
   
   
   
   

Division(s): Burford and Carterton North 

 
 

CABINET MEMBER FOR ENVIRONMENT – 27 JUNE 2019 
 

BURFORD – A40 OXFORD – WITNEY ROAD & B4020 SHILTON 
ROAD – PROPOSED SIGNALLED CROSSING, TRAFFIC CALMING 

MEASURES AND EXTENSION OF 30MPH SPEED LIMIT   
 

Report by Director of Community Operations 
 

Recommendation 

 
1. The Cabinet Member for the Environment is RECOMMENDED to approve the 

following proposals: 
i. Provision of a signalled pedestrian crossing on the A40 approximately 

150m west of its junction with the B4020 Shilton Road. 
ii. Traffic calming measures on the B4020 Shilton Road comprising six 

sets of speed cushions. 
iii. The extension south eastwards of the 30mph speed limit on the B4020 

Shilton Road by 170 metres. 
 

Executive summary 

 

2. The provision of pedestrian crossings, traffic calming measures and the 
amendment of speed limits and other traffic management measures are 
reviewed when there are changes to the road layout or usage as a result of 
development.  
 

Introduction 
 

3. This report presents responses received to a statutory consultation on a 
proposal to introduce a signalled crossing on the A40 west of its junction with 
the B4020 Burford Road, traffic calming measures and the extension of the 
30mph speed limit on the B4020 Shilton Road at Burford. 
 

Background 

 
4. The above proposals as shown at Annexes 1, 2 & 3 have been put forward as 

a result of the development of land to the west of the B4020 Shilton Road at 
Burford. 
 
Consultation  

 
5. Formal consultation on the proposal was carried out between 1 May and 31 

May 2019.  A public notice was placed in the Oxford Times newspaper, and 
sent to statutory consultees, including Thames Valley Police, the Fire & 
Rescue Service, Ambulance service, Local Bus Companies, West Oxfordshire 
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District Council and the local County Councillor. Street notices were placed on 
site and letters sent to approximately 65 properties in the immediate vicinity, 
adjacent to the proposals. 
 

6.  Thirty-three responses were received as summarised in the table below: 
 
 

Proposal Support Object Concerns 
Neither/No 
opinion 

A40 –  
signalised pedestrian crossing 

6 (18%) 9 (27%) 8 (24%) 10 (31%) 

B4020 Shilton Road –  
traffic calming measures 

2 (6%) 27 (82%) 0  4 (12%) 

B4020 Shilton Road –  
extension of 30mph speed 
limit 

23 (70%) 5 (15%) 0 5 (15%) 

 
 

7. The responses are recorded at Annex 4 with copies of the full responses 
available for inspection by County Councillors. 

 
8. The detailed response received from the ‘Burford Shilton Road Residents’ 

Association’ (BSRRA) is shown in full at Annex 6, whilst the full joint 
submission from the 'Burford Shilton Road Residents’ Association', Burford 
Garden Company & 'Responsible Planning in Burford’ is shown in full at 
Annex 5. 
 

Response to objections and other comments 
 

      Proposed Signalled crossing 
 

9. Thames Valley Police expressed no objection to the proposal, noting that the 
crossing would be on the anticipated desire line of pedestrians and that 
crossings close to junctions (as here) are common. West Oxfordshire District 
Council expressed support on the grounds of pedestrian safety.  
 

10. Nine objections and eight expressions of concern were received. The issues 
raised included traffic delays, safety concerns taking account of the current 
40mph speed limit on the A40 and the proximity of both the B4020 Shilton 
Road junction and A40/A361 roundabout to the proposed crossing. One 
respondent expressed the view that the current pedestrian refuge operated 
adequately and that there was no need for a signalled crossing. 
 

11. Concerns were also expressed over the adequacy (particularly in respect of 
its width) of the footway provision adjacent to the A40 and B4020 and in 
particular that the consultation plan showed, contrary to the planning consent 
issued by West Oxfordshire District Council, that a continuous footway was 
not being provided on the west side of the Shilton Road, with pedestrians 
walking between the A40 and new development site therefore having to cross 
the B4020 Shilton Road twice. 
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12. Measures suggested by the respondents to address the concerns on the 

crossing itself included reducing the speed limit on the A40 to 30mph, 
signalising the A40/B4020 Shilton Road junction with the inclusion of a 
pedestrian stage. While these are noted, the layout of the crossing complies 
with national standards in respect of its proximity to nearby junctions and the 
current 40mph speed limit and that the safety record of crossings in similar 
settings in the county is good. An independent Road Safety Audit of the 
detailed design has been carried out and the results will be incorporated as 
appropriate in a further technical audit prior to approval being given for 
construction, should the proposal be approved.   
 

13. In respect of concerns over adjacent footway provision, it is acknowledged 
that provision of a continuous footway on the west side of the B4020 Shilton 
Road was agreed at the planning stage and that this should be provided and 
that while accepting that site constraints will not permit a continuous footway 
width which meets the Oxfordshire Walking Standards to be delivered, a 
localised pinch point down to 1m is acceptable and preferable to having to 
cross the road twice, noting also that the level of pedestrian usage at any one 
time will be typically fairly low.  

 
Proposed traffic calming measures 
 

14. Thames Valley Police considered the proposed traffic calming measures to be 
very helpful, subject to their design complying with the national regulations 
and guidance on such measures and noted also that  the proposed spacing of 
the features appears to be adequate while also suggesting that - should the 
proposals be approved – speeds are monitored to ensure compliance to the 
speed limit, noting that larger vehicles can straddle the cushions which will 
reduce the environmental impact to residents but may leave speeds for these 
vehicle classes consequently higher. 

 
15. West Oxfordshire District Council expressed support on the grounds of 

pedestrian and traffic safety. 
 

16. Twenty-seven objections were received, including from the Burford Shilton 
Road Residents Association and Burford Garden Centre. The grounds for the 
objections included general comments that speed cushions are an outdated 
method of controlling speeds and specific concerns that safety – in particular 
for motor cyclists – could be compromised. There were also concerns over 
noise and vibration as vehicles – in particular goods vehicles - traverse the 
speed cushions and increased emissions as vehicles slowed for the cushions 
and then accelerated after passing them, resulting in higher levels of 
pollutants harmful to health and the wider environment.  Additionally, 
concerns were expressed over the difficulties the proposed cushions might 
cause for vehicles turning to and from driveways close to the cushions and 
the consequent increase in accident risk and also on the cushions obstructing 
the passage of abnormal loads. 
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17. Additionally, concerns were also expressed that the cushions would be a 
maintenance liability and that ones in a poor state of maintenance would in 
particular present a hazard to road users including motorcyclists.  
 

18. Burford Garden Centre raised a specific concern that the calming would prove 
a deterrent to their customers, noting that this was the largest business in the 
town and attracted over 1 million visitors annually. 
 

19.  Alternative traffic calming measures were suggested by some respondents 
which included speed cameras (with a specific average speed camera system 
- Siemens ‘Safe Zone’- being commended by several respondents) and 
vehicle activated signs. 

 
20. In response to the above concerns it should be stressed that the proposals 

comprise ‘bus friendly’ speed cushions which will allow almost all vehicles to 
travel along the road within the speed limit without adjusting their speeds, 
resulting, therefore, in no increase in vehicle emissions and – from experience 
of similar schemes in the county, resulting in minimal if any change in noise. 
Cushions of the type being proposed are routinely sited close to junctions 
including private driveways but with no difficulties being reported and the 
proposed specification of the cushions should present no difficulty for 
abnormal loads.  While it is accepted that a corollary of the proposed use of 
‘bus friendly’ speed cushions is that the level of speed control afforded by the 
scheme will be comparatively modest, monitoring of similar schemes 
elsewhere in the county still show these deliver appreciable reductions in 
speeds and operate with very good levels of safety, including for 
motorcyclists. It is accepted that any calming measure will require 
maintenance but that the majority of similar schemes have proved acceptable 
in this respect. 
 

21. The suggestions for alternative measures for managing speeds are noted. 
Thames Valley Police – who operate all traffic safety cameras, including 
speed cameras, in the county – require the highway authority to explore traffic 
engineering solutions to address speeding problems before considering the 
use of speed camera systems and their response to this consultation 
supporting the proposed traffic calming measures is consistent with this 
policy.  
 

22. While measures such as vehicle activated signs can help reduce speed, 
monitoring shows they are typically and appreciably less effective than 
physical calming measures such as speed cushions. 

 
Proposed extension of 30mph speed limit  
 

23. Thames Valley Police expressed no objection to the proposed extension of 
the 30mph speed limit in the context of the new development with the calming 
proposed. West Oxfordshire District Council expressed support on the 
grounds of pedestrian and traffic safety.  
 

24. Five objections and twenty-one expressions of support were received from 
other respondents. Grounds for objection included a 30mph speed limit was 
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unnecessary taking account of the character and usage of the road. However, 
while noting these representations the proposed extension of the speed limit 
is considered consistent with national guidance taking account also of the 
proposed development and noting that the above traffic calming measures are 
also proposed. 
 
Other concerns and issues raised  
 

25. A number of responses cited wider concerns on the proposed works shown 
on the consultation plan which are not subject to statutory consultation, 
including the design of the junctions to the residential development and the 
proposed improvement to the A40/B4020 Shilton Road junction. The need for 
these was established at planning stage and were subject to consultation by 
West Oxfordshire District Council and then approved by the Inspector at 
appeal.  Their design cannot be changed without due legal and planning 
process, noting that all the proposed works have been the subject of an 
independent Road Safety Audit of their detailed design and that the technical 
audit process by the County Council is ongoing.  
 

26. Additionally concerns were raised by some respondents on improvements not 
shown on the consultation plans. These included the continuous footway 
required on the west side of the B4020 Shilton Road, a bus stop 
hardstanding, a pedestrian link required opposite the Garden Centre, footway 
widening required adjacent to a tree on A40 and a link for pedestrians 
crossing at the island on the A361 immediately south of the A40/A361 Burford 
roundabout, together with an extension to this island. It is confirmed that all 
these items - which are included in the section 106 agreement for the 
development- are required to be delivered. 
 

How the Project supports LTP4 Objectives 
 

27. The proposals would help facilitate the safe movement of pedestrians and 
traffic. 
 

Financial and Staff Implications (including Revenue) 
 

28. Funding for the proposed measures has been provided by the developers of 
adjacent land. 

 
OWEN JENKINS 
Director for Community Operations 
Background papers: Plans of proposed signalled crossing, traffic calming 

measures and extension of speed limit. 
 Consultation responses  
 
Contact Officers:  Hugh Potter 07766 998704 
    Anthony Kirkwood 07392 318871 
June 2019
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ANNEX 4 

RESPONDENT SUMMARISED COMMENTS 

(1) Traffic Management 
Officer, (Thames Valley 
Police) 

 
No objection – Shilton road is a long rural flat section which does lend itself to higher speeds due to the character 
which may not change significantly with the new development opposite the Garden Centre. 
 
The calming proposed is essential in this respect which must meet the DfT design requirements. Spacing of the 
features appears to be adequate although we would urge the Highway Authority to monitor speed post build to ensure 
compliance to the speed limit.  Larger vehicles can straddle the cushions which will reduce the environmental impact 
to residents but may leave speeds for these vehicle classes consequently higher.  Extending the 30mph limit is 
accepted in the context of the new development with the calming proposed. Police supervision to speed limits must 
not be an expectation where engineering and design should cater for likely outcomes where our priorities will be road 
safety sites with collision history.  This location statistically is safe in that context away from the A40 junction on 
Shilton road. 
 
The signalised pedestrian crossing on the A40 is located where an informal centre island feature currently is.  This 
appears to identify with a desire line that will likely be increased as the new residential area becomes occupied, as it is 
on the route foot passengers would use to access to/from the High Street facilities.  Sight lines are good, and the area 
is lit. Vehicle re starts from the roundabout to the west may generate rear end shunt scenarios, but crossings close to 
junctions are a common highway feature these days and the risk aspect is noted but accepted in the circumstances. 
 

(2) West Oxfordshire 
District Council 

 
Support - In the interests of pedestrian and road safety. 
 
This information is based on the proposal being carried out in accordance with the details supplied in the Public 
Notice, Statement of Reasons, Consultation Plans, Speed Limit Order, General Traffic Signs Schedule, Road 
Markings Schedule, Location Map and Draft Traffic Regulation Order that accompanied the enquiry. 
 
 
 
 

ANNEX 1 ANNEX 2 ANNEX 2 
ANNEX 1 

ANNEX 2 

ANNEX 2 
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ONLINE RESPONSES 

(3) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

 
Speed Limit - Support - No comment     
 
Calming - Object - No comment     
 
Crossing - Support - Would like to know what consideration is given to residents of Oxford Road regarding: 
 

A. beeping from the pedestrian crossing (e.g. minimal/zero volume, only sounding during sociable hours (9am-
5pm) 

B. lowering of air quality with the inevitable increase in standing traffic due to the crossing 
C. noise pollution due to standing traffic, and increased accelerating traffic along this road 

 

(4) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

 
Speed Limit - Support - No comment     
 
Calming - Support - No comment     
 
Crossing - Support - No comment 
 

(5) Local Resident, 
(Oxford) 

 
Speed Limit - Object - Stop lowering speed limits, it is difficult to get anywhere at a decent speed as it is     
 
Calming - Object - Speed bumps do not calm traffic, they aggravate traffic. They also cause an increase in 
emergency vehicle response times. Somewhat pointless anyway since the road will inevitably end up in a poor 
enough condition that you can barely drive down it regardless.     
 
Crossing - No opinion - No comment 
 

(6) Local Resident, 
(Witney) 

 
Speed Limit - Support - No comment     
 
Calming - Object - I strongly object to this proposal. Speed humps damage many cars but have little effect on HGVs. 
The B4020 is the main road to RAF Brize Norton for eastbound traffic and is busy with all types of road user. A 'safety 
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camera' might be an adequate speed deterrent, but yet more Oxonian road humps would cause many eastbound car 
drivers to turn right onto the A361, then use Hen 'n Chick lane through Shilton to re-join the B4020, or to turn right in 
Shilton immediately before Ladburn Lane to the B4477. Alternatively, light traffic might turn off the A40 at Burford 
Road (a dangerous junction), then through Stonelands before turning left onto the B4020 at the Shilton Dip. 
Road humps would increase car traffic on unsuitable narrow country lanes - they MUST NOT be built!!     
 
Crossing - Object - A signalised pedestrian crossing has no place on such a busy main road as the A40. If you want 
to improve pedestrian road crossing facilities, then provide an overbridge such as the one which already exists at 
Burford school or construct a pedestrian subway under the A40. But do NOT build a signalised pedestrian crossing. 
 

(7) Local Resident, 
(Carterton) 

 
Speed Limit - Support - No comment     
 
Calming - Object - No need. All these do is damage cars and delay emergency services. Speed limit with a camera 
would be more effective     
 
Crossing - Object - Better make the junction traffic light controlled. Traffic turning across the a40 risks it's life as 
visibility along a40 to easy is restricted by rising ground and bend. Equally turning left onto A40 from B4020 is difficult 
given speed of traffic and traffic density. A simple set of lights to control junction would be much safer for all including 
pedestrians. 
 

(8) Local Resident, 
(Carterton) 

 
Speed Limit - Object - No comment     
 
Calming - Object - No evidence has been presented to suggest that a speed limit change without speed cushions 
would be ineffective.     
 
Crossing - No opinion - No comment 
 

(9) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

 
Speed Limit - Support - No comment     
 
Calming - Object - Speed cushions are noisy, environmentally inefficient and need constant maintenance. There are 
better options around for speed control. What about Siemens Safe Zone?     
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Crossing - Object - The traffic congestion this will cause will be appalling on a major road. Traffic already backs up the 
high street and around the roundabout at certain times of the day. This additional restriction will cause congestion on 
all surrounding roads as well as A40. 
 

(10) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

 
Speed Limit - Support - No comment     
 
Calming - Object - Other more effective measures are available--such as 30 mph signs that come on when the speed 
limit is exceeded. Cushions are environmentally unfriendly and noisy and cause unnecessary inconvenience to 
motorists.     
 
Crossing - Object - The existing island works well currently. Motorists frequently slow down to allow pedestrians to 
cross. A signalised crossing is likely to cause significant congestion on a very busy road and the Burford roundabout 
 

(11) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

 
Speed Limit - Object - This 30mph speed limit is already too low - there is no need for a 30 limit along this stretch 
because of minimal pedestrian movements. The alignment of the road doesn't support a 30 limit and it is perfectly safe 
for vehicles to drive faster than 30mph and extending the limit further will result in even greater limit non-compliance. 
Vehicles already aggressively tailgate as one enters and leaves the limit at 30mph. Extending it will simply make it 
worse. Residents will quickly realise how much the limit will be ignored, leading to pressure on councillors to have it 
enforced.     
 
Calming - Object - This is a rural area. The bumps, humps and associated street furniture will be ugly and urbanised, 
spoiling the appearance of a currently attractive road. Residents will suffer noise from vehicles - particularly delivery 
vehicles to BGC, agricultural vehicles and larger lorries - crashing over the humps. Humps cause drivers' observation 
to close in, forcing them to concentrate on getting their vehicles over the bumps - rather than observing ahead for 
pedestrian and cyclist hazards. 'Cushions' like these are extremely dangerous to motorcyclists, particularly in the wet. 
Humps degrade over time, and OCC has insufficient budget to maintain them (see Brize Norton village where the 
humps are very badly degraded and damage vehicles). These humps will likewise degrade and become dangerous to 
two-wheeled road users. Transport Road Laboratory studies show that 'traffic calming measures can cause an 
increase in harmful tail pipe emissions and CO2, with speed humps tending to have the largest increases.'     
 
Crossing - Object - The crossing is likely to lead to existing congestion becoming even worse. 
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(12) Local Resident, 
(Buford) 

 
Speed Limit - Support - I support the comments submitted on my behalf by Burford Shilton Road Residents' 
Association.     
 
Calming - Object - I support the comments submitted on my behalf by Burford Shilton Road Residents' Association.  
    
Crossing - Object - I support the comments submitted on my behalf by Burford Shilton Road Residents' Association. 
 

(13) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

 
Speed Limit - Support - An extended speed limit is definitely required, there have been many occasions where people 
have been pulling out of their driveways and also traffic coming out of the garden centre entrance that have had near 
misses with speeding motorists along Shilton Road, I have witnessed countless motorists coming from Carterton still 
way exceeding the limit as they use the restricted zone to de-accelerate as they approach the A40 junction, similarly I 
have witnessed many motorists accelerate hard from the A40 - probably as a result of having to wait for a period of 
time to actually cross the A40 due to the volume of traffic and then by the time they reach the second half of Shilton 
Road they are invariably travelling faster than 30 mph and creating hazards for the mentioned turning traffic.     
 
Calming - Object - Speed cushions are not the answer in my opinion, they are unsightly, create more noise & fumes 
and are rather ineffective, some drivers don't particularly worry about them particularly if they do not own the vehicle, 
some drivers simply straddle them and take no notice and for the 2 wheeled motorists they simply go around them. 
They also cause issues for emergency vehicles that are trying to get to a required location as quickly as possible. 
Cameras & subsequent speeding fines are the only rear deterrent to combat speeding.     
 
Crossing - Neither - There is more to this than a support or not support, I will revert 
 

(14) Local Resident, 
(Carterton) 

 
Speed Limit - Neither - I have no issue with the extension of the 30mph but reconsider the traffic humps. A lot of 
military vehicles use this route and to make them drive over speed bumps will cause noise especially at night time - 
sure that will affect the residents. Rather than speed bumps put a camera up. 
 
At the junction with A40 can a system be put in place there to ensure the traffic moves freely. Either a roundabout, 
traffic lights or left turn only onto the A40. 
 
Rather than only look at the Burford end can you also look at the Carterton end. Between Shilton Dip and Carterton 
the road needs to come down to 40mph and also gave warnings about the junction with Swinbrook Park. Too many 
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near misses and people driving way too fast. Overall between Shilton Dip and Burford Garden centre should be 50 
especially when you look at the amount of crashes on that stretch including a fatality.     
 
Calming - Neither - No comment     
 
Crossing - Support - Yes to traffic crossing but consider an alternative location or change the layout where the B4020 
joins A40 
 

(15) Local Resident, 
(Witney) 

 
Speed Limit - Object - not necessary to be so low.    
 
Calming - Object - never properly maintained, damage to cars.     
 
Crossing - Neither - probably necessary to allow increased traffic onto main road been necessary at peak times for a 
long time 
 

(16) Local Resident, 
(Shilton) 

 
Speed Limit - Support - The Traffic calming measures have arisen from the Development approved on appeal to the 
Hallum Land Opposite Burford Garden Centre, and whilst I approve of this common-sense approach to a speed 
reduction to 30mph but noting also that further measures are required to improve safety on the B4020 Between 
Burford and Shilton, including a lower speed limit and better maintenance. 
 
Calming - Neither - If Speed cushions are "sleeping policemen" than combine that with the neglect in the number of 
potholes that we all face, that could very well cause another accident? 
Speed limit signs should be adequate rather than humps!     
 
Crossing - Neither - there SHOULD BE A WALK OVER BRIDGE, not zebra crossing. The developer at the Hallum 
Land site should pay for this! 
 
I have concerns over the ribbon development that is not sustainable, contrary to WODC and won on Appeal and  has 
not properly considered the consequences of young families living a great distance from the town centre of Burford. 
Making families vulnerable to the A40 TRAFFIC, so they should be held responsible for the installation of any traffic 
safety calming measures attributed to this Development. 
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(17) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

 
Speed Limit - Support - No comment     
 
Calming - Object - Speed Cushions I have seen elsewhere in the area deteriorate quickly and encourage 
acceleration/deceleration and associated noise. Prefer illuminated fishing speed signs or speed camera.     
 
Crossing - Support - No comment 
 

(18) Local Resident, 
(Swinbrook) 

 
Speed Limit - Neither - No comment     
 
Calming - Object - Will cause vehicles to unnecessarily slow down and speed up causing noise and air pollution 
together with potential damage to vehicles.     
 
Crossing - Object - Another obstruction to the already congested A40 will encourage delays, pollution and more rat 
runs via Swinbrook when traffic gets even worse. 
 

(19) Local Resident, 
(Aston, Bampton) 

 
Speed Limit - Neither - No comment     
 
Calming - Object - Although it seems reasonable to extend the speed limit on the Shilton Road, I think that speed 
calming cushions are overkill. As I travel to Blue Cross on this road daily for work, it will cause unnecessary wear and 
tear on my car. If you want the traffic to slow down below 30 you should put a 20mph limit on this stage! This is a 
major route to work for hundreds of people at the Burford Garden centre and Blue cross, and possibly on to the RAF 
Brize Norton site. The 'speed bumps' will be overkill. Put a speed camera in instead!     
 
Crossing - Neither - I can see the point of this as school children from Burford school regularly have to cross at this 
point. However, this is a very busy major road. It will make the traffic situation more congested at busy times. The 
traffic back through Burford village centre regularly blocks the roundabout, causing delays. This needs to be a 
consideration as the bottle neck is in Burford. The junction from Shilton Road on to the A40 is a nightmare. It is 
impossible to turn right at commuter times, so you end up turning left and going around the roundabout. Someone 
needs to sit at this junction at busy times and look to see what happens daily and form a plan based on this! 
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(20) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

 
Speed Limit - Support - It would be much safer if the 30mph limit started on the A40, ideally from both the east & west 
points where the 40mph limits start, which would reduce the speed that traffic enters the B4020 coming off the A40.     
 
Calming - Object - They are not environmentally friendly as they increase pollution & noise. 
They do not stop lorries , buses or motorbikes from speeding. 
They degrade & become unsightly. 
They are an archaic attempt to slow traffic & not fit for purpose. 
They are dangerous & potentially damaging to owners vehicles / caravans /trailers for residents accessing their own 
driveways where these hideous humps are close to their existing entrances.    
 
Crossing - Object - The signalised crossing will be very dangerous unless the A40 speed limit is reduced to 30mph & 
the A40 carriageway is realigned so that there is a full 2 metre wide footpath from the B4020 junction to the crossing. 
Pedestrian safety & the safety of parents with prams / pushchairs & youngsters will be seriously compromised unless 
there is a full 2m wide footpath & a reduction in the A40 speed limit. 
 
The same safety issues apply to people using mobility scooters, wheelchairs or anyone that is using a walking aid or 
needing assistance which entails 2 people walking side by side. 
 
I would only support a signalised crossing with the 2m footpath & the reduced speed limit. 
 

(21) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

 
Speed Limit - Support - No comment     
 
Calming - Neither - The case for some form of traffic calming is very clear with surveyed speeds along Shilton Road 
well in excess of the 30mph limit (50% of vehicles today would be subject to prosecution i.e. >36mph and 15% travel 
at over 45mph) and no police enforcement of the limit. There has been a community led demand for some form of 
traffic calming for well over 15 years. With the population of Shilton Road about to increase from about 50 to around 
430 and with s106 funding available, it is the very opportunity we have long waited for to solve the speed problem. 
There are specific reasons why we object to speed cushions and an alternative way of calming traffic would be much 
preferred. For example, a combination of radar speed signs to show drivers their actual speed and some improved 
visibility of 30mph signs might be a part solution. 
 
On a more specific note, the second pair of speed cushions, south of A40, would be located next to my 2-metre-high 
dry-stone wall. I am concerned that vibrations from traffic passing over the speed cushions would de-stabilise the wall 
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in time and I shall suffer a significant personal loss to repair it. Traffic Calming - STRONGLY SUPPORTED. Speed 
Cushions - NOT SUPPORTED     
 
Crossing - Support - This would be a long awaited, much needed improvement for those walking into town. The 
current crossing has a tiny central refuge and is hazardous when large lorries thunder past. The A40 is a very busy 
road and frequently two HGVs will pass by simultaneously. The refuge is too narrow to accommodate parents with 
buggies and infants, dog owners and wheel-chair users. There have been instances in the past when vehicles have 
driven straight over the refuge, knocking down the signage - it is an accident waiting to happen. 
 
It seems somewhat anomalous, however, that the footpath from the development to the signalised crossing no longer 
follows what was approved by OCC Highways. A footpath along the western edge of Shilton Road has been replaced 
by a requirement to cross over Shilton Road and to then cross back again in order to reach the A40. The new 
development will have an estimated population of 380 and the developer has emphasised throughout the planning 
process the importance of the new footpath and signalised crossing to encourage people to walk into town rather than 
use their car. This obligation seems to no longer suit their purpose for reasons we do not understand. Similarly, other 
highway improvements previously committed to have disappeared from their s278 submission. Surely these should be 
reinstated and implemented at the same time as the three measures under consultation. 
 

(22) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

 
Speed Limit - Support - It would be much safer if the 30mph limit started on the A40, ideally from both the east and 
west points where the existing 40mph limits start, which would reduce the speed that traffic enters the B4020 coming 
off the A40.  
 
Calming - Object - They are not environmentally friendly as they increase pollution and noise. 
They do not stop lorries, buses or motorbikes from speeding. 
They degrade and become unsightly 
They are an archaic attempt to slow traffic and not fit for purpose 
They are dangerous and potentially damaging to owners vehicles/caravans/trailers for residents accessing their own 
driveways where these hideous humps are close to their existing entrances 
There are much more effective means of controlling speeds such as "average speed monitoring cameras" and such a 
system should be considered for safety reasons.     
 
Crossing - Object - The signalised crossing will be dangerous unless the A40 speed limit is reduced to 30mph and the 
A40 carriageway is realigned so that there is a full 2 metre wide footpath from the B4020 junction to the crossing. 
Pedestrian safety and the safety of parents with prams/pushchairs and youngsters will be seriously compromised 
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unless there is a full 2m wide footpath and a reduction in the A40 speed limit. 
 
The same safety issues apply to people using mobility scooters, wheelchairs or anyone that is using a walking aid or 
needing assistance which entails 2 people walking side by side. 
 
I would only support a signalised crossing with the 2m footpath and the reduced A40 speed limit. 
 

EMAIL RESPONSES 

(23) Local Business, 
(Burford) 

 
Speed Limit – No objection – (see below for comments)   
 
Calming - Object – (see below for comments)   
 
Crossing - Object – (see below for comments)    
 
Burford Garden Company own and manage Burford Garden Centre. As Burford’s largest business, the Garden Centre 
attracts in the region of 1.2m visitors a year, thereby contributing significantly to the local and regional economy. 
 
All of the Garden Centre’s car borne visitors achieve access and egress from Shilton Road, with the vast majority 
coming via the A40; so too all delivery traffic. As such, you will appreciate that the works subject of this current 
consultation would directly and materially affect the day to day operation of the Garden Centre. It is imperative 
therefore that the interests of the Garden Centre and its operations are appropriately safeguarded, so as to avoid any 
detriment to their business activities. 
 
To this end, although Burford Garden Company fully endorse any aspiration to improve road safety and further, while 
it is accepted that development to the west of Shilton Road (herein referred to as ‘the development’) has now secured 
a planning consent, for the reasons that are set out herein, it is considered that the works proposed as part of the 
current consultation exercise will give rise to a disproportionately detrimental impact upon the business and should 
therefore be rethought so as to preserve the future prosperity of the Centre and in turn, the local and regional 
economy. 
 
The ‘Statement of Reasons’ which accompanies the current consultation states clearly that: ‘The County Council 
continues its responsibility to consider the provision of convenient and safe movement of motor vehicles and other 
traffic, and the proposed measures are aimed at ensuring that danger to road users including pedestrians is minimised 
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whilst facilitating the effective and safe passage of traffic.’ [my emphasis] 
 
The scheme upon which comments are currently being invited is in effect threefold; an extension of the existing 
30mph limit south along Shilton Road, the provision of six sets of speed cushions along Shilton Road and the 
introduction of a new controlled crossing on A40, just to the west of the Shilton Road junction. 
 
Looking initially at the proposed extension to the 30mph limit and associated traffic calming, it is the case that the 
existing access to Burford Garden Centre has happily resided just within the existing 30mph speed limit for many 
years, without any material accident record and with customers satisfactorily achieving access and egress without the 
need for any traffic calming measures along the Shilton Road. 
 
The development to which these works relate relies upon two points of access, one closer to the centre of Burford 
than that which serves the Garden Centre and one further south and therefore just beyond the current limit of the 
30mph zone. 
 
For the purposes of regularising conditions along Shilton Road, there is evidently logic in extending the 30mph speed 
limit such that the more southerly access to the development is located within the 30mph zone and so to the Garden 
Centre’s delivery access. 
 
It is noted however that the two access junctions intended to serve the development are proposed to provide 2.4 x 
70m visibility splays – I enclose drawing (S278_100) which demonstrates such. In accordance with TD9/93 of the 
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges, 2.4 x 70m represents a one step below desirable minimum ‘y’ distance splay 
for a design speed of 30mph. 
 
However, it is evident from the drawings contained within the Transport Assessment which accompanied the 
development’s application, that it was originally proposed that 2.4 x 120m visibility splays be provided from the 
proposed site accesses. 2.4 x 120m provides adequate visibility for a design speed of 40mph, in accordance with 
TD9/93. A copy of the appropriate drawing is also enclosed herewith. 
 
If, as is evidently the case, the applicant could achieve 120m of visibility, then it stands to reason that they could 
equally satisfactorily achieve 90m, which provides adequate visibility for a design speed of 30mph in accordance with 
TD9/93. 
 
This being so, adequate vision can be achieved upon egress from accesses serving the development for a design 
speed of 30mph (which would be the appropriate speed to which to design following the introduction of the reduction 



CMDE6 
 

in speed limit upon which this current consultation is based). 
 
Given then that adequate vision for the design speed can evidently be achieved upon egress from the development’s 
two points of access, while there is also no existing accident record at the junction which serves the very much busier 
access into the Garden Centre, it is unclear what the rationale is behind the introduction of a scheme of traffic 
calming? 
 
The introduction of traffic calming generally only accompanies proposals for new accesses where it is required to try 
and contain speeds in situations where visibility is otherwise compromised. This is clearly not the case in this instance 
as road speed and visibility are commensurate with one another and therefore one must conclude that for the purpose 
of achieving safe vehicular access into the development, traffic calming is unnecessary. 
 
At this point, it is worth highlighting that the Burford Garden Company currently benefit from locational and directional 
signage within the verges of Shilton Road. One such sign is located immediately opposite the customer access / 
egress and would therefore be removed should the current Section 278 works be progressed as planned. 
 
None of the submitted drawings indicate that this signage is proposed to be replaced. However, one questions 
whether the reduced visibility splays and thus the proposal for traffic calming stems from the need to reinstate the 
signage which would then be in the visibility splays upon egress from the development? Irrespective, Burford Garden 
Company would welcome the opportunity to engage with the developer’s agent and if necessary, the County Council, 
to discuss the future of its signage, which you will appreciate, is considered critical to its business continuity. 
 
Although not forming part of this current consultation, the wider Section 278 works associated with the development 
include provision of an uncontrolled crossing to the immediate north of the existing Burford Garden Centre access, 
while a further uncontrolled crossing is proposed a short distance to the south of the A40 / Shilton Road junction. 
 
It is apparent that the provision of these uncontrolled crossings results from the inability to provide a continuous 
footway along the southwestern side of Shilton Road, which would otherwise present the obvious desire line between 
the development and Burford town centre. Consequently, anyone wishing to walk to / from the development site from 
the direction of Burford town centre, must cross the Shilton Road twice in order to do so. 
 
One may reasonably assume then that the provision of the speed cushions is proposed in order to be commensurate 
with the consultation’s Statement of Reasons, in so far as to ensure that ‘danger to road users including pedestrians is 
minimised’. 
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In this instance, it is self-evident that requiring pedestrians to cross the road twice introduces an inherent danger to 
road users and is therefore completely contradictory to the responsibilities and aims of the County Council. 
 
Given that it has been demonstrated that the provision of traffic calming is not warranted in the context of the vehicle 
access solution, one is led to conclude that it must be being proposed to slow traffic speeds to make the crossing of 
Shilton Road safer for pedestrians. 
 
However, it is unquestionable that the retro-fitting of traffic calming to an existing highway, simply in order to help 
mitigate a substandard and inadequate pedestrian access solution, is completely inappropriate and rather in this 
instance, the pedestrian access solution should be revised to one which affords continuous passage along the 
western side of Shilton Road and therefore removes the need for unnecessary additional crossing movements, which 
it must be accepted introduces a danger, something which the County Council is obligated to ensure is minimised. 
 
Irrespective of any technical justification for the provision of the proposed speed cushions, there are of course other 
matters which need to be considered. 
 
Firstly, the installation of speed cushions would introduce, in perpetuity, a highway maintenance liability on behalf of 
the Council. Shilton Road carries a considerable proportion of HGV traffic, much of it destined for Carterton and Brize 
Norton. All of the Garden Centre’s HGV traffic also uses Shilton Road. 
 
It is inevitable that the constant trafficking of speed cushions by HGV traffic will lead them to deteriorate and therefore 
require regular maintenance by the County Council, the cost for which will need to be found in an ever-diminishing 
highway maintenance budget. The set of cushions immediately adjacent to the Garden Centre delivery access is 
particularly vulnerable to damage given the amount of HGV turning that will occur across the top of them. 
 
Indeed, delivery vehicles will be subjected to additional lateral movement as they manoeuvre across the cushions 
adjacent to the delivery access, which itself raises safety concerns and concerns in respect to the damage of goods in 
transit. These issues should and could be avoided through the removal of this element of the scheme. 
 
Whether well maintained or not, the significant majority of Garden Centre patrons will be forced to traverse across at 
least four sets of cushions. Given the demographic of those who visit the centre and the fragile nature of the good that 
they acquire, there is a very real concern that having to drive across a number of unnecessary traffic calming features 
will act as a significant deterrent to making return visits to the centre, thereby having a detrimental economic impact. 
 
Turning to the provision of a controlled crossing on the A40, although Burford Garden Company fully endorse the 
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principle of providing safe passage for pedestrians across A40, there is nevertheless significant concern regarding the 
sighting of the crossing as proposed by this consultation. 
 
Sited a short distance to the west of the Shilton Road junction, when called, the crossing will very quickly result in 
westbound traffic backing-up across the Shilton Road junction, rendering it impossible for traffic to turn right out of 
Shilton Road and onto A40. 
 
Further still, even if drivers leave gaps in the queue on approach to the crossing, this will simply encourage drivers to 
emerge from Shilton Road without adequate vision to eastbound traffic travelling on A40, thereby giving rise to an 
increase in the propensity for side impact type accidents. As such and again returning to the County Council’s 
responsibility for the safe movement of motor vehicles, it is difficult to see how the introduction of the controlled 
crossing contributes to such. 
 
For the reasons given above, although Burford Garden Company offers no objection to the extension of the 30mph 
speed limit, it objects to both the introduction of the speed cushions and the controlled pedestrian crossing. 
 
Notwithstanding, if the County Council feel that some form of traffic calming is necessary for the development to 
proceed, in order to safeguard the interests of the Burford Garden Company and its customers, it is considered that 
the same impact could be achieved through the introduction of a less draconian scheme of works which need not 
involve vertical deflection. The use of contrast surfacing or vehicle actuated signage for example would be as 
effective, without having such a profound effect upon the Garden Centre’s customers, while also being cheaper to 
maintain and less intrusive to local residents. 
 
Indeed, one also ought to consider the impact that the introduction of the ghost island right-turn lanes and additional 
active frontage along Shilton Road will have on traffic speeds. It is well known that such features result in greater 
‘edge friction’, thereby reducing vehicle speeds. With this in mind, it rather begs the question as to whether any form 
of traffic calming is required at all? 
 
In terms of the A40 crossing proposals, it is considered that the County Council should have due regard for the impact 
of such on the safety of drivers egressing from Shilton Road and whether the introduction of ‘Keep Clear’ markings 
and additional signage might prove to be beneficial to the operation of the network. 
 
The County Council is therefore urged to consider alternative and / or supplementary proposals before making the 
order subject of this consultation. 
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Finally, although we accept that it goes beyond the remit of this consultation, Burford Garden Company urge the 
County Council to reconsider the principles of the Section 278 works that underpin the delivery of the development. 
Aside of course from the provision of the traffic calming which it is hoped this letter demonstrates is unnecessary, it is 
considered that the following ought to be reviewed: 
 
- The need for the development to be served by ghost island right-turn lanes; 
- The adequacy of the pedestrian access route; 
- The location of the uncontrolled crossing immediately adjacent to the Garden Centre access, 
its interaction with the Garden Centre access and adjacent proposed bus stops, which when combined is considered 
to give rise to significant potential for conflict; 
- The location of Burford Garden Company’s existing locational and directional signage within the verge of Shilton 
Road which will be removed should the Section 278 works be implemented as proposed, without seemingly any 
proposal for its reinstatement; and 
- The impact upon network flows of the provision of the controlled crossing on A40. 
 
In summary, although Burford Garden Company fully endorses the aspiration of enhanced highway safety, it 
considers that the scheme of works currently proposed is contrary to the responsibilities of the County Council and 
therefore fails to both provide for the provision of convenient and safe movement of motor vehicles and minimise 
danger to pedestrians. 
 
For these reasons, it is respectfully requested that the proposed order should not be made and the scheme should be 
reviewed and revised accordingly. 
 

(24) Local Residents 
Association, (Burford) 

(See full response in Annex 5 & 6) 

(25) Local Group, 
(Burford) 

 
Our key comments go somewhat beyond the scope of that consultation however and we would be grateful therefore if 
the whole range of our concerns as set out in the jointly presented report, be considered by all 
relevant departments, officers and elected members. 
 
(See full response in Annex 5) 
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(26) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

 
I would like to lend support to the response given by the Burford Shilton Road Residents Association. 
 
Speed Limit - Support - No comment     
 
Calming - Object - the proposed speed bumps along the road is surely not the best or most modern deterrent to 
speeding.   The slip road being proposed, and removal of the suggested bumps should surely be able to fund a more 
robust method of speed restriction. 
 
Outline planning permission was quite specific with what should be in place and not the cheapest option.   With the 
proposed profit from the sale of these properties the developers can well afford proper measures.  
 
 
Crossing – No comment 
 

(27) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

I wish to support the comments submitted by the Burford Shilton Road Residents’ Association in connection with the 
above proposed road changes 

(28) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

This is to inform you that I fully support the comments submitted by the Burford Road Residents Association under the 
above reference. 

(29) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

 
Express my full support for everything the Shilton Road Residents Association are doing on behalf of us remaining 
residents in Shilton Road to minimise the aggressive onslaught of yet more houses, disruption, noise, mess, 
disturbance and overwhelming influx of traffic congestion that the intended appalling new development will bring. 
 

(30) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

 
In the interests of brevity, we confirm that we fully support the representations submitted by Richard Shute on behalf 
of the Burford Shilton Road Residents Association (BSRRA) and commend the Association for the detailed analysis 
that they have undertaken in respect of the proposals. 
 
In addition, we have the following comments: 
 
• Any additional traffic arising from the proposed development will undoubtedly aggravate the current situation 
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along Shilton Road.  We are aware from our own experience and discussions with Thames Valley Police Officers in 
recent years that the current 30 mph speed limit is regularly exceeded by drivers and some form of traffic calming 
(along with the extension of the 30 mph limit) is therefore necessary. 
 
• However, the current Consultation does not relate to all the highway works proposed. We have already 
expressed our concerns on other highway works proposed in the vicinity of our house and are in correspondence with 
John Exley (most recent correspondence attached). We trust that OCC will take a holistic approach in considering the 
safety and appropriateness of all these works. 
 
• The S78 Appeal Planning Inspector undertook very little scrutiny of the technical highway details and yet it is 
now contended that he approved these. 
 
• The proposed highway works introduce some significant changes including the removal of a significant section 
of the proposed western footpath along Shilton Road.  This introduces a requirement for the new residents (including 
school children and the elderly) to cross the B4020 twice. These revisions require detailed scrutiny and a full safety 
assessment by OCC.  In addition, the proposed northern access to the development on the draft S278 plans no longer 
reflects the planning permission that was granted. 
 
• The proposed introduction of speed bumps seems an old fashioned and unimaginative approach to traffic 
calming with adverse implications for noise and pollution.  As the BSRRA analysis identifies, there are far more 
appropriate modern solutions which OCC should fully appraise. 
 
The proposed highway works (in their entirety - see above) give rise to potentially significant safety concerns and we 
request that these be fully assessed by OCC. 
 

(31) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

I would like to register my support for the comments submitted by Burford Shilton Road Residents Association 
(BSSRA), in connection with the proposed road changes. 

(32) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

 
Speed Limit - Support - We fully support this proposal. 
 
Calming - Object - However, we are concerned about access to our property, and the overall safety of the new 
proposals. 
 
We have reviewed the comments (dated 22 May) submitted to you by the Burford Shilton Road Residents Association 
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(BSRRA), of which we are members. We echo those comments. 
 
In addition to the comments submitted by BSRRA, we wish to underline the following as being of especial concern to 
us. These relate to the broader package of traffic-calming proposals, not just to the speed cushions: 
 
a) Access (widened road/reservation): Approaching our house from the south-east turning right into our driveway 
AND turning right out of our driveway to travel northbound: we require clear and full access across any new central 
reservation/area shown in hatching on the plan. 
 
b) Access (proposed pedestrian refuge): The placement of any pedestrian refuge must not hinder access from 
either direction, either by cars or delivery vehicles. Please note in particular that properties on Shilton Road are NOT 
connected to mains services, and we therefore require large fuel tankers and sewerage lorries to access our driveway 
on a regular basis. 
 
c) Access (speed cushions): The proposed position of the pair of speed bumps right outside our house will make 
the mechanical action of turning into and out of our driveway very difficult, and a road safety concern.  We ask that this 
be reviewed. 
 
d) Safety (feeder lane):  Traffic from the south waiting in the feeder lane to turn right into the Garden Centre will 
block the line of sight as we look to turn right out of our drive – cars won’t be able to see us pulling out, and we won’t 
be able to see them approaching.  We request that this be reviewed. 
 
e) Safety (bus stops):  We are concerned about the adverse safety impact of the proposed new bus stops 
opposite to one another, given the likelihood of cars pulling out to pass buses at these stops.  Are these bus stops 
even in fact needed, since we now already have two existing bus stops only a little further along the road? (These 
stops, which serve the 233 route, were introduced subsequent to the original planning application.) 
 
In summary, the Garden Centre junction is a busy one. In our position as a resident family who knows this section of 
the road and that junction extremely well, we are firmly of the view that the addition of a pedestrian crossing, refuge, 
central reservation, filter lane and two new bus stops makes these few hundred yards look like an accident just waiting 
to happen. This requires careful review to ensure that access and safety concerns are addressed properly. 
 
Crossing – Support (with concerns) - We support the proposal for a signalised crossing on the A40  BUT echo fully 
all the comments of BSRRA regarding the s278 submission and proposed road changes as set out on pages 4-6 of 
the BSRRA document of 22 May. We therefore ask that approval be withheld until all these concerns have been 
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addressed. 
 

(33) Local Resident, 
(Burford) 

 
Calming - Object - I realise they’re intended to reduce traffic speed from the new estate that’s being built, but I think 
there are some significant problems with the scheme. I realise too that residents will probably be heavily in favour of it, 
but I suspect the reality will be very different from what they believe will happen. 
 
Safety: 
The clear, straight alignment of the road doesn't encourage a 30 limit (the road ‘feels’ faster than 30 at the BGC end) 
and it is perfectly safe – although frustrating and irritating for residents - for vehicles to drive faster than the limit. I 
think the road was originally a 40mph limit before OCC imposed blanket 30mph limits in the 1990s. 
 
Drivers should obey the limits, but they don’t – they drive to the road alignment and conditions. The level of non-
compliance has only increased with the setting of limits artificially low using mean speeds (rather than 85th percentile 
speeds). And there’s a tension between the residents of a particular road who’ll curse ‘those damned speeding 
drivers’ whilst speeding through the next village themselves. 
 
Even Circular Roads 1/03 (that introduced mean speed setting states) “Speed limits should be evidence-led and self-
explaining and seek to reinforce people's assessment of what is a safe speed to travel. They should encourage self-
compliance.” This 30 limit really doesn’t do this, hence the calls for calming. 
 
Drivers who stick to the limit or even drive c.20mph will be penalised by the jarring of the humps (as is the case in 
Brize and particularly Yarnton), yet they will have little impact on those who choose to rag over them at speed. In fact, 
most bumps encourage drivers to take them at c.40mph, ‘surfing’ them to minimise impact. 
 
Humps also cause drivers' observation to close in, forcing them to concentrate on getting their vehicles over the 
obstacles - rather than observing ahead for pedestrian and cyclist hazards. I’d rather see drivers running at 35mph 
observing, anticipating and planning than at 20mph, focusing barely further than the ends of their bonnets. 
 
I ride a motorcycle rather more than I drive a car, and 'cushions' like these are extremely dangerous to motorcyclists, 
particularly in the wet. A rider is forced either to ride over the cushion, destabilising the bike or attempt to avoid it and 
risk clipping the edge with the machine’s front wheel. 
 
Rather than improving compliance, extending the limit further will result in even greater non-compliance, something 
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humps will do little to improve. I suspect residents will quickly realise how much the extended limit will be ignored, 
even with bumps, leading to further pressure on you and your colleagues to have it enforced. 
 
Vehicles already aggressively tailgate as one enters and leaves the existing limit at 30mph (something that’s 
extremely unpleasant on a motorcycle in the wet). Extending the limit will simply make it worse. 
 
The character of the road: 
This is a rural, lightly-built area, even with the new estate. The bumps, humps and associated street furniture will be 
ugly and urban in style, spoiling the appearance of a currently attractive road. 
 
Noise: 
Bumps generate significant noise, particularly from the delivery and agricultural vehicles that use the B4020. This is 
likely to be unpleasant for residents of the houses lining the road and, I suspect, lead to more calls to you for action. 
 
I also feel for elderly residents of the care complex, being bumped up and down on every trip to and from their home. 
The future and problems for OCC 
Humps degrade over time, and OCC has insufficient budget to maintain them (you’ll know Brize Norton village where 
the humps are very badly degraded and regularly damage vehicles). These humps will likewise degrade and become 
particularly dangerous, again, to two-wheeled road users. 
 
The environment: 
Transport Road Laboratory studies show that 'traffic calming measures can cause an increase in harmful tail pipe 
emissions and CO2, with speed humps tending to have the largest increases.’ 
 
I realise that there has probably been pressure for some time for calming along the Burford stretch of the B4020, but I 
believe the current proposals will harm, rather than improve, safety, the appearance of the road and the environment. I 
believe the road would be safer – and less of a drain now and in the future on budgets – if it was simply left as it is. 
The ugly, urbanising effect of the bumps, the noise and pollution increases, the on-costs and the minimal effect on 
safety makes them poor value. 



   
   
   
   

ANNEX 5 



CMDE6 
 
 



CMDE6 
 



CMDE6 
 
 



CMDE6 
 



CMDE6 
 
 



CMDE6 
 



CMDE6 
 
 



CMDE6 
 



CMDE6 
 
 



CMDE6 
 



CMDE6 
 
 



CMDE6 
 



CMDE6 
 
 



CMDE6 
 



CMDE6 
 

 
 



CMDE6 
 

 

ANNEX 6 



CMDE6 
 

 



CMDE6 
 

 



CMDE6 
 

  



CMDE6 
 

 



CMDE6 
 

 



CMDE6 
 

 



CMDE6 
 

 



CMDE6 
 

 



CMDE6 
 

 



CMDE6 
 

 



CMDE6 
 

 



CMDE6 
 

 



CMDE6 
 

 


