[image: image1.jpg]OXF

CIVICSOCIETY

SHAPINGC OXFORD’S FUTURE




General
As the fourth in a series of Local Transport Plans, it is surprising that Volume 1: Policy Document makes no reference to the previous Local Transport Plan 3 (LTP3). Clearly LPT4 is a rather different approach. However, it might reasonably have been expected that it would have examined the objectives of LTP3, where they had been achieved and where they had not been achieved, together with the reasons for non-achievement. Instead, LTP4 concentrates on what it considers will be needed to support the predicted growth of the region arising from the designation of a Knowledge Spine growth area in the Strategic Economic Plan (SEP) of the Oxfordshire Local Enterprise Partnership. There is little about the existing deficit in provision of transport in the area: the view taken is that improvements can largely be provided through contributions from developers, hardly a strategic approach.
Section 2 – Executive Summary. The transport goals listed (supporting jobs, housing growth and economic vitality; transition to a low carbon future; protecting the environment and enhancing quality of life; improving public health, safety and wellbeing) completely ignore the main function of transport, which is to allow people to make complete journeys as quickly, safely and cheaply as possible. In particular, no attempt is made to value the time that could be saved in making such journeys using an efficient, joined-up transport system. The associated objectives are mostly general desires that are unlikely to be controversial, with little or no indication of the measures that are proposed to achieve them. The lack of any quantifiable results in such objectives makes it impossible to determine how success in achieving them will be measured, and, more seriously, how they can be prioritised in economic, social and environmental benefits.
Section 3 – Introduction. This repeats the goals in Section 2, adding “To support social inclusion and equality of opportunity”, again omitting anything about journey times. The ten objectives are then grouped under three themes:
Theme 1: Supporting growth and economic vitality (Goal 1)
· maintain and improve transport connections to support economic growth and vitality across the county.

· make effective use of all available transport capacity through improved management of the network.

· increase journey time reliability and minimise end-to-end public transport journey times on main routes.

· develop a high quality, resilient integrated transport system that is attractive to customers and generates inward investment. 

Theme 2: Cutting carbon (Goal 2)
· minimise the need to travel.

· reduce the proportion of journeys made by private car by making the use of public transport, walking and cycling more attractive.

· influence the location and layout of development to maximise the use and value of existing and planned sustainable transport investment.

· reduce per capita carbon emissions from transport in Oxfordshire in line with UK government targets.
Theme 3: Improving quality of life (Goals 3, 4 and 5)
· mitigate and wherever possible enhance the impacts of transport on the local built, historic and natural environment.

· improve public health and wellbeing by increasing levels of walking and cycling, reducing transport emissions, reducing casualties, and enabling inclusive access to jobs, education, training and services

Most of these objectives are general and non-controversial. Under Theme 1 some indication of the benefits aimed for under journey time reliability and reduction of journey times is desirable. Under Theme 2 the importance of providing transport infrastructure before developments are occupied needs to be acknowledged (as it appears to be in para 14). Under Theme 3 it would surely be appropriate to include “reduce time wasted due to congestion”. 

In para 16 the strategic need to reduce car use is acknowledged, and, in one of the few examples of numerical information provided, para 17 estimates the relative road space taken by people travelling alone in a car, in a loaded bus, and by cycle, though no mention is made of the possibility of using separate cycle tracks where space can be made available, preferably not shared with pedestrians. The use of strategic land planning to reduce the need to travel (para 18) is limited to new developments, and is likely to play only a small role in reducing transport needs in the widest sense. 

While the role of “rail upgrades” is acknowledged in para 20 for reducing congestion from freight movements using HGVs, there is a complete absence of consideration of the possible use of such upgrades and development of new rail services for passenger movements along the existing rail corridors, notably the corridor from Bicester to Didcot/Grove/Wantage, centred along the Knowledge Spine, where congestion along the only direct road (the A34) is notorious. The possibilities of developing light rail systems along high-density corridors are also ignored.
Section 3 (sic) Oxfordshire now and in 2031
This section pays little attention to the previous LTP3. A number of key transport issues are stated:

35% of the county’s jobs are in Oxford City (para 27)

Car commuting between Oxford and large commuter towns is over 50% of all commutes (para 30)

50% of journeys to central Oxford are by bus, but major employment centre in the east are less accessible by public transport (no figures given, para 30).

The problem of congestion on the A34 is acknowledged (no figures given, para 31).

The network of frequent rail and bus services is described as “good” but this clearly is inadequate to reduce the proportion of car journeys. Although the Park & Ride services are described as a success, no figures are given for the proportion of journeys that use them (para 32). Not only are the road corridors leading to Oxford congested, but so also are those corridors within the city, despite some bus only lanes. The use of scarce road space for residential parking should also be considered: better public transport would make it easier and more attractive for residents to give up cars.

The claim is made that within Oxford the largely commercial bus services are well-used (para 33), but the proportion of journeys is only 20% (para 37), though this is high compared to many cities. Many citizens complain of high fares, slow speeds and unreliability, as well as a lack of connectivity across central Oxford for those whose journeys involve crossing the city.

The need for targeted improvements to cycling infrastructure to improve further the percentage of those cycling to work (25%) is acknowledged (para 37).

Para 46 refers to schemes “in the pipeline” aimed at reducing congestion, but gives no details of their locations, nor of the improvements expected as a result of their implementation.

Figure 14 gives details of the expected additional commuter trips into Oxford in 2031, but gives no details of the present situation.

Para 50 appears to limit the impact of the extra jobs etc to road junctions – it is not clear how this might be affected by mode change, though the possibility of changed travel patterns is raised in para 51.

Para 52 might well have looked in a bit more detail at the current changes in retail habits (e.g. “click-and-collect”) as well as more home deliveries by smaller vans.

Para 53 equates increases in emissions to growth in motor vehicle numbers, but might also have attempted to assess the increases in pollution caused by congestion.

Para 55 should include amongst the undesirable effects of growing levels of motor traffic the lengthening of journey times.

Para 57 mentions the possibility of technological developments dramatically affecting mobility in ways that we cannot predict. This seems unlikely; walking, cycling, travel by bus, train and tram were all methods in use a century ago. All need land space, and speeds, apart from train travel, have not changed significantly.

Para 58: younger drivers are probably more discouraged by high insurance premiums than anything else.

While the use of incremental transport solutions (para 60) may be easier to fund and implement, it ignores a large backlog of underprovision; the congestion referred to in earlier paragraphs clearly indicates the provision of “transport solutions” has not responded to demand. 
Section 4: Supporting growth and economic vitality
In para 61 the emphasis on a trouble-free journey is misplaced – what is needed is a fast journey. The importance of good interchange between different modes of transport (foot, cycle, bus, car, train) is important and should be spelt out in para 63. 

Para 64 is correct in considering through-travel as a separate issue. It is not clear that solutions to this will necessarily be appropriate for more local travel (e.g. A34). Paras 67-70 and 70-71 apply primarily to through-travel. However, the improvements indicated in Figures 19 and 20 are minor, and, perversely, appear to be likely to increase the load on already congested roads.

Para 65 is more of a statement of the problem; it gives no idea of what solutions might be proposed.

The dreaded word “sustainable” in Policy 01 is not defined, rendering it ineffective.

Para 66 again is more of a statement of a problem, not a solution.

Policy 02 contains two separate policies: 02-01 congestion, and 02-02 designation and provision of alternative routes when key routes are unavailable for whatever reason.

In the section “Reducing pressure on the road network”, para 79 is a statement of the problem, not a solution. In para 78 making it easier for people to walk or cycle to work, and using “high quality” public transport should be priorities, not options, and it is not clear why in para 80 these options will only be “considered”. In many cases provision of any public transport would be an improvement. It is not clear why, as mentioned in para 81, that coordinating traffic signals (or abolishing them, as currently in Oxford’s Frideswide Square) has not already been undertaken if it offers “great potential” to improve traffic flows.

Policy 03 is more of a statement of the problem or a wish rather than a solution.

In para 84 no indication is given of the “minimum green time” for pedestrians to cross roads away from links. Any crossing should allow adequate time for disabled as well as able pedestrians to cross a road.

In para 86 provision for light commercial vehicles and heavy ones needs not only to allow for increased road wear, but also to provision of parking space. This is particularly apposite for residential developments, where parking space for residents who use light commercial vehicles as part of their entrepreneurial activity is virtually never allowed for in design.

Para 87 (transfer of freight from road to rail) and Policy 06 are pointless unless the means of achieving such transfer are specified.

Policy 05 is so vague as to be virtually meaningless, as no order of prioritisation is specified.

In para 90 the attractiveness of public transport relative to car use is greatly increased by much shorter journey times. Crowding on public transport vehicles is often accepted if this is achieved (e.g. London tube, FGW rail services), rather than small improvements.

Para 91 shows that there is no clear vision for the Science Transit Strategy. It is inadequate to state that the project will “sometimes be led by opportunities in funding”. A much bolder approach is needed, requiring longer-term and more assured funding. The “key route enhancements” need to include improved interchange, perhaps along the line of the Swiss taktfahrplan system, where different modes of transport meet at interchanges to offer good intermodal services, though some indication of this is given in para 95.

In para 92 the suggestion that National Express brings 200,000 passengers through the Gloucester Green Coach Station in Oxford annually (550/day, or 10 coach loads) appears optimistic.

In Policy 07 the County Council needs to take the lead with operators and other partners to enhance public transport. The rate of progress made since privatisation is far too slow to achieve the improvements needed in LTP4.

In para 94 no justification is given for the choice of Bus Rapid Transit over rail-based Rapid Transit services. The partnership with rail operators (presumably the Association of Train Operating Companies) needs to include Network Rail (now part of the Department of Transport). The need to provide good interchange between rail and other modes of transport at rail stations is well emphasised here.

Para 95 appears to be trying to solve the problem of too many buses by introducing more buses! Some analysis of how dwell times at stops can be reduced is needed. 

It is surprising that more detail is not given of the developments already under way in rail services. The extent of these is likely to render earlier forecasting unreliable. Expansion of rail services offers the prospect of improving public transport along rail corridors, notably the Knowledge Spine. 

Policy 09 makes no mention of possible innovations in providing more commercial bus services where these are currently dependent on the County’s support.

Policy 10 needs to show the County taking more of a lead in developing rail services in the County, using local knowledge that may not be available to TOCs or Network Rail.

No evidence is given to support the claim in para 96 that there is a growing demand for business and tourist flights to and from Oxford, or how the County will decide which developments are necessary (Policy 11). The increased future ease of access by rail as well as coach to Heathrow, Birmingham and Gatwick, and the wide range of destinations served from those airports, suggest that the total demand at Oxford (or London Oxford Airport!) is likely to remain small. The negative aspects of expansions of air services (local noise, air pollution) are ignored.  

It is not clear in Policy 12 how the overall parking provision will be managed to support the objectives of local communities. A distinction needs to be made between workplace or retail parking, and residential parking, which may require different policies.

Para 100 is correct in saying that there will still be places that cannot viably be connected directly by bus. However, the County should be investigating how access to existing bus services can be improved by better interchange facilities (e.g. secure bicycle racks at bus stops).

In para 101 walking and cycling networks may be necessary for villages as well as towns, particularly if they are required to accommodate more houses as part of the SHMA.

In para 102 taxis offer links from places other than rail stations. It is not clear that most taxis are disabled-friendly.

Surely the responsibilities for investigating new ride-sharing and other mobility service technologies should not call upon the County’s limited resources (para 103 and Policy 15).

In para 111 more care needs to be taken in ensuring high quality repairs: too often a recently repaired area of road is the first to fail subsequently. Preventative maintenance, e.g. in tarring the lines between sections of the carriageway to hinder water ingress at joints, is rightly targeted as a means of lengthening service life before major treatment.
Section 5: Cutting carbon
(this should correctly read “reducing carbon dioxide emissions”).

While in one sense minimising the need to travel will cut the use of fossil fuels, the ability to travel at a reasonable cost is an essential part of the quality of life, giving wider access to workplaces, retail establishments, and experiences that enhance the quality of life. For shorter journeys making walking or cycling easier can reduce emissions. For other journeys public transport rather than car use is likely to reduce emissions.

Para 118 sounds fine, but is of limited use if people are still allowed to choose where they want to live, as is admitted in para 121.

Experience of County advice on transport implications of new developments (para 119) suggests that this is not considered important.

Travel Plans are not mandatory (para 120) and are thus of limited use unless accompanied by provision of facilities such as secure cycle parking to make less carbon-intensive modes attractive.

Investment in the transport network should precede housing and employment developments (para 121) so that use of less carbon–intensive modes is designed into them.

The main reason and advantage of improved internet and mobile connectivity is not to enable people to work at home (Policy 19), though it may be a minor benefit.

Para 123. Low numbers of car parking spaces in new residential developments are often justified by the existence of nearby public transport. Will the County apply the same thinking to reduce the amount of car parking space at retail areas?

Para 126 says nothing about reducing the use of cars for school transport where alternative modes are available. Why? This is a major contribution to road congestion at certain times of day.

Para 128 might also include the provision of local street maps to help visitors and tourists, as (to some extent) in Oxford. 
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