". 
 
Without access to traffic measurements it is hard to know, but Church Way and 
Binsey Lane could perhaps be treated as "minor" entries instead of mid-size ones. 
The more of these kind of entries there are, the quicker people will become used to 
them. (It is not clear that any problems would arise if the "minor" treatment were 
applied to (say) Charles St in East Oxford.) 
 
The implied turning radii on some entries and exits (for example at Mimms Business 
Park) seem too large, with the likelihood that motor traffic will use the space provided 
by cycle lanes to make broader and faster turns. Consideration should be given to 
using physical barriers such as bollards to protect the cycle lanes on either side of 
the side-roads, and to impose sharper turns and thus lower speeds on entering and 
exiting motor traffic. 
 
Consideration should be given to requiring a one-way entry-exit system for any West 
Way development, to allow narrower and less dangerous entries and exits for people 
walking and cycling, as well as simpler motor traffic movements. Such a one-way 
system could also work for the Retail Park and Lamarsh and Earl Sts. 
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Right-hand turns 
While motor vehicles wanting to turn right into side streets have often been provided 
with extra turning lanes, there is in most cases no or very poor provision for people 
cycling wanting to carry out right-hand turns. 
 
How does someone cycling eastwards on the north side of Botley Rd get into the 
Retail Park? They either have to cross four lanes of motor traffic, with no protection 
or signalling, or cycle past the entrance, cross two lanes of traffic to an refuge island 
and then another lane of traffic. Similarly, someone exiting the Retail Park and 
wanting to cycle eastwards needs to either cycle across four lanes of motor traffic, 
with no assistance, or cycle contraflow on the south side of the road to use the 
uncontrolled crossing via the refuge island. 
 
Crossings 
Multi-stage pedestrian/cycling crossings are inconsistent with the claimed modal 
hierarchy. They clearly prioritise motor traffic flows over safety and accessibility for 
people walking and cycling. And uncontrolled crossings are not appropriate for multi-
lane roads carrying large volumes of fast-moving traffic. 
 
Not only does the provision of bus lanes and right-hand turn lanes for motor traffic 
take the space that could have been used for adequate width footpaths and cycle 
lanes/tracks (see below), but by increasing the number of lanes of motor traffic at 
pedestrian crossings it directly reduces safety and accessibility for people using 
them. 
 
Both the multi-stage signalised and the uncontrolled crossings need islands wide 
enough to accommodate people pushing double buggies and using wheelchairs or 
mobility scooters, and to fit larger bicycles. 
 
Larger bicycles are disproportionately used by people unable to accelerate rapidly 
enough to safely cross four lanes of motor traffic to reach a cycle lane on the other 
side of Botley Rd: elderly people on tricycles, parents with child trailers or tandems, 
and couriers moving multi-hundred kilogram loads. Using the unsignalized crossings 
may be the only option for these people to get across Botley Rd safely. 
 
None of the proposed islands appear to be wide enough to fit the 2.8m of a bike plus 
child trailer; it is not clear whether they are long enough to fit two cargo bikes or 
wheelchairs side by side. If there is insufficient room to increase island widths, a 
second-best solution would be to increase the island lengths — that would make it 
possible to stop a longer bicycle, lengthways, facing the traffic, while waiting for a 
chance to complete the crossing. 
 
Cycle lane widths 
Botley Rd carries very high volumes of motor traffic, including significant numbers of 
buses and trucks. Census data suggests on the order of 500 people commute by 
cycling from west Oxford to central Oxford, and there will be significant volumes of 
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noncommuter cycling as well. It is also to be hoped that improvements in this 
scheme would increase the number of people cycling along Botley Rd. Given these 
volumes of motor and cycle traffic, 1.5m width tracks or lanes are substandard by 
every modern cycling standard. LCDS gives 2.2m as the minimum width for a cycle 
lane under these conditions. IAN195 suggests 2.5m as the absolute minimum for a 
1-way stepped cycle track — if peak cycle flows pass 150/hour, which they almost 
certainly do on Botley Rd — and 2m as the minimum otherwise — with 1.5m only 
acceptable for sections up to 100 metres. 
 
The two major concerns here are overtaking and close-passing by motor traffic. 
 
It is simply not safe to overtake another person cycling in a 1.5m wide lane, 
especially when directly adjacent to motor traffic. This is a particular problem with 
wider bicycles. Using the adjacent carriageway may be possible, but introduces 
safety problems of its own. 
 
Of particular concern when it comes to close-passing is the narrowness of the traffic 
lanes, with the proposal including large stretches where these are only 3m wide. 
LCDS (page 52) says: 

"Lanes of 1.5 to 2 metres may be acceptable provided that the adjacent traffic 
lane does not have fast-moving traffic and a high proportion of HGVs and is 
not less than 3.2 metres wide." 

 
A 2.5m wide bus in the middle of a 3m bus lane, passing a 1.2m wide bicycle in a 
1.5m wide cycle lane or track, will be passing only 0.4m away. (Assuming both bus 
and bicycle are centred in their lanes, which they may have to be given the presence 
of other vehicles and pedestrians.) This is simply not safe! Recommendations for 
minimum safe passing distances vary, but the Highway Code recommends 1.5m — 
and that for speeds under 30mph. 
 
Being passed by motor traffic 0.5m away leaves absolutely no room for error, and 
while it may be tolerated by the more confident it will deter most from cycling at all 
and is not safe for children or anyone even the slightest bit wobbly. (This layout will 
also force unreasonable choices on bus drivers, between safely overtaking — 
requiring use of the other lane and delays that may ruin their schedules — and 
endangering people cycling.) 
 
1.5m cycle lanes directly abutting 3m lanes carrying buses and HGVs at 
speeds often approaching 40mph (the situation with the current 30mph speed 
limit and road layout) are manifestly unsafe. 
The cycle lanes and tracks on Botley Rd should be 2.2m wide and separated from 
the carriageway by 0.5m. The removal of one motor traffic lane would provide space 
for this, as well as wider pavements. Where possible, some kind of 'light' physical 
barrier should be included, permeable to cycling but marking a clear barrier to motor 
traffic — the possibilities include wands of some kind, or stones such as on 
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Donnington Bridge. As well as clearly separating the space for cycling, this would 
deter parking on the cycle lanes, which is a major problem elsewhere in Oxford. 
 
Short stretches of 1.5m cycle tracks are acceptable away from motor traffic. Or with 
0.5m separation from traffic, an adjacent traffic lane at least 3.2m wide, and a 20mph 
speed limit (with engineering and/or enforcement to keep almost all vehicles under 
25mph). 
 
Colouring cycling lanes and tracks 
Both the on-carriageway cycle lanes and the stepped cycle tracks need to be 
coloured so they stand out from the main carriageway and the pavement and provide 
clear and consistent guidance to people driving and walking. Painted bicycle 
symbols are not sufficient: they have low salience at the best of times and a symbol 
is not always going to be directly in view of a driver turning into or exiting from a side 
road, or someone walking along the road or crossing a cycle track to a bus stop. 
Even the very faded colouring of parts of the existing cycling infrastructure on Botley 
Rd still provides useful guidance, so removing the colouring here would be a 
regression. 
 
Given infrequent repainting, the colour should be integrated into the asphalt or 
bitumen and not simply painted-on. Any extra costs here need to be weighed against 
increasing safety risks as painted colour fades. 
 
If there is limited money for colouring road surfaces, then colouring the cycle lanes 
and tracks should take precedence over colouring the bus lanes. Colouring of bus 
lanes mostly serves to prevent people driving accidentally getting fines, but colouring 
cycling space makes a significant difference to the safety of people cycling, and to a 
lesser extent of people walking. 
 
The use of orange on the plans makes the cycling infrastructure seem much clearer 
and more distinct than it would be in any implementation without colour, or even with 
a less striking colour. 
 
Major junctions 
Colouring of cycle lanes at major junctions is critical, as they are often confusing. 
Guidance here — for people walking and cycling as well as people cycling — needs 
to be clear and immediate. 
 
Wherever possible, the cycle lanes and mid-carriageway cycle and pedestrian 
waiting areas should be physically protected, to prevent or at least deter overruns by 
turning traffic. 
 
Turning radii should be tightened to reduce speeds. Lanes should be narrower at 
junctions, not wider, to encourage lower traffic speeds and reduce crossing 
distances for pedestrians. 
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At signalised junctions, consideration should be given to providing cycle early starts, 
to assist slower people getting across the junction without in-junction overtaking by 
motor traffic. 
 
The Eynsham Road junction is marked as "undergoing further development" and 
clearly needs some work. Most notably, there appears to be no pedestrian crossing 
of the main road on the plans. Turning left into Eynsham Rd, the indicated geometry 
— a wide entry lane with a sweeping curb — would encourage drivers to cut into the 
cycle lane and take the corner at speed. A physical barrier along the cycle path 
would prevent "cutting the corner", that plus a kerb line that approximates a 90 
degree turn would reduce speeds, and narrowing the entry lane would make 
crossing easier for pedestrians. Clearer marking of space, and clearer routing, is 
necessary for people turning right onto Eynsham Road. 
 
The Westminster Way junction is somewhere cycle early start signalling would help, 
particularly with the right turns. The cycle lane on the southwest could be physically 
protected and the turn tightened, to try to prevent conflict between bicycles and 
vehicles trying to turn left at the same time. Westminster Way southbound has only 
one traffic lane, so the entry at the junction only needs to be one lane wide, not the 
one and a half lanes on the plans. Tightening this, and the West Way to Westminster 
left turning radius, would make pedestrian crossing faster and safer, and might 
release enough space on the southeast to allow a separate cycle track instead of a 
shared cycle-walk area. 
 
There is no assistance for people cycling at the Seacourt Retail Park Entrance, so 
the right-hand turns entering and exiting are likely to be a major problem for many 
people. A proper cycle and pedestrian entrance to the Retail Park directly from the 
pedestrian-cycle crossing just west of the A420 junction would help here, especially 
if that crossing were fast and easy to use (not two-stage). 
 
The A420 junction itself appears to have been designed on the assumption that no 
one cycles on the A420 slip road. This is probably reasonable, especially if there is 
better cycling access to and routing inside the Seacourt Retail Park. Some signs 
might help people trying to get to (say) Wytham. 
 
Shared space 
The introduction of bus stop bypasses ("floating" bus stops) for people cycling is 
another major improvement of the scheme, but the implementation as depicted has a 
major problem. 
 
The scheme includes "shared space" areas behind all the floating bus stops, and at 
all crossings. While in some cases this is unavoidable — because otherwise there is 
nowhere for pedestrians to stand waiting to cross the road — in many places it is 
unnecessary and separate space for walking and cycling should be provided. 
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All the bus stop bypasses and some of the shared space areas at crossings are well 
away from motor traffic, so a brief stretch of substandard width cycle track and 
footpath, possibly as narrow as 1.2m, would be acceptable to reduce walking-cycling 
conflicts. Clear separation of space for cycling — this is another area where colour 
would help immensely — will reduce decision-making stress for both people walking 
and people cycling. 
 
For example, at the uncontrolled crossing near Lamarsh Rd, on the north side there 
is separate space for pedestrians to stand waitingto cross. So instead of a shared 
space area, here there is no reason not to continue the cycle track and mark a 
crossing over it for people walking. 
 
Similarly, at the eastbound bus stop just before Binsey Lane it would be much better 
to maintain a continuous cycle track and provide a pedestrian crossing from the 
footpath to the bus stop. 
 
Speed limits 
As mentioned, anywhere the cycle lanes/tracks drop below 2m in width and are 
directly adjacent to motor traffic, the speed limits should be reduced to 20mph, with 
either camera enforcement or some kind of traffic calming to make driving faster 
unattractive. 
 
20mph speed limits should in any event be in place at pinch points such as 
Frideswide and Osney Bridges and at side entries such as the Retail Park where 
people cycling may have to cross four lanes of traffic. 
 
Making all of Botley Rd 20mph may be more practical than changing speed limits 
several times. 
 
General recommendations 
Right-turning lanes and bus lanes should be considered only after adequate 
footpaths and cycle tracks are provided. The removal of one of the four traffic lanes 
along the length of the scheme would allow (at least as far as Binsey Lane) for wider 
footpaths and 2.2m wide cycle lanes with 0.5m of separation from motor traffic. 
 
If this would result in unacceptable bus delays with current traffic volumes, then 
those should be reduced through road-pricing, perhaps some kind of congestion or 
access charge, or modal filtering, perhaps blocking Worcester St North to through 
traffic. Even if this can't be implemented in time, the scheme should assume they are 
going to happen, and until they are rely on congestion being self-limiting. 
 
Some changes that would help and which could be done without rethinking 
prioritisation of peak-hour motor traffic throughput: clear colouring of cycle lanes and 
tracks; 20mph speed limits, with enforcement; use of shared space areas only as a 
last resort; expanded island refuges; and single-stage signalised crossings. 
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Oxfordshire Cycling Network 
 
This response is on behalf of the Oxfordshire Cycling Network (OCN), which 
includes members from 29 cycling and supporting organisations in the county.  OCN 
represents the 170,000 cyclists in the county and the 460,000 who would cycle if it 
was safe, convenient and pleasant.   

For 5: Botley Road is an important route for transport in, to and from Oxford.  Main 

link to Botley, west and P&R 

It is the main , providing an effective link between Witney, Eynsham and Oxford, and 

to other places.  Cycle traffic on the south side alone is already 138-167 per day2 

and there is the potential for a significant increase if the infrastructure is well-

designed. 

 
1 What best describes your opinion of the proposals overall? (Tick one)  
Like/Do not like/No view – This is complex to sum up with any one of these three 
responses.  The proposal is clearly better than the current situation, but we also 
believe there is great room for improvement. 
 
2 What do you like / dislike about the overall proposed design of Botley Road 
Corridor, please tell us why? 
Like: Overall increase in space for cycling and public transport.  Continuity and 
coherence of cycling facilities. 
Dislike: Much of cycling facility is on-road, not segregated particularly East of Binsey 
Lane.  Some aspects of design leave cyclists more exposed to danger than they 
need to be, or could be clarified (see below). 
 
3 What do you like / dislike about the proposed bus facilities, including the 
introduction of floating bus stops, please tell us why? 
Like: Improved bus lanes and floating bus stops in general.   
 
4 What do you like / dislike about the improved cycle and pedestrian facilities, 
including the side road entry treatments, please tell us why? 
 
4a. Cycle path design 
The cycle paths are good for coherence and continuity, including across side roads 
and reasonable flow across most junctions.  But we have some concerns.  OCN also 
supports the more detailed input from our friends at Cyclox. 

• We are most concerned about the non-segregated sections across side roads 

– this gives a substantial risk of ‘left hook’ or ‘right hook’ collisions if a motorist 
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does not see a cyclist.  To reduce this risk, the cycle track should be more 

distinct ideally physically separate, and certainly standing out visually.  The 

bright orange colour used on the plans achieves this and where physical 

separation cannot be achieved, it would be great to see similar visual 

distinction in reality.  It does not have to be orange, but the ‘buff’ colour used 

in recent schemes is not adequate for this.  It may be useful to create some 

visualisations of examples to see how effective they are. 

• We also dislike non-segregated painted lanes, which are mostly present at the 

west and east ends of the scheme.  These have been shown to encourage 

motorists to pass closer to cyclists, adding to danger.  A more ambitious 

approach is needed.  We appreciate there will be challenges here, for 

example, it may need a pedestrian bridge to add width on the river crossings. 

• We are concerned about the widths of the lanes, which look from the plans to 

be about the 1.5m stated as a minimum.  This is acceptable as a minimum 

standard, but Botley Road is far from a ‘minimum route’ – it is a very busy one 

and cycle traffic should increase with the improvements, and expansion of 

housing in Botley and beyond.  Thus, we would like to see a general standard 

of 2.0m and more where possible to enable cycle overtaking. 

• Monitoring of infringements will be important to protect people walking and 

cycling.  For example, motorists that advance over cycle lanes while waiting to 

pull out or turn in when cyclists are approaching cause possible collisions.  

Would this be enforced with CCTV? 

 
4b. Specific locations (West to East) 

• The junction on to Eynsham Road is currently a difficult one for cyclists, 

particularly westbound for less confident ones.  Various members of OCN and 

Cyclox have already discussed this with OCC and OCC’s consultants and we 

believe this has been recognised and will be reconsidered in the next 

iteration.  We are happy to discuss ideas here. 

• We like that the cycle path and separate footway have been continued under 

the A34 westbound. 

• The A420 junction is complex and Cyclox are again making some suggestions 

in their detailed response.  Design and timing of the lights will be important. 

• We like the raised/shared areas at the top of North Hinksey Lane.  As long as 

these provide good visual cues, they should encourage motorists to adopt 

slow and cautious entries and exits. 

• The crossing to access Seacourt from the south side looks ok. 

• We like the additional exit from the P&R – more convenient and safer. 

• The section near Waitrose is an improvement. 
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• Near Helen Road the existing cycle lanes are 1-1.1m, highly inadequate and 

arguably more dangerous than no lanes at all.  If these can be increased to 

1.5m or a little more, this is good.   

• At Osney Bridge, the ‘existing narrow mandatory cycle lanes’ are not really 

adequate for the future.  We suggest a solution where the bridge is widened 

or a pedestrian bridge is added to create space for adequate cycle lanes.  Or, 

more radically, use this as a deliberate ‘pinch-point’ to reduce motor traffic 

flows by installing traffic lights. 

• Although the proposals do not currently extend under the railway bridge, this 

is a major hazard for cyclists.  As an interim measure, we would like to see 

some resurfacing here to remove hazards for cyclists and also consider 

removing the narrow painted lanes to give cyclists permission to ‘take the 

lane’ in this narrow space. 

 
5 Please add any general comments below. 
This is an important route to get right for a sustainable transport future.  It is the main 
access to Oxford from the West and heavily used by transport of all modes.  
Residents and transport users all suffer from the congestion and pollution caused by 
motor vehicle users, especially in peak hours.  Reducing this burden to health, 
wellbeing and the economy are sensibly key objectives of the scheme.  Cycling, 
walking and public transport are the viable ways to achieve this.   
 
The designs proposed are similar in many ways to those used for Access to 
Headington.  It would be sensible to consult with residents and users of that scheme 
to understand what is working well, what is not, and what they would change to 
inform this new plan. 
 
To further reduce harm to people and accelerate mode shift, bus gates to limit 
through-Oxford journeys and a 20mph speed limit should also be considered. 
 

Oxford Pedestrian Association 
 
General comment: The stated aims of this project are to 'Reduce vehicle emissions 
and improve air quality', and to 'Unlock economic growth and job creation 
opportunities by improving access to development sites'. This appears to OxPA to be 
a clash in aims, and as so many projects and documents have done over the past 20 
years to state the 'right' aims but really be a way of enabling smooth continuous 
motorised traffic flow as the main priority, with cyclists and pedestrians fitting around 
the sides of this main aim. Behaviour will never change whilst motorists are kept at 
the centre of transport planning in this way. Cyclists are considered in these 
proposals and then walkers are made to fit in as well as possible. We would like to 
see practical steps taken to ensure pedestrian and cycle priority; eg. a 20mph zone 
along Botley Road, and zebra crossings eg. at the entrance to Waitrose where 
people actually cross (on the 'desire line'), and in as many other places as possible. 
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We could come up with many examples but need to know they will be seriously 
considered before we put the work in. 
 
In details: 
 
1) We welcome the pavement extensions on desire lines. However we are sorry to 
see that no such thing is proposed for Ferry Hinksey Road and at and around the 
entrance to the Seacourt Park and Ride and the ring road, where crossings are well 
off the desire lines, which very definitely prioritises motorised vehicles over walkers. 
What message does this give? Bearing in mind a route is as good as its least good 
parts. 
 
2) We do not support the loss of pavement space even if this is to create cycle lanes, 
which we see as 'road widening by stealth'. 1.5m minimum width for pedestrians is 
far too narrow to encourage walking. In practice, given overhanging hedges and 
such, pavements are going to be around 0.75m-1m wide along the west end of 
Botley Road (and that is assuming people really do no longer park cars all over the 
footway as they have done for the past decades without discouragement.) Two 
wheelchair users can barely pass one another at this width. We would wish to see a 
minimum footway width of 2.5m as a standard if walking is to be encouraged, with 
most footways wider than this.  
 
3) As stated above, we would want to see a zebra crossing on the desire line at the 
real entrance to Waitrose. Nobody is going to walk past the entrance and double 
back once the road is crossed; this is not how walkers behave. Instead of the new 
toucan crossing west of the Waitrose entrance, we would like to see a traffic island. 
 
4) At the Seacourt P&R entrance a pavement extension is desperately needed, 
otherwise the message is clear; this is motorised traffic prioritising. It is desperately 
hard to cross several lines of moving traffic on foot. 
 
5) Slanted pavement cambers to enable motorised vehicles to access homes and 
businesses make wheelchairs tilt, and stop people with walking difficulties from 
walking; shorter, steeper slopes would make not difference to drivers but would 
make a lot of difference to vulnerable road users. Currently the pavement on both 
sides of the road on the bridge over the river by Abbey Road has pavements so 
slanted towards the road that a wheelchair user canot use them, and in the rain 
wheels slide off this into the road. This pavement is also dangerously narrow. 
 
6) Tactile paving makes bumpy footways for wheelchair users and buggies. Could 
the lines be turned round so that like the cycle tracks they could be going in the 
direction of wheel travel? Small things like this make a big difference.  
 
7) Outside the allotments is the only part of Botley Road where the pavement is 
currently wide and comfortable, with a good margin between polluting noisy 
motorised traffic and walkers. We do not support the loss of pavement to a bus bay. 
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Instead we would expect private motorised vehicles to wait behind the bus as it 
stops, otherwise where is the incentive to switch to bus, bike or walking? Again, what 
is the message here? 
 
It appears that walking is seen as marginal, inconvenient and practically single file. 
There is a misconception here about how pedestrians use space. We like to walk 
side by side, stop and chat, pass one another in comfort, be as far from motorised 
traffic as possible. These things would really encourage walking. Was there ever a 
road design that started with the needs of walkers and fitted other vehicles around 
the needs of walkers? Only when this can be conceived of will walking truly be 
prioritised. 
 

Oxford Bus Company 
 
We support the scheme with caveats. 
  
Oxford Bus Company considers that, overall, this phase of the scheme does not 
appear likely to deliver significant improvements to bus journey times. The bus stops, 
and the routes to the bus stops, will be changed noticeably, but may not be 
perceived as improvements by all passengers or potential passengers. Building the 
scheme will be very disruptive, since Botley Road is the only route in from the West. 
Therefore, the benefits need to outweigh the harm caused by building the scheme. 
  
We support:  
 

• Bus priority in the form of an extra length of westbound lane outside/West of 
Waitrose 

  

• Bus shelters at all stops  
 

• Double length bus cages at stops 
  

• Continuous cycle lanes with the possibility for cyclists of passing behind bus 
stops and queues, ie without crossing the bus lane or conflicting with 
passengers alighting from buses.  

 
We object to:  
 

• The narrow footway opposite Ferry Hinksey Road 
  

• Egress arrangements from Seacourt Park and Ride  
 

• Access and egress arrangements to Westminster Way  
 

• Moving the bus stop from Mill Street to West Oxford Community Centre. 
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• The narrow traffic lanes at Osney Bridge. 
 

Oxford City Council 
 
Below is a list of comments and issues which the City Council would like to see addressed in 
the next phase of design. 
 

• We would like to understand the level of contribution Seacourt extension is making to 
delayed PM rush-hour outbound traffic. We understand these impacts are still being 
modelled and improvements made, we would welcome further information on the 
predicted impacts. In general further information should be shared with us on the 
predicted in-bound and out-bound traffic delays or savings as a result of the scheme.  

 

• We understand several options for traffic management are being considered, such as 
holding traffic for longer in the centre of the city to allow buses priority out-bound. We 
would ask that options are shared with us, so we can jointly assess the potential 
impact of the proposals on air quality. Many streets in the city centre are already 
experiencing levels of air pollution above legal limits and this should not be 
exacerbated.  

 

• As discussed, more details on impacts on trees are needed. While the plans identify 
4 trees likely to be ‘affected’ it also identify 53 trees ‘that might be affected’. The 
acceptability of the scheme is obviously hugely influenced by the scale of impact on 
trees. Trees in this corridor play a very important amenity role and impacts on trees 
should be reduced to an absolute minimum. To understand the full scale of the 
impact we require further assessment of the actual impacts on trees ‘that might be 
affected’. Many of them are high or moderate quality and value (BS5837:2012 A and 
B category i.e  trees that we would usually expect to be carefully retained in any 
development that required planning permission). However, being roadside trees even 
the low quality and value trees are potentially significant from an amenity point of 
view. Hence we would want to understand in finer detail (tree by tree) exactly the 
nature and extent of the potential impacts and the implications for the viability of the 
trees concerned. We would expect to see design changes to the layout or 
implementation of technical measures, to reduce the impacts; particularly on A and B 
category trees which should be retained, unharmed. 

 

• Consideration of treatments to on-road cycle paths should be given, such as the use 
of ‘armadillo’ separation from traffic to provide protection for vulnerable cyclists. This 
has very limited impact on beneath ground services and are hence cost effective. 
Options should be considered and costed. 

 

• Consideration of replacement cycle parking provision – there is currently cycle 
parking provision on the footways in close proximity to the parking laybys near the 
local shopping parades between Alexandra Road/ Oatlands Road and Duke Street/ 
Earl Street.  It is noted that the parking laybys are shown as being removed on the 
proposed plans.  Replacement cycle parking should be provided (it is noted that one 
cycle stand appears to be located outside the Cartridge shop).    
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• We note reconfiguration of the Ferry Hinksey Road junction. There are a large 
number of cyclists who use this junction turning right towards the city centre and the 
reconfigured layout has resulted in the removal of the dedicated right turn 
lane.  Although an Advanced Stop Line has been provided this will likely be difficult 
for cyclists to access.  Design options should look at this issue. 
 

• Finally, the proposed toucan crossing outside Waitrose doesn’t appear to be on the 
pedestrian desire line for those wishing to access/egress Waitrose from/to the bus 
stop to the south. What has led to this location of the crossing? 

 

Stagecoach (Oxford) 
 
Opening Comments 

 

We greatly welcome the Botley Road Stage 1 scheme, between Eynsham Road and 

Binsey Lane, not least because as well as improving conditions for bus services, 

especially outbound in the afternoon peak, it greatly improves and incentivises 

walking and cycling along the corridor. This can be expected to further damp 

demand for personal car use in the corridor for both local and longer-distance 

journeys. We recognise that pedestrian and cycle provision on the corridor is 

currently inconsistent, poorly configured and at times unacceptably dangerous, 

exacerbated by its very poor condition. 

Our biggest residual concern arises from how far the scheme achieves an 

appropriate balance in the evening peak between cars exiting the Seacourt Park and 

Ride, and bus services and other traffic seeking to leave the City to the west in line 

with the tidal flow. In maximising the capacity of the egress, we understand that the 

County’s own modelling shows that, with the proposed expansion of the P+R by 

about 600 spaces, this threatens to cause serious evening peak delays at two key 

downstream junctions between the Seacourt P+R Link and the A34 Botley 

Interchange; and on the short links between them. This risks more or less eliminating 

the positive benefits of the new westbound bus lane facility. It will also substantially 

erode both the journey time and other wider benefits to essential vehicular traffic, 

pedestrians, cyclists and residents: not least, substantial reductions in congestion-

related pollution, which is very highly correlated with traffic speeds. 

While the expansion of the P+R has been consented by its owner, the City Council, 

in the face of significant concerns raised by the County as Highway Authority; it 

remains the case that County policy expressed in the adopted Local Transport Plan 

“Connecting Oxfordshire”, adopted in 2015, that car-borne traffic into Oxford should 

be intercepted beyond, rather than within the Ring Road, to avoid exacerbating 

exactly this kind of difficulty.  
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This being the case, we urge the Council to make amendments to retain a single 

lane of egress from the P+R site; maintaining a dedicated left turn facility for buses to 

help facilitate the efficient operation of Oxford Bus Company’s P+R service provision 

at all times of the day, while motorists would in effect be “gated” within the car park 

at busy times, preventing undue negative impacts of a greatly enhanced evening 

peak demand on the local network that would otherwise arise at that time, and 

incentivising other positive behaviours, not least, peak spreading and retention of 

retail, leisure and other spending within the city centre. 

Basic Design Objectives and Philosophy 

Stagecoach is fully supportive of the overall aims of the scheme and the design 

logic, which seeks to maximise the attractiveness and safety of sustainable modes 

as far as possible, and subordinate the priority given to other motorised traffic. There 

are, of course, some real tensions involved in achieving this, especially given that in 

many places there is insufficient highway within which to fully dedicate space to a 

single mode. We are of the view that the presented feasibility scheme essentially 

achieves the best balance that can be accommodated.  

We recognise, and unreservedly applaud the key design features of the scheme: 

• Continuous bus lane provision from Eynsham Road/Cumnor Hill inbound to 

Waitrose/Binsey Lane as far as can be achieved 

• New outbound bus lane provision from Harley Road to Seacourt 

• 3m bus lane widths, which is necessary for full sized vehicles 

• Improved measures to improve the operation of the Seacourt-A420 junctions 

and links between them, indirectly assisting services operating westbound to 

West Way, and directly assisting service S6 using the Botley Bypass 

• Improved bus stop arrangements and infrastructure 

• Continuous 1.5m segregated cycle provision from Binsey to Botley, with 

clearer priority given to cycles across all side road junctions. 

• Rationalisation of existing provision for non-motorised users (NMUs) such that 

there are much more legible and rational routes provided for pedestrians and 

cycles 

 

A number of more detailed matters can and will no doubt, be addressed following 

this consultation. These are likely to include: 

• Number, type and positioning of bus shelters. These should allow for 

deployment of the wheelchair ramp, and allow non-ambulant users to be able 

to reach and leave the island without undue difficulty, and likewise board and 

alight from the bus. Single end panels should therefore be specified and 
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generally located at the downstream end of the shelter, also acting as a visual 

and physical block to incursion into the island by cycles.  

• Detailed approach to signage and markings. In particular, we would urge that 

a give way marking is always put along the dropped kerbline at the entry of a 

cycle lane into the bus lane, to consistently remind cyclists merging into the 

bus lane to be aware of buses. Equally, putting a cycle symbol in the bus lane 

alongside the bus stop might also help aid legibility of the overall design and 

ensure that the potential presence of cycles in the bus lanes at these points is 

envisaged as part of the intent of the scheme. 

 

Signals and crossings 

Significant benefits are likely to be achieved through maximising the use of the latest 

technology in traffic signal and flow control. We are aware that the County’s Chief 

Signals Officer is part of the project team and this is welcomed and appreciated. 

Floating Bus Stop islands  

We support the floating bus stops concept (and recognise that space is at a premium 

especially on the outbound route). We note and welcome that a minimum width of 

2.5m is proposed which is necessary for the design to allow for the safe and effective 

deployment of wheelchair ramps and thus meet Equalities Act requirements. 

We welcome the design evolution that now proposes hatched fillets upstream and 

downstream of the island to clearly signal that cycles should bypass the island into 

either the shared space corridor or the bus lane.   

A 150mm maximum kerb height for bus stop boarders is advised. 

Further segregation between the shared use area and floating bus stop, possible 

barriers?  

Concluding Comments 

Stagecoach reaffirms its support in principle for the scheme, and confirms that in 

most regards it is very content with the proposals submitted for public comment. 

We trust that our detailed feedback can be considered further as the scheme design 

is further refined in the light of wider stakeholder and public interest. I am confident 

that you and your internal and client team will not hesitate to contact me to discuss 

further anything of relevance. 
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University of Oxford (Estate Services) 
 
The University of Oxford’s Estates Services Sustainable Transport team welcomes 
the opportunity to comment on the proposals for improving pedestrian, cycling and 
bus facilities on the Botley Road corridor between Binsey Lane and Eynsham Road 
in West Oxford. 
 
A significant number of the University’s 13,600 staff live in West Oxford, Botley, 
Cunmor, Eynsham and Witney and the team strongly welcomes the much needed 
£9m investment in measures to improve access by low carbon sustainable transport 
into the City centre on the Botley Road corridor. 
 
The proposals to improve pedestrian and cycling provision, bus lane enhancements 
and bus priority scheme are supported. These measures would work most effectively 
if combined with demand management, such as City centre traffic restrictions, to 
reduce the volume of private car traffic on the corridor. 
 
A. General comments 
 
A1. Design Traffic flows 
Given the need to retain street trees, maintain access to Seacourt Park & Ride, retail 
and employment sites it is recognised that highways space is constrained on the 
corridor. Presumably the scheme is designed on existing traffic flows i.e. it does not 
take account of any traffic flow reductions that would result if demand management 
such as city centre traffic restrictions were installed. In this scenario of maintaining 
existing traffic flows, the proposals appear to have maximised the reallocation of 
road space to pedestrians, cyclists and buses. 
 
With around 40% of traffic in the City centre estimated to be traffic routing through 
the centre1, traffic volumes on Botley Road would likely reduce if traffic was 
prevented from driving through the centre, for example by bus gates. In this situation 
substantially more road space and junction capacity would be available to 
reallocated towards non-car modes. With this in mind the team asks: 
 
 

 Question A1.1: Has modelling of traffic flows on the corridor been undertaken 
post implementation of demand management1 to determine how much extra 
carriageway and junction capacity could be released for reallocation to walking, 
cycling and buses? 
 

 Question A1.2: Has the scheme been designed to be future-proofed for traffic 
reduction such that should demand management be implemented, the corridor 
infrastructure can be adapted to take advantage of excess capacity and reallocated 
to pedestrians, cyclists and buses? 
 
A2. Safety of vulnerable road users – the Claudia Charter 



 
 
 
 

50 
 
 
 
 

The team wishes to emphasise the critical importance of improving safety for road 
vulnerable users and particularly cyclists on this corridor. On May 2017 Claudia 
Comberti, a Member of the University, was killed while cycling Eastbound on West 
Way after falling from her bicycle into the path of a double-decker bus at the junction 
with the A420. The University is a signatory to the Claudia Charter2 set-up to spur 
meaningful change on cycle safety. The team asks for the Charter’s key principles to 
be delivered through this scheme: 

1. Greater respect for vulnerable road users 
2. A decisive political commitment to increase cycle safety in and around 
Oxford 
3. Far safer highways for cyclists 
 

With this in mind, the team asks: 
 Question A2.1: What modelling and assessment has been undertaken to 

determine / what evidence has been gathered to prove that the scheme will deliver 
on these principles and in particular create a “far safer highway for cyclists”? 
 
B. Proposed pedestrian and cycle facilities 
 
B1. General approach to proposed walking and cycling infrastructure 
We strongly support: 

 principles of reallocating road space away from private motor vehicles to 
pedestrians and cyclists 

 the use of Waltham Forest style raised side entry treatments where the pedestrian 
footway is extended across the mouth of the junction and the give-way lines for 
traffic emerging from the side-roads are pushed back, giving pedestrians and cyclists 
moving along the corridor priority over traffic entering or existing these junctions. 
However we note that this is only proposed for the minor side road entry treatments 
and we ask question B1.1 why this treatment is not also proposed for the mid-sized 
junctions such as the retail park entrances? At these locations cyclists are brought 
back away from the protection of the traffic free route and onto the carriageway, into 
potential conflict with turning vehicles. We feel it would be safer if cyclists remained 
on the raised part of the junction table at the larger junctions. 

 provision of continuous traffic free cycle lanes where cyclists are physically 
separated from motor vehicles and from pedestrians where space allows 

 additional crossing points for pedestrians and cyclists, 
 the floating bus stop proposals to minimise the risk of conflict between pedestrians 

and cyclists whilst still providing a traffic free cycle facility. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 
 
 

51 
 
 
 
 

Appendix G – Exhibition Material 
 
https://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/residents/roads-and-transport/future-transport-
projects/botley-road-phase-1 
 

https://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/residents/roads-and-transport/future-transport-projects/botley-road-phase-1
https://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/residents/roads-and-transport/future-transport-projects/botley-road-phase-1

