
 

Report of the Transport Policy Development Working Group – 
Commissioned by the Place Overview & Scrutiny Committee 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

The Working Group concludes that ─ 
 

Conclusion 1: The varying geography and land use density of Oxfordshire 

means that the potential for active travel to reduce road journeys varies across 
the county. However, new technology such as e-bikes present increase the 

potential of active travel and will increasingly do so as costs for consumers 
decrease over time.  

 
Conclusion 2: Learning from the Netherlands indicates there four key 

enablers to increasing bike travel: 

i. a commitment from the local authority to increasing it; 
ii. delivering a comprehensive cycle network which meets the different 

needs of rural and urban areas; 
iii. managing traffic flows; and 
iv. building a cycling culture,  

and that the comprehensiveness of active travel networks is of greatest 
importance. 
 
Conclusion 3: according to UK research, all of the following objectives should 

be met to significantly increase cycling:  

 Affordability: people can afford bikes and perceive them as good value 
for money and more economical than other transport options.  

 

 Awareness: people are aware of the benefits of cycling and are familiar 
with available cycling initiatives and opportunities.  

 

 Infrastructure and functionality: people feel safe cycling and can access 

the equipment and infrastructure that meets their needs and makes 
cycling convenient.  

 

 Habits and friction: it is not overly effortful to cycle and establish cycling 
habits. It is easy for people to try it out and see if they like it.  

 

 Skills and confidence: people have the skills and confidence to try out 

cycling and to cycle regularly.  
 

 Desirability: people are sufficiently motivated to try cycling, and see 

themselves as cyclists. 
 

Conclusion 4: There is a concern that there is a misalignment between the 

target for modal shift to active travel and the ambitions to cut car journeys 

across the county, and that there is a disconnect between the council’s 



ambitions for active travel as outlined in LTCP 5 and its prioritisation within the 
organisation and in the preparation of funding bids. 
 
Conclusion 5: The role of spatial planning and land-use (i.e. how close are 

shops and local amenities to housing) is a key determinant of whether 

someone can move around using active travel in their daily life. 
 
Conclusion 6: Hosting the Cycle County Active Travel Conference in 2023 

presents an opportunity for the council to be an exemplar of good practice to 
the rest of the country, should adequate progress be made by then. 

 
Conclusion 7: Actual and perceived road safety, inadequate secure bike 

storage and a lack of comprehensive, high-quality, dedicated cycle paths are 

the primary disincentives to bike travel in Oxfordshire.  
 
Conclusion 8: A preference for delivering a comprehensive cycle network 

over a quality one does not legitimise dangerous or substandard infrastructure 
on any route, which is completely avoidable.  

 
Conclusion 9: The council’s commitment to Vision Zero is commendable and 

welcome but requires a culture shift within the transport service and amongst 
stakeholders and progress towards this shift requires the commitment of 
resource. 

 
Conclusion 10: Support and opinion regarding low traffic neighbourhoods 

and other transport schemes varies amongst disabled residents, and broad 

consultation is therefore important.  
 
Conclusion 11: Disabled people do not currently feel listened to by the 

council or as though it is sensitive to their travel needs, and it is important the 
council address this. 
 
Conclusion 12: Oxford City Council’s Inclusive Transport and Movement 

Focus Group has undertaken valuable work to understand the needs and lived 
experience of disabled people and presents a model which is welcomed by 
stakeholder groups. 

 
Conclusion 13: Residents can find it easier to engage with consultations 

which are about specific projects or illustrate how policy will manifest in 
practice, rather than solely about abstract, high-level policy.  
 
Conclusion 14: The largest barrier to increasing bus patronage is journey 

times, which are often increased by urban congestion, which is particularly 

exacerbated by single-occupancy car use. There is a tension between journey 
times and the comprehensiveness of routes in relation to increasing bus 
patronage.  

 
Conclusion 15: Private car use is likely to be self-perpetuating, as car 

journeys increase congestion, which slows bus journeys, which in turn 
discourages residents from travelling by bus. Single-occupancy car journeys 



are particularly inefficient and have a disproportionately high impact on 
congestion per person per mile travelled. In order for the council to reduce car 
journeys, it needs better data to understand existing travel patterns to ensure 

that alternative modes are viable for residents. 
 
Conclusion 16: Bus journey times in Oxford impact journey times across the 

county due to its central location within the county. Previously, an increase in 
bus journey times of 10 per cent in the city resulted in a commensurate 

reduction in patronage across the county. Nevertheless, not all communities 
are Oxford centric and thus require comprehensive and timely bus services 

into their urban focal points.  
 
Conclusion 17: Small, low-cost capital projects – such as good quality, well-

located bus stops and highly targeted traffic-flow and prioritisation 
interventions – can have significant impacts on bus patronage.  

 
Conclusion 18: There is a perception that rail operators are focused on 

consolidating networks and increasing the efficiency of existing services, 

rather than expanding services. 
 
Conclusion 19: Car-dependent housing developments can lead to significant 

car-based congestion, while transit-oriented developments present significant 
opportunities to increase public transport use when located in urban areas or 

near transport hubs or strategic public transport services, or where adequate 
funding is obtained from developers for such purposes.  
 
Conclusion 20: Private car use remains the primary mode of transport for 

many residents, particularly those living in rural areas which lack 

comprehensive and frequent public transport services or where the geography 
is not suited to active travel. Multi-modal travel and mobility hubs present an 
opportunity to reduce car journeys but will be ineffective if public transport 

stations and mobility hubs are not accessible to residents for whom it would be 
impractical to use active travel or public transport to access them.  

 
Conclusion 21: While there is limited scope to avoid the transportation of 

goods, there is greater opportunity to shift and improve how goods are 

transported. The LTCP lacks clear targets to shift and improve the 
transportation of freight and a firm commitment to restricting heavy freight to 

strategic roads. 
 
Conclusion 22: The council and industry are both unaware of all the weight 

restrictions on roads in and around Oxfordshire and it can be challenging to 
enforce existing weight restrictions.  

 
Conclusion 23: The council and freight industry’s objectives are in conflict. 

There are a number of tensions between the views and interests of residents, 

the economy and industry which LTCP needs to balance sensitively.  
 
Conclusion 24: Expert evidence received by the Working Group is that the 

council’s existing traffic modelling inputs and assumptions do not reflect the 



LTCP targets to reduce car use nor the current operating picture, for example 
the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic and Brexit on travel patterns. However, 
certain modelling input and assumptions can be required to access 

government funding.  
 
Conclusion 25: The council currently lacks comprehensive data on existing 

travel patterns or demand for travel and goods, which makes defining 
transport policy outcomes and evaluating the impact of policy challenging.  

 
Conclusion 26: There is not yet a clear link between the transport policy 

evidence base and the policies being put forward in the LTCP and how they 
align with the headline targets in the LTCP.  
 
Conclusion 27: Resource and capacity are likely to present barriers to the 

achievement of the council’s transport objectives. 

 
Conclusion 28: The council suffers from not having an overarching transport 

strategy document for Oxfordshire which ties together all factors relevant to 

transport.  
 
Conclusion 29: Shifting transport behaviours can mean a large disruption to 

people’s lives and provoke significant public backlash. It therefore requires 
public buy-in to be successful. Recently, the importance of communication and 

engagement to deliver modal shift and avoid backlash has been overlooked in 
transport projects.   

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
The Cabinet is RECOMMENDED to implement the following recommendations:  

 
Recommendation 1: Active travel and public transport teams be resourced 

and prioritised within the organisation to a level that reflects the LTCP 
transport hierarchy; and transport teams work in collaborated manner which 
reflects the LTCP ambition for an integrated transport network.  

 
Recommendation 2: The council accord greater importance to the 

requirements of local transport routes pertaining to active travel, particularly 
applying Local Transport Note 1/20, and make them central to relevant 
applications for future funding.  

 
Recommendation 3: The council ensure that its responses as a transport 

consultee to planning applications from local planning authorities include 
consideration of proposals from the perspective of improving and enabling 
active travel, including adherence to Local Transport Note 1/20, rather than 

simply the marginal effect on motor transport. 
 

Recommendation 4: The county council work more closely with the city and 

the district councils to deliver 20-minute neighbourhoods so that walking and 
cycling is the natural first choice.   

 



Recommendation 5: The council review the Local Authority Active Travel 

Toolkit and adopt relevant elements of it within the Active Travel Strategy.  
 

Recommendation 6: The council make adequate provision in its revenue 

budget for the maintenance required for active travel infrastructure to remain 

relevant and in line with best practice.  
 

Recommendation 7: Cabinet Members and relevant officers, before making 

decisions or bid submissions on active transport infrastructure projects, 
personally acquaint themselves with what it is like to travel on the route in 

question. 
 
Recommendation 8: That Cabinet Members and senior officer development 

of first-hand awareness of active travel impacts be adopted as a stage of 
project delivery, and the ongoing impacts on outcomes of taking this step are 

monitored.  
 
Recommendation 9: The county council assume responsibility for running 

Oxford City Council’s Inclusive Transport and Movement Focus group and 
provide adequate resource for that purpose, with a view to enabling and 

embedding its input on policy and scheme design and review across the 
county. 
 
Recommendation 10: That relevant Cabinet Members immediately begin 

regularly attending meetings of the Inclusive Transport and Movement Focus 
Group.  

 
Recommendation 11: Alongside the LTCP, the council publish a summary of 

the elements of the LTCP intended to address the needs of disabled 
residents. 
 
Recommendation 12: The council ensure that within the transport service 

area there is specialist knowledge of best practice in respect of inclusive 

transport, including potentially through the hiring of dedicated officers.   
 
Recommendation 13: To improve public transport connectivity, the council 

advocate for the construction of new train stations on existing lines and seek 
funding from non-public sources which stand to benefit from such improved 

connectivity, such as through land value capture.  
 
Recommendation 14: The council work with partners to audit and map all 

weight-restricted areas and enforcement measures and ensure that weight-
restricted areas are adequately signposted and thus enforceable; and then 

make the locations of weight restrictions readily available to industry and 
stakeholders. After having done so, the council work with communities to 
introduce area-based environmental weight restrictions, other enforceable 

interventions, and appropriate HGV routes which protect areas adversely 
impacted by HGVs; and work with partners to robustly enforce restrictions.  

 



Recommendation 15: The LTCP freight and logistics strategy explore and 

promote the introduction of consolidation centres to enable last-mile deliveries 
to be undertaken using fewer road vehicles and low-carbon alternatives.  

 
Recommendation 16: The council approach the restriction of HGV through-

traffic to strategic roads through area-based strategies which reflect the needs 
and concerns of communities and align with a county-wide freight and logistics 
strategy. There is pressing need for an area strategy in the Windrush Valley 

area following the findings and removal of the experimental weight restriction 
at Burford.  

 
Recommendation 18: The council review its transport modelling practices 

and provide a response to the evidence collected by the Transport Working 

Group, including in respect of additional car journeys induced by the creation 
of additional road capacity, and its challenge: that modelling inputs and 

assumptions which better reflect current travel patterns and the LTCP’s 
transport targets should be used to inform policy and funding bids.  
 
Recommendation 19: The council do more – including establishing focus 

groups in relation to geographic areas and journey demand types – to 

understand which (particularly single-occupancy) car journeys are avoidable 
and the alternatives which are viable for residents, to help develop focused 
policies that successfully enable modal shift.  

 
Recommendation 20: Both within the transport service and at organisation 

level, the council review its relationship with data collection and usage to 

ensure that policy and decision-making are underpinned by robust and reliable 
evidence, have achievable outcomes, can be evaluated, and that lessons are 

learnt from projects to enable continual improvement.  
 
Recommendation 21: The LTCP and associated strategies prioritise 

achievable initiatives which are expected to deliver the greatest benefits in the 
shortest periods of time; and work with stakeholders in establishing 

achievability.  
 
Recommendation 22:  The priority actions of the LTCP and associated 

policies and strategies should include: 

 reducing car-based urban congestion, particularly from single-

occupancy vehicles, in order to improve bus journey times and thus bus 
patronage;  

 initiatives which increase the proportion of journeys undertaken using 
active travel; 

 measures to address capacity and congestion, particularly at peak 

times; 

 developing multi-modal transport hubs; and 

 trialling low-carbon freight options for local and last-mile journeys. 
 
Recommendation 23: The council should develop an Oxfordshire-wide 

transport strategy, taking a system-leadership role across Oxfordshire 



transport, land-use and place-shaping that considers all transport 
stakeholders, policies, projects and data. 
 
Recommendation 24: The council deliver public and active travel alternatives 

to car journeys based on reliable evidence of their ability to deliver modal 

shifts; and interventions to reduce private vehicle journeys be accompanied by 
such viable, evidence-based, sustainable, integrated, and inclusive travel 
alternatives.  

 
Recommendation 25: The council proactively and comprehensively canvass 

the views of businesses in respect of its transport policy. 
 
Recommendation 26: the council communicate the benefits of modal shifts 

and the public transport available to residents to nudge them to choose the 
most appropriate transport modes for their journeys.   

 
Recommendation 27: The council invest in transport-specific communication 

and engagement support for future projects that aim to achieve modal shift. 

 
Recommendation 28: The council put the need to avoid, shift and improve 

car journeys and increase active travel and public transport connectivity at the 
heart of its strategic planning policy; and apply the principle of 20-minute 
neighbourhoods to its strategic planning policy and place-shaping.  

 
The Place Overview and Scrutiny Committee is RECOMMENDED to implement the 

following recommendation:  

 
Recommendation 17: The Place Overview & Scrutiny Committee seek 

briefings on how the freight industry operates and manages safety in relation 
to other road users.  

Executive Summary 

 
1. The council is developing a new local transport plan, Local Transport and 

Connectivity Plan, a draft of which was consulted on between January and 
March 2022. The Transport Policy Development Working Group was 

established to consider transport policy development in Oxfordshire and 
provide oversight of policy development and consultation.  
 

2. Oxfordshire County Council is currently developing Oxfordshire’s fifth local 
transport plan, to be called ‘Local Transport and Connectivity Plan’ (LTCP). 

 
3. The LTCP is being designed to support the council’s Strategic Plan. The LTCP 

vision is for an inclusive, safe and net-zero transport system which supports 

wellbeing and socioeconomic outcomes.   
 

4. The Working Group focused on five themes related to the Local Transport and 
Connectivity Plan during its inquiry – active travel, the travel needs of disabled 
residents, public transport, freight and logistics, and highways expansion – by 

considering reports and hearing oral evidence.  



 
5. The Working Group agreed 29 conclusions and makes 28 recommendations 

in respect of transport policy development in Oxfordshire.  

The Working Group’s Inquiry 

 

1. At its meeting of 24 November 2021, the Place Overview & Scrutiny Committee 
established the Transport Policy Development Working Group to review 
transport policy development in Oxfordshire and provide oversight of current 

and emerging transport policy development and consultation.  
 

2. The following members were appointed to the Working Group: 

 Cllr Hicks – Chair  

 Cllr Dan Levy – Deputy Chair 

 Cllr Judy Roberts 

 Cllr Yvonne Constance OBE 

 Cllr Brad Baines 

 Cllr Kieron Mallon 

 
3. At its first meeting, on 11 February 2022, the Working Group elected Councillor 

Hicks as its Chair and Cllr Dan Levy as its Deputy Chair and developed a project 
plan. 
 

4. The Working Group held four evidence sessions: 
 

7 March 2022  
The Working Group received an overview of the Local Transport Connectivi ty 
Plan 5 (LTCP) and associated transport policies and strategies and heard oral 

evidence from council officers and the following expert witnesses:  

 Professor Phil Goodwin, Emeritus Professor of Transport Policy, 

University of London 

 Professor John Whitelegg, Visiting Professor, School of the Built 

Environment, Liverpool John Moores University 

 Peter Cushing, Director of Midland Metro Alliance 
 

18 May 2022 
The Working Group received a report on the proposed LTCP policies to develop 

the public transport network and services to reduce car use and heard oral 
evidence from council officers and the following stakeholders/experts:  

 Nick Small, Head of Strategic Development and Built Environment, 

Stagecoach West 

 Luke Marion, Oxford Bus Company and Thames Travel, acting Managing 

Director 
 

The Working Group also received a report on the proposed LTCP freight and 
logistics strategy and heard oral evidence from council officers and the following 
stakeholders/experts:  

 Chris Ashley, Road Haulage Association 

 Heidi Skinner, Logistics UK 



 
23 May 2022 
The Working Group received a report in respect of how the LTCP and 

associated policies were designed to support the travel needs of disabled 
residents and heard oral evidence from council officers and the following 

expert/stakeholder witnesses:  

 David Deriaz, Oxfordshire Transport and Access Group 

 Ted Maxwell, Lead for the Inclusive Transport & Movement Focus Group, 

Oxford City Council 
 

The Working Group also received a report on the proposed LTCP policies and 
actions to develop walking and cycling networks and heard oral evidence from 
council officers and, 

 Dr Alison Hill, Chair of Cyclox.  

Oxfordshire’s Fifth Local Transport Plan 

 
5. A local transport plan is a statutory document issued under section 108(3) of 

the Transport Act 2000 and is part of Oxfordshire County Council’s policy 
framework. The 2000 Act requires that local transport authorities produce a 
plan which contains their policies for the promotion and encouragement of 

safe, integrated, efficient and economic transport to, from and within their 
areas. ‘Transport’ is that required to meet the needs of persons living or 

working in, visiting, or travelling through, the authority’s area and that required 
for the transportation of freight. 
 

6. The current local transport plan for Oxfordshire, Local Transport Plan 4, was 
published in 2016. The development of Oxfordshire’s fifth local transport plan, 

to be termed Local Transport and Connectivity Plan (‘LTCP’ herein) to better 
reflect the council’s strategy for digital infrastructure and better connectivity 
across the whole county, was initiated under the previous administration and 

resumed by the Fair Deal Alliance after the May 2021 election.  
 

7. The council consulted on a topic paper in March 2020 and on a vision 
document in February 2021. Between January and March 2022, the council 
consulted on the draft LTCP the reports received by the Working Group in 

May 2022 included the findings of that consultation and the changes being 
considered as a result.  

 
Key aspects of LTCP 

8. The LTCP is described as being key to delivering the following priorities in the 

council’s Strategic Plan 2022-2025: 

 Put action to address the climate emergency at the heart of the 

council’s work 

 Prioritise the health and wellbeing of residents 

 Invest in an inclusive, integrated and sustainable transport network.  
 

9. The key challenges the LTCP is to address are:  

 Decarbonisation 

https://letstalk.oxfordshire.gov.uk/LTCP
https://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/sites/default/files/file/about-council/OCCStrategicPlan2022.pdf


 Private car use 

 Housing and economic growth 

 Transport and digital connectivity 

 Rural areas 

 Inclusivity 

 
10. The overarching LTCP vision for transport in Oxfordshire is:  

 
Our Local Transport and Connectivity Plan vision is for an inclusive and safe 

net-zero Oxfordshire transport system that enables all parts of the county to 
thrive. 
 

It will tackle inequality, be better for health, wellbeing and social inclusivity and 
have zero road fatalities or life-changing injuries. It will also enhance our 

natural and historic environment and enable the county to be one of the 
world’s leading innovation economies. 
 

Our plan sets out to achieve this by reducing the need to travel and private car 
use through making walking, cycling, public and shared transport the natural 
first choice. 

 
11. The council has identified six key themes – areas it is seeking to transform 

through implementing the vision: 
 
Intended outcome for environment  

Sustainable communities that are resilient to climate change, enhance the 
natural environment, improve biodiversity and are supported by our net-zero 

transport network. 
 
Intended outcome for health  

Improved health and wellbeing and reduced health inequalities enabled 
through active and healthy lifestyles, improved road safety and inclusive 

communities. 
 

Intended outcome for healthy place shaping 

Sustainable, well designed, thriving communities where healthy behaviours 
are the norm and which provide a sense of belonging, identity and community. 

 
Intended outcome for productivity 
A world leading business base that is sustainable, has created new jobs, 

products and careers for all communities and is supported by an effective, net-
zero transport network. 

 
Intended outcome for connectivity 
Communities are digitally connected, innovative technologies are supported 

and there is improved connectivity and mobility, across the county, enabling 
greater choice and seamless interchange between sustainable modes. 

 
Intended outcome for inclusivity 



Barriers to access are removed and all communities are supported by our 
inclusive transport system to play a full role in society and have independence, 
choice and control. 

 
12. The headline targets in relation to the vision and key themes of LTCP are set 

out below.  
 
By 2030:  

 Replace or remove 1 out of every 4 current car trips in Oxfordshire 

 Increase the number of cycle trips in Oxfordshire from 600,000 to 1 

million cycle trips per week 

 Reduce road fatalities or life changing injuries by 50% 

 
By 2040:  

 Deliver a net-zero transport network 

 Replace or remove an additional 1 out of 3 car trips in Oxfordshire 
 

By 2050:  

 Deliver a transport network that contributes to a climate positive future. 

 Have zero, or as close as possible, road fatalities or life-changing 
injuries 
 

13. The key ways in which the council is proposing to achieve its LTCP targets 
are: 

 Improved traffic management 

 Promoting walking and cycling  

 Investing in strategic public transport networks and the provision of 
better and quicker bus and rail services 

 Improving multi-modal travel, including the development of mobility 

hubs 

 Improving road safety 

 Improving digital connectivity 

 Supporting transport innovations that help make walking, cycling, public 

and shared transport more attractive. 
 

14. LTCP policies are grouped according to policy focus areas:  

 Walking and cycling 

 Healthy place shaping 

 Road safety 

 Digital connectivity 

 Public transport 

 Environment, carbon and 

air quality 

 Network, parking and 
congestion management 

 Innovation 

 Data 

 Freight and logistics 

 Regional connectivity 

 Local connectivity 
 

 
15. The draft LTCP includes a hierarchy of road users (Policy 1) which sets the 

direction for the rest of the LTCP by outlining the order in which the council is 

to prioritise different modes of transport in policy development and scheme 
design: 



 Walking (including running, mobility aids, wheelchairs and mobility 
scooters)  

 Cycling and riding (bicycles, non-standard cycles, e-bikes, cargo bikes, 

e-scooters and horse riding)  

 Public transport (bus, scheduled coach, rail and taxis)  

 Motorcycles  

 Shared vehicles (car clubs and carpooling)  

 Other motorised modes (cars, vans and lorries)  
 

16. The Working Group heard that the hierarchy for travel and approach to travel 
demand management in LTCP are based on the principals of avoid, shift, then 
improve set out in the Pathways to a zero carbon Oxfordshire (PaZCO) report:  

 
Switching to electric is an example of ‘Improve’, while telecommuting can be a 

way to ‘Avoid’ travel. A ‘shift’ to local, active travel can help increase footfall on 
local high streets and ease congestion as well as improving health. 1   

Active Travel 

 
Cycling 

17. Whilst active travel does include more than just cycling, given the adequacy of 
existing cycling provision relative to walking, and the commitment required, 
financially and otherwise, to improve it, the primary focus of the Group’s work 

was on cycling. 
 

18. The percentage of residents cycling in Oxfordshire is higher than the national 
average. Currently 12 per cent of residents cycle three times per week 
compared to the national average of 5 per cent. However, when Oxford is 

removed, the countywide average falls to 8 per cent. In total, 300k cycle trips 
are made within Oxford each year, and 300k throughout the remainder of the 

county. This difference is a function of a number of factors. Oxford is the largest 
urban centre in the county, meaning more journeys can be made over a shorter 
distance. Demographically, its population is younger, including many students 

without cars. It also has the benefit of being relatively flat. These all contribute 
to Oxford’s strong relative cycling culture.  

 
19. It is important to recognise that these factors will continue to exert an influence 

throughout the time horizons of the LTCP and Active Travel Strategy. As such, 

both the LTCP and Active Travel Strategy are predicated on varying levels of 
contribution for Oxford and the outlying areas of the county: the aim is to get 

Oxford to reach 450k journeys per annum, with the rest of the county, given its 
lower initial base, increasing to 550k. Oxford’s significantly higher base makes 
equal percentage increases far more challenging, but its inherent advantages 

mean it is expected to remain an outsized contributor to the number of cycle 
journeys relative to other areas. On the other hand, outside the City the lower 

base is felt to allow a greater proportional increase. The development of 
technology, particularly e bikes, which are of benefit to those who may be older, 

                                                 
1 Environmental Change Institute, University of Oxford, 'Pathways to a zero carbon Oxfordshire' (2021) 

https://www.eci.ox.ac.uk/news/2021/0629-pathways-to-zero-carbon-oxfordshire.html


wish to travel further, or face hilly terrain, is expected to underpin this 
development as costs reduce and e-bike ownership becomes more widespread.  
 

Conclusion 1: The varying geography and land use density of Oxfordshire 
means that the potential for active travel to reduce road journeys varies across 

the county. However, new technology such as e-bikes present increase the 
potential of active travel and will increasingly do so as costs for consumers 
decrease over time.  

 
What needs to be done? 

 
20. Although active travel has multiple benefits, making positive contributions 

towards physical and mental health, supporting low-cost travel, and making 

neighbourhoods more pleasant environments, the primary policy driver is to 
reduce transport-related carbon emissions.  

 
21. The world leader in normalising active travel, particularly bike journeys, is the 

Netherlands. Nationally around 27 per cent of all trips are by cycle, evenly 

spread across genders and all age groups, including 0-11 and over 75 year 
olds, with the exception of 12-17 year olds who make 55 per cent of trips by 

cycle. Around 24 per cent of Dutch people cycle every day. The Dutch own 
22.5 million bikes, with 84% of the population owning a bike. There are around 
35,000 km of cycle lanes and off-road cycle paths in total and 55,000 km of 

cycle streets where cars and cycles share.  
 

22. The Dutch have been promoting cycling and managing car use since the 
1970s, which as in Oxford is one of the main reasons for its high cycling 
levels. Learning from their experience indicates that there are four key 

enablers to normalising active travel – primarily council leadership, to 
undertake traffic management, parking control and speed reduction measures, 

combined with creating comprehensive cycle networks, thereby embedding 
cycling as a cultural norm. Dutch and European research can be found in 
many documents including the “Dutch Bicycle Masterplan” and “Cycling Cities: 

European Experience”.  
 

23. An important learning point from the Dutch experience, particularly in the 
context of delivering such an ambition with finite resources, is that when 
choices have to be made between comprehensiveness and quality of cycle 

network, a comprehensive network is more important. Whilst in the 
consultation on the LTCP all proposed policies had over 80 per cent support, 

this information adds particular weight to the support of the public regarding 
the importance of developing greenways, which provide cycle access away 
from the highway network. These act as safe and important interconnectors to 

the rest of the network and are therefore a key element of an active travel-
supporting policy environment. 

 
Conclusion 2: Learning from the Netherlands indicates there four key 
enablers to increasing bike travel: 

i. a commitment from the local authority to increasing it; 



ii. delivering a comprehensive cycle network which meets the different 
needs of rural and urban areas; 

iii. managing traffic flows; and 

iv. building a cycling culture,  
and that the comprehensiveness of active travel networks is of greatest 

importance. 
 

24. Behavioural research undertaken on the behalf of the Department for 

Transport identified the following barriers to increasing cycling, and identified 
related objectives (see conclusion 3) which may significantly increase cycling 

if all are met: 

 Affordability  

 Awareness 

 Infrastructure and functionality 

 Habits and friction  

 Skills and confidence 

 Desirability2 

 
Conclusion 3: according to UK research, all of the following objectives should 

be met to significantly increase cycling:  

 Affordability: people can afford bikes and perceive them as good value 
for money and more economical than other transport options.  

 

 Awareness: people are aware of the benefits of cycling and are familiar 

with available cycling initiatives and opportunities.  
 

 Infrastructure and functionality: people feel safe cycling and can access 
the equipment and infrastructure that meets their needs and makes 
cycling convenient.  

 

 Habits and friction: it is not overly effortful to cycle and establish cycling 

habits. It is easy for people to try it out and see if they like it.  
 

 Skills and confidence: people have the skills and confidence to try out 

cycling and to cycle regularly.  
 

 Desirability: people are sufficiently motivated to try cycling, and see 
themselves as cyclists. 

 

Commitment 

25. Seen from one perspective, the council’s aim to increase cycle journeys to 1 

million per year by 2030 is ambitious. This represents an overall increase 

within the next eight years of two thirds. The target for Oxford city, if reached, 

would bring cycling usage to rates to that of Cambridge, but unseen in Oxford 

since before mass ownership of private cars, to the rates of the 1940s. From 

another perspective, however, it is an inadequate response given the scale of 

the challenge. Early estimates based on traffic flow data suggest that in the 

                                                 
2 Department for Transport, ‘A Moment of Change: Increasing Cycling Uptake’ (December 2020) 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1005208/moment-of-change-increasing-cycling-uptake.pdf


region of 75 million annual car journeys need to be removed from Oxfordshire 

roads in order to deliver the LTCP’s ambition of a net-zero transport network 

by 2050. The promotion and development of active travel must necessarily 

form a key element of this modal shift, but the scale of the two targets is not 

aligned. Indeed, it is the view of the Working Group that at present the Active 

Travel Hub within the council, being comprised of three officers, is 

insufficiently resourced to deliver the current targets, let alone those which 

might correlate more closely with the scale of the journey-reduction across the 

county.  

26. The Working Group notes that the council has successfully committed to 

delivering ambitious transport projects, such as the Zero Emissions Zone, 

Eynsham Park and Ride and Low Traffic Neighbourhoods. In doing so, the 

Working Group was informed, it has earned credibility with the Department for 

Transport, improving its standing for future applications for funding. This is 

very much welcome, but at the same time it is also notable that active travel is 

an ancillary beneficiary to these schemes, not its core focus. It is agreed that 

other schemes, for instance the Quickways and Quietways schemes, which 

have also been delivered recently, are more active travel-focused. 

Nevertheless, the balance seems to provide an indication that active travel is 

of lesser priority than those areas which were prioritised. The Working Group 

considers this to be a mistake, and that the present restructuring of the 

Environment and Place directorate which is underway is an opportunity to give 

parity of priority to Active Travel in terms of resourcing, strategic importance 

and seeking external funding. Public transport should also be similarly 

promoted in order to achieve the aims of the LTCP.  

Conclusion 4: There is a concern that there is a misalignment between the 

target for modal shift to active travel and the ambitions to cut car journeys 
across the county, and that there is a disconnect between the council’s 
ambitions for active travel as outlined in LTCP 5 and its prioritisation within the 

organisation and in the preparation of funding bids. 
 

Recommendation 1: Active travel and public transport teams be resourced 
and prioritised within the organisation to a level that reflects the LTCP 
transport hierarchy; and transport teams work in collaborated manner which 

reflects the LTCP ambition for an integrated transport network.  
 

27. It is necessary to point out that increased budgetary provision is a long way, 
however, from being the only element in delivering cycle-friendly 
infrastructure, important as it may be. The way that the council translates that 

financial commitment to relevant infrastructure is also fundamental. The view 
of the Group is that, at a high level, there is a disconnect between the 

council’s ambitions around active travel, and the degree to which its 
requirements are incorporated into wider schemes. The Group would like to 
see the council’s proposals accord with the good practice in Local Transport 

Note 1/20 which, at present, the Group feels it falls short of doing. 
 



Recommendation 2: The council accord greater importance to the 
requirements of local transport routes pertaining to active travel, particularly 
applying Local Transport Note 1/20, and make them central to relevant 

applications for future funding.  
 

Delivering a comprehensive network 

28. In light of the importance of the comprehensiveness of the active travel 

network, the Group explored some of the challenges and opportunities that 

exist. Clearly, one of the biggest is that active travel infrastructure must 

integrate with other, existing and planned, infrastructure. However, within a 

two-tier local authority structure such as Oxfordshire, responsibilities around 

Planning and Highways vest with different authorities making coordination 

more challenging.  

29. This challenge lies at different levels. At the more straightforward level, tier-

two authorities have responsibilities for deciding the vast majority of individual 

planning applications. The county council is not, therefore, involved in the 

decision-making process for these applications. Instead, its views are sought 

as a statutory consultee due to its status as the Highway authority. Evidently, 

this gives the council a limited power to influence planning decisions. Limited 

power, however, is not the same as no power and it is the view of the Group 

that the limitation on the council’s power makes it all the more important that 

the involvement it does have is as impactful as possible.  

30. At present, it is the view of the Group that the council’s current approach does 

not exert the maximum influence it could towards developing, via planned 

developments, more active travel. The reason for this is the focus in 

consultation responses on the marginal effect on motor transport. Awareness 

of the impact of a development on motor traffic is, of course, pertinent to 

making an informed decision on the merits of a planning application. However, 

so too are considerations as to the adequacy, for example, of bike parking 

provision. Indeed, the two issues are liable to be linked; a lack of bike parking 

may induce additional demand for motor journeys, for example.  

31. Central government has produced comprehensive guidance on good practice 

over cycling infrastructure, the main report of which runs to approximately 170 

pages. To support active travel, good practice must be incorporated into new 

developments as much as possible. The report, Local Transport Note 1/20, 

provides sufficiently granular detail to equip officers responding to 

consultations with the knowledge to query and challenge elements of designs 

which do not conform to good practice. The need to bring about modal shift 

must necessarily also mean a shift in the council’s approach to responding to 

planning applications. The Group’s view is that it is both possible and 

desirable that it should do so, and that active travel must become a key plank 

in future responses.  

Recommendation 3: The council ensure that its responses as a transport 

consultee to planning applications from local planning authorities include 
consideration of proposals from the perspective of improving and enabling 



active travel, including adherence to Local Transport Note 1/20, rather than 
simply the marginal effect on motor transport.    
  

32. An additional benefit to focusing on active travel within the council’s responses 

to planning applications is the cumulative impact amongst both officers and 

members in Planning authorities of active travel issues. Consistently raising 

the topic will, over time, shape perspectives of the primary Planning decision-

makers. This is of relevance to the second level of challenge.  

33. Tier-two authorities not only are responsible for determining planning 

applications but also have a responsibility for setting the rules against which 

applications will be judged in the form of a Local Plan. Councils must ensure 

that their proposals are justified and evidenced, as adjudged by a Local 

Planning Inspector, meaning Planning authorities are not at complete liberty to 

do as they wish. Nevertheless, there is reason to presume that there is 

capacity at the margins to see greater support for active travel within the 

county’s Local Plans the more it is raised and the more possibilities are 

espoused. This is an important role for the county council to be playing.  

34. Whilst Local Plans involve the setting of standards, energy efficiency, for 

example, or the proportion of social housing required in a development, 

another crucial function is spatial planning, and the identification of those 

areas suitable for future development or regeneration. The reason why this is 

relevant to discussions of active travel is that active travel can be planned-in at 

a strategic level, but equally it can be planned-out. The location of a 

development in relation to other key locations – for instance, centres of 

employment, schools, shops, and recreation - has a strong influence on the 

mode of travel individuals tend towards. Distance, however, is not the only 

factor. Accessibility is equally important. Amenities may be proximate to the 

site of a development, but if they are on the other side of a busy dual 

carriageway, for instance, the most convenient way to access them is still 

likely to be by car.  

35. This issue, and its contribution to congestion, climate change and ill-health, 

has been recognised and, in places, addressed. The ‘20-minute 

neighbourhood’ concept has been adopted and implemented in a number of 

places around the world. The aim is ensure that a resident can access all the 

places they frequent in their day to day life within a 20 minute walk, the time 

research indicates is the maximum time most individuals are willing to 

consider walking over other forms of transport. Achieving this is challenging 

but has a wide breadth of benefits. Economic benefits are perhaps the most 

straightforward to track. The Living Streets organisation has suggested that 

improvements to access can increase footfall in local businesses by up to 40 

per cent.3 Likewise, estate agents Savills estimate that areas which have 

undergone thoughtful and considered placemaking can see land values 

increase by 25 per cent.4 These figures alone are fairly compelling, even 

                                                 
3 Living Streets, 'The Pedestrian Pound' (2018) 
4 Savills UK ‘Spotlight: Development – The Value of Placemaking’ (2016) 

https://www.livingstreets.org.uk/media/3890/pedestrian-pound-2018.pdf
https://www.savills.co.uk/research_articles/229130/208527-0


before the other economic, as well as social, environmental and health 

benefits are considered. The Group strongly supports the concept of 20-

minute neighbourhoods and is gladdened that the council has committed to 

work with district and city councils to deliver them in the LTCP.  

36. The Group would underline the importance and necessity of collaboration. In a 

guide for local authorities on 20-minute neighbourhoods the Town and 

Country Planning Association states the following: “The creation of a 20-

minute neighbourhood is a multi-faceted process. While there are many 

examples in England of local authorities putting individual elements of the 

concept into place, few draw all the elements together.’5 Prerequisites for 

delivering such neighbourhoods are identified as including ‘strong, inspiring 

leadership’ and ‘partnership and advocacy’. The council has undertaken to 

work with tier-two councils locally, but the partnerships required to deliver true 

20-minute neighbourhoods extend beyond that. Coordination between 

different tiers of councils is necessary, but with the NHS, education providers, 

community organisations and businesses is vital also and this is where the 

Group sees the council in being able to bring the greatest value. Given that it 

already has working relationships with all the aforementioned parties, it is in a 

strong position to facilitate (as well as contribute) towards the development of 

20-minute neighbourhoods throughout the county, and the Group would like to 

see it do so.  

37. The Group does recognise that there is considerable uncertainty around the 

future shape of the Planning system in the future, with strong signals from 

central government of changes, but uncertainty as to the likely nature of those 

changes. Nevertheless, that uncertainty is perhaps all the more reason to 

pursue joint working between the council and local Planning authorities to 

deliver policies which will increase active travel whilst the agency to do so still 

exists.  

Conclusion 5: The role of spatial planning and land-use (i.e. how close are 

shops and local amenities to housing) is a key determinant of whether 
someone can move around using active travel in their daily life. 

 
Recommendation 4: The county council work more closely with the city and 
the district councils to deliver 20-minute neighbourhoods so that walking and 

cycling is the natural first choice.   
 

38. A further source of useful information provided to the Group was the 

Department of Transport’s recently released Local Authority Active Travel 

Toolkit. The Toolkit covers four ways in which local authorities can promote 

active travel. The first, the promotion of Local Cycling and Walking 

Infrastructure Plans (LCWIPs) is already underway by the council. However, 

there is scope for additional work by the council in the other three: the 

development of a travel demand management plan, more activity around 

planning beyond what has been discussed above, and developing a behaviour 

                                                 
5 Town and Country Planning Association, '20-Minute Neighbourhoods ' (March 2021) 

https://tcpa.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/final_20mnguide-compressed.pdf


change plan for active travel. The Group has not had sufficient time to go 

through in detail to pick out the elements should be taken forward. However, it 

is supportive of the broad areas of focus, and suggests that the council would 

benefit from reviewing the Toolkit and adopting relevant elements within its 

Active Travel Strategy.  

Recommendation 5: The council review the Local Authority Active Travel 

Toolkit and adopt relevant elements of it within the Active Travel Strategy.  
 

39. One issue raised by the Group was that of maintenance. It is very easy when 

discussing the financing of infrastructure to focus on the capital outlay. After 

all, that is where the biggest single sums are seen. However, if the council 

wishes to develop a comprehensive network, that extension will also entail 

ongoing revenue costs to maintain them. This is important because individuals 

undertaking active travel have less protection; they are exposed to the 

outside. Consequently, to the standard of maintenance required to ensure a 

bike path or footpath remains open is higher. The users are more sensitive to 

changes in the level of maintenance; a bike path which has nettles, or a 

footpath with brambles encroaching, is less likely to be used than a road with 

overgrown verges or hedges. This is a point that the council must understand 

and accept in its budget setting. If it invests large capital sums in developing a 

comprehensive network but does not maintain it adequately, usage of the 

network is liable to fall dramatically, and the value for money of the initial 

investment to be severely impaired.  

Recommendation 6: The council make adequate provision in its revenue 

budget for the maintenance required for active travel infrastructure to remain 
relevant and in line with best practice.  
 

40. Whilst the Group did, of course, spend time reviewing the challenges around 

developing a comprehensive active travel infrastructure, it should not be 

overlooked that there are also opportunities. As said in the introduction to this 

section, Oxfordshire (and Oxford in particular) has a strong base to develop 

active travel. In 2023, the council will be hosting the Cycle County Active 

Travel conference. Proceeding with ambitious plans atop of the existing strong 

foundation would put the council in a position to show itself to be an exemplar 

to other areas, and that is a target to which the council should be aiming.  

Conclusion 6: Hosting the Cycle County Active Travel Conference in 2023 

presents an opportunity for the council to be an exemplar of good practice to 
the rest of the country, should adequate progress be made by then. 

 

Safety and Other Barriers to Cycling 

41. One of the crucial questions posed by the Working Group to its external 

witness concerned the barriers to increased rates of cycling. From the external 

evidence provided by Cyclox, road safety - both actual and perceived – is the 

primary barrier to individuals undertaking more journeys by bike. Segregation 

of cycle traffic from motor traffic is the most effective way of achieving this, 

particularly at junctions which are the site of most serious accidents. However, 



speed and congestion management also contribute towards greater cycle 

safety. It was suggested by Cyclox that the current tendency to create painted 

cycle lanes is not effective at promoting a sense of safety, and are therefore 

ineffective. Painted cycle lanes are also subject to being used for parking by 

motor vehicles, forcing users onto the road. The suggestion received by the 

Working Group is that all highways improvement projects should also include 

a meaningful and effective cycle-improvement element.  

42. If cycling is to grow at the required rate, another blocker to be addressed must 

be greater, and more secure, cycle parking. In 2019/20, the ONS data 

suggests that Oxford had the second highest rate of bike theft in the country. 

This has a disincentivising effect on people’s willingness to use their bikes; the 

feedback by a recent project from Cyclox to provide individuals with bikes was 

that over one in five had stopped cycling previously because their bike was 

stolen.6 Locating secure bike storage around transport hubs in particular must 

be an important step in enabling multi-modal journeys; if a person decides not 

to ride their bike to the bus stop because there is nowhere to park their bike, 

the likelihood is that it is not only the bike ride which is replaced with a car 

journey, but also the bus journey also.  

43. Conversely, the very high proportion of pupils cycling to school where there is 

safe access and adequate parking, including at Cherwell School, 

demonstrates that cycling can become very popular and the preferred 

transport mode. 

Conclusion 7: Actual and perceived road safety, inadequate secure bike 

storage and a lack of comprehensive, high-quality, dedicated cycle paths are 
the primary disincentives to bike travel in Oxfordshire.  

 

44. The point was made above that road improvement schemes should always 

include a cycling improvement element at the same time. Whilst welcome, this 

would not necessarily deliver safer cycling infrastructure without additional 

measures. The reason for this is that it is exceptionally difficult to assess the 

suitability of cycling infrastructure from paper plans. Very small real-world 

things, such as the placement of drains or manhole covers, road indentation 

and potholes, or the natural collection of mud or stones can alter the natural 

area of the road cyclists will tend to occupy, and adjust the risk profile 

accordingly. Likewise, the angle at which traffic filters onto a road is a 

significant determinant of how safe that stretch of road feels, but is difficult to 

judge solely on the basis of plans. The same is true of elevation; hills are an 

impediment to lines of site and reduce the reaction time drivers have to see 

cyclists. At the same time, traffic speed cannot be assumed to be following the 

speed limit for the area. If a section of road prone to excess speed also is 

used by many HGVs, for example, the road will feel significantly more 

dangerous in reality than on paper. As such, the Working Group recommends 

that first-hand knowledge of the road conditions is a prerequisite for making 

                                                 
6 Cherwell, 'Oxford has second biggest bicycle theft rate in UK: numbers and effects' (June 2021) 

https://cherwell.org/2021/06/14/oxford-has-second-biggest-bicycle-theft-rate-in-uk-numbers-and-effects/


informed decisions on how to deliver safety-improving infrastructure, and that 

therefore Cabinet Members and relevant officers, as part of their decision-

making process around cycling infrastructure, should acquaint themselves 

with what it is like to travel on that route. Indeed, such a step would have 

benefits beyond active travel-specific projects; many projects, even if not 

primarily active travel oriented, will have an impact on active travel and would 

also benefit from being informed consideration of the impacts on cycling and 

walking.  

Recommendation 7: Cabinet Members and relevant officers, before making 
decisions or bid submissions on active transport infrastructure projects, 

personally acquaint themselves with what it is like to travel on the route in 
question. 

 

45. A key theme of the work of the Group has been to identify ways in which good 

practice can be embedded, and to cultivate continual improvement through 

monitoring and learning from previous projects. The recommendation above is 

an example of good practice. However, it is easy for this good practice to get 

lost over time unless it is incorporated into project-planning processes. Doing 

so, creating a project stage at which relevant decision-makers are prompted to 

get first-hand awareness of the implications for active travel would realise the 

Group’s ambitions on both fronts. Not only would it embed this good practice 

within ordinary working practices, but it would provide a useful avenue for 

monitoring the impact on satisfaction levels arising from doing so.  

Recommendation 8: That Cabinet Members and senior officer development 

of first-hand awareness of active travel impacts be adopted as a stage of 
project delivery, and the ongoing impacts on outcomes of taking this step are 
monitored.  

 

46. An overall point of discussion is required at this point to address the tension 

between the Working Group’s contention that delivering a comprehensive 

network is preferable to a high quality one, and the discussion above. The 

Working Group wishes to stand by its original point that a comprehensive 

network is fundamental to improving take-up of cycling. However, as part of 

that the council will be making investments in cycling infrastructure. The point 

the Working Group wishes to make is that within the priority accorded to it, 

substandard, or even dangerous, cycle infrastructure is not acceptable and 

can, with good planning, be avoided and the council must ensure that it is.  

Conclusion 8: A preference for delivering a comprehensive cycle network 
over a quality one does not legitimise dangerous or substandard infrastructure 
on any route, which is completely avoidable.  

 

47. Vision Zero is a policy approach to road safety, which adopts as a 

fundamental principle the view that road safety and the avoidance of fatalities 

must form the baseline for road use, and not be treated as one of a number of 

competing priorities. Following consultation on the LTCP, the council has 



undertaken to adopt this approach, news welcomed by both the Working 

Group and its external witness. 

48. It is important, however, to recognise how fundamentally different an approach 

this is to what has preceded it, and to understand what it will mean in practice. 

Making safety the central priority will mean that, at times, other considerations 

will necessarily be deprioritised. The biggest contributor to road accidents is 

excess speed, meaning measures will have to be taken to do so. This could 

mean reducing speed limits, increasing enforcement of existing speed limits, 

or even putting in road furniture to force drivers to slow down. All such 

measures involve challenging entrenched driver behaviour, which is unlikely to 

be popular. Much effort in communications to justify the measures being 

implemented will be necessary to overcome both resistance to change, and 

the underlying use of a traditional cost-benefit approach to safety. Equally, 

from both a member and officer side, Vision Zero means doing things 

differently to how they have been done previously. Longstanding 

assessments, judgements and processes must all be reconfigured to reflect 

the shift in approach. This is not something which is done easily, and will 

require resource both to implement the change, but also to monitor its 

effectiveness to ensure that the improved road safety is indeed being brought 

about. Whilst the Working Group welcomes the adoption of this policy, it does 

note the challenge in translating this into meaningful improvements, and 

recognises that this cannot be achieved without the commitment of additional 

resource.  

Conclusion 9: The council’s commitment to Vision Zero is commendable and 
welcome but requires a culture shift within the transport service and amongst 
stakeholders and progress towards this shift requires the commitment of 

resource. 

The Travel Needs of Disabled Residents 

 
49. Disability in Oxfordshire is common; approximately one in five individuals in 

the county have a disability,7 making a fair and equitable plan for all residents 

absolutely key. As part of the consultation on the LTCP, multiple disability 
groups were engaged for comment, including the Inclusive Transport and 

Movement Focus Group, Oxfordshire Transport and Access Group, and 
Unlimited Oxfordshire. Feedback received included concern over targets to 
reduce car use and the implications for those unable to walk or cycle, and 

representation on particular projects to ensure the voices of disabled users 
were heard. In the future, the council would need to improve this engagement, 

from policy development all the way through to implementation. In the present, 
however, the LTCP would need to be revisited to ensure that inclusivity and 
access was a key thread.  

 

                                                 
7 There are estimated to be 131,400 people with a disability in Oxfordshire, 19% of the population. 

Oxfordshire Health and Wellbeing Joint Strategic Needs Assessment 2021   

https://insight.oxfordshire.gov.uk/cms/joint-strategic-needs-assessment


Hearing disabled voices 

50. A point that is perhaps obvious, but one which is necessary to make when 
discussing disability and transport issues, is that there is not a single voice of 

disabled residents. Being so widespread, disabled residents differ from one 
another in geography, their use of and the degree to which they rely on 

transport, their financial means, and the nature of their disability, as well as 
many other factors. Given this diversity, it should not come as a surprise that 
there is an equal diversity of opinion across disabled groups on transport 

matters. For instance, the Working Group heard the feedback from David 
Deriaz, from Oxfordshire Transport and Access Group, who was unsupportive 

of Low Traffic Neighbourhoods on the basis that they lengthened journeys for 
those for whom medically journeys are painful or inconvenient, that longer 
journeys are more expensive (especially by taxi), and that the attendant 

congestion makes it more difficult for carers and healthcare professionals to 
meet disabled people in their homes in a timely manner. On the other hand, 

feedback to Group members from partially sighted residents indicated that the 
vast reduction in traffic volumes made crossing roads far simpler, and 
wheelchair users welcome the ability to use the road safely rather than have to 

try and navigate pavements with numerous obstacles, such as parked cars 
and bins, obstructing the route.8  

 
51. It is important, therefore, to recognise that disabled residents are not a bloc, 

who speak with one voice on transport (or any other issues), but within that 

grouping there are a multiplicity of views and experiences. True engagement 
with disabled residents requires not that the voice of disabled residents is 
heard, but their many and varied voices. The Group commends the LTCP 

consultation on ensuring that pan-disability groups were consulted. 
 

Conclusion 10: Support and opinion regarding low traffic neighbourhoods 
and other transport schemes varies amongst disabled residents, and broad 
consultation is therefore important.  

 
52. Notwithstanding the above, feedback provided to the Group by Ted Maxwell, 

Oxford City Council officer responsible for convening the Inclusive Movement 
and Travel Focus Group, suggested that there is a common view shared by 
many disabled individuals that they are not being sufficiently listened to, or 

that the council is being sensitive to their travel needs. This was a view shared 
by presenting officers also, who recognised that the recent positive 

engagement over the LTCP needed to be built on and extended further in the 
future. The Group concurs with this assessment.  

 

Conclusion 10: Disabled people do not currently feel listened to by the 
council or as though it is sensitive to their travel needs, and it is important the 

council address this. 
 

                                                 
8 A good, publicly-available resource on the topic of Low Traffic Neighbourhoods is the Transport for 
All, Pave the Way report, which illustrates the complexities, the multiple layers of interactions, and the 
diversity of experience disabled people have when interacting with the same transport policy. 

Transport for All, ‘Pave the Way’ (January 2021) 

https://www.transportforall.org.uk/campaigns-and-research/pave-the-way/#:~:text=The%20Pave%20The%20Way%20%28PTW%29%20report%20is%20the,of%20Low%20Traffic%20Neighbourhoods%20%28LTNs%29%20on%20disabled%20people.


Focus groups: a successful model 

53. Since its inception in May 2020, Oxford City Council’s Inclusive Transport and 
Movement Focus Group will, by June 2022, have met 25 times. Membership 

and participation within the Focus Group is broad-based and not fixed, but 
encompasses those who represent others with disability and/or those with 

lived experience. Its remit traverses high-level strategies, such as the LTCP, 
all the way through to inputting on specific local projects and has made 
meaningful interventions on behalf of those with limited mobility across both 

levels. The involvement of the Focus Group has, for instance, led to unusually 
high levels of support for a scheme in Broad Street in Oxford, despite the 

scheme having been delivered in a far shorter time frame than usual. At the 
more strategic level, the Focus Group has improved equalities impact 
assessments around the Core Transport Schemes proposals (previously 

Connecting Oxfordshire). These are just two of a number of possible 
examples of its impact and improvement to outcomes. 

 
54. The Group notes that there are certain groups for whom the council’s overall 

strategic transport aim, to reduce the number of motor journeys undertaken, 

impacts more than others. These include people with disability and mobility 
issues, but also place-based organisations such as businesses or places of 

worship, and those who must drive as part of their job. Feedback from 
members about the Inclusive Transport and Movement Focus Group indicates 
that it is valued by participants, but as referenced above, the much lower 

levels of disability and mobility-related complaints on schemes where the 
Focus Group has been involved shows a broad and positive impact on a 
diverse, but particularly impacted group. This is a potential model for working 

with other cohorts and communities who are to be affected by the LTCP and 
transport policy more generally.  

 
Conclusion 12: Oxford City Council’s Inclusive Transport and Movement 
Focus Group has undertaken valuable work to understand the needs and lived 

experience of disabled people and presents a model which is welcomed by 
stakeholder groups. 

 
55. Highly positive as the work of the Focus Group has been, it is clear from the 

report received that it is not without its challenges and, as a consequence, is 

not operating at its full potential. The Group would wish to see this potential 
realised. 

 
56. The first key weakness identified is that whilst the Focus Group is able to input 

into different schemes and policies, this is because of the proactive 

intervention of staff at both the county and city councils. It is not mainstreamed 
into the processes of the county council, which is particularly relevant given its 

status as the Highway authority. What is meant by this is that there is no 
automatic governance process which involves the Focus Group on relevant 
activity, no ‘institutional instinct’ to do so. Likewise, feedback is provided (and 

acted upon) but there is no formal process for doing so. It relies on the efforts 
of officers to go over and above their responsibilities, rather than being 

incorporated into expected activity of relevant staff. It is necessary that within 



its governance, the council formally builds in consultation and engagement 
with the Focus Group.  
 

57. A second issue is that the work of the Inclusive Transport and Movement 
Focus Group is presently facilitated by officers at the city council, and in 

addition to their existing duties. Being driven by the city council with few spare 
resources means it must necessarily focus on Oxford. At present, there are no 
parallel conversations about inclusive transport elsewhere in the County, yet in 

order to realise the potential of this scheme for all local residents, such an 
extension is necessary. As the Highways authority with responsibility for the 

entirety of Oxfordshire, the council is clearly most appropriately placed to 
facilitate a county-wide approach. It is clear from representations made to the 
Group, that the city council is more interested in outcomes of the group than 

ownership of it, and have stated that they would be happy for the county 
council to take on leadership and facilitation of the Focus Group, whilst 

continuing actively to contribute. The Group’s view is that, given the track-
record of outcomes to date, the support of the city council to do so, the sense 
of it being owned by the Highways authority, and the potential to extend the 

benefits County-wide, that the council should adopt responsibility for the 
Inclusive Transport and Movement Focus Group, resourcing it sufficiently to 

run it with a county-wide remit. Further, resourcing it sufficiently would enable 
another aspect of its function to be realised. At present, limits on capacity 
mean that consultation and engagement tends only to focus on what is new 

and upcoming, rather than reviewing and addressing issues with existing 
projects and infrastructure. This is a significant yet under-considered area of 
focus, and addressing it would go a long way to extending the impact of the 

Focus Group.  
 

Recommendation 9: The county council assume responsibility for running 
Oxford City Council’s Inclusive Transport and Movement Focus group and 
provide adequate resource for that purpose, with a view to enabling and 

embedding its input on policy and scheme design and review across the 
county. 

 
58. A third area which was suggested might yield improvements in the outcomes 

of the Focus Group was the idea that relevant Cabinet Members attend the 

meetings. The rationale for this links with a number of the issues raised 
previously: namely, the lack of confidence by members of the disabled 

community that the council listens to their needs, and the need to mainstream 
inclusivity in transport policy. The discussion on mainstreaming above focused 
on officer-level decisions, but in a member-led council political awareness and 

priority are of as much importance as officer-level processes and structures. 
The Group was assured that members of the Focus Group certainly felt this 

way, and that regular Cabinet member attendance would provide much 
increased confidence that the council is indeed treating this issue with the 
importance it merits. As such, the Group supports the suggestion for ongoing 

engagement by relevant Cabinet members to commence promptly.  
 



Recommendation 10: That relevant Cabinet Members immediately begin 
regularly attending meetings of the Inclusive Transport and Movement Focus 
Group.  

 
Listening and Responding 

59. One important issue the Group wishes to highlight from its evidence gathering 
is the importance at communicating, consulting and engaging with people in 
terms they feel comfortable and confident in putting their views forward. The 

evidence provided by David Deriaz, Deputy Chair of Oxfordshire Transport 
and Access Group, was informative not only in its content but in illustrating 

how different the approach can be between those who work on policy on a 
regular basis, and members of the general public. There was a significant 
difference in approach, with member questions tending to be policy-driven and 

high level, and responses being made by the only non-member or local 
authority employee being grounded by reference to specific proposals and 

projects. This was an important reminder for the Working Group, and an issue 
which may be present elsewhere within the council. As such, it bears 
highlighting that the way the council consults and engages with members of 

the public must be accessible if they are to share their knowledge and 
opinions. For many residents, this is likely to be easier when they are 

presented with concrete project proposals, rather than more abstract policy 
concepts. 

 

Conclusion 13: Residents can find it easier to engage with consultations 
which are about specific projects or illustrate how policy will manifest in 
practice, rather than solely about abstract, high-level policy.  

 
60. Another aspect to the issue of the council’s proposals being accessible to the 

public is the ease with which they can draw out the information they seek from 
a policy document. The Group understands that the LTCP document has been 
drafted with inclusivity being incorporated and embedded throughout the 

document. This is a legitimate approach, and the Group supports the intention 
underpinning it, namely not to ‘other’ disabled people by treating them 

differently. A consequence of this, however, is that those wanting to find out 
more on this topic are presented with a dense document, and it is difficult to 
see what specific measures the council has taken to enable and improve 

inclusive travel within the LTCP. The promotion of inclusive travel does require 
specific interventions which are separate from those relevant to the rest of the 

general public, and it is the view of the Group that individuals who to whom 
these measures are of relevance should easily be able to know what they are. 
As such, in like manner to the summary document provided around the 

council’s promotion of active travel, the council provides a summary to 
highlight the specific measures it has taken to address the needs of disabled 

residents.  
 

Recommendation 11: Alongside the LTCP, the council publish a summary of 

the elements of the LTCP intended to address the needs of disabled 
residents. 

 



61. Much of the discussion by the Group focused on governance, and ways of 
developing proposals for policy and programmes with disabled residents 
rather than dictating it to them. This is right, for this is an area in which the 

council could improve, and it is important. Delivering good governance alone, 
however, whilst important, is not sufficient to deliver good outcomes for 

disabled residents. Practically, projects cannot be delivered via focus group. 
Much of what is delivered comes down to the lengthy list of decisions made by 
officers throughout a project. The awareness, level of knowledge and 

commitment to delivery within council staff, therefore, is also crucial in 
delivering an inclusive transport system. The Group recognised this, and 

devoted discussion to the best approach.  
 

62. Ultimately, advising officers and Group members were of a similar opinion. It is 

vital that responsibility for delivering an inclusive transport system falls on 
every employee, not the responsibility of ‘someone else’. Nevertheless, it can 

also be the case that when something is everybody’s responsibility, it 
becomes nobody’s. Furthermore, a generalist approach puts a lower ceiling, 
relatively, on the organisation’s knowledge and ability to address complex 

issues. As such, specialist staff resource within the organisation, with the 
ability to understand and see best practice applied, is also required. The 

degree of specialism required to raise the council’s ceiling is this regard 
means that it may be necessary to hire dedicated officers to undertake this 
role.  

 
Recommendation 12: The council ensure that within the transport service 
area there is specialist knowledge of best practice in respect of inclusive 

transport, including potentially through the hiring of dedicated officers.   

Public Transport 

 
63. It was reported to the Working Group that increasing the number of journeys 

undertaken via public transport is essential to delivering the LTCP vision by 
reducing the number of private car journeys and delivering air quality 
improvements.  

 
64. In the LTCP, walking, cycling and public transport are viewed as parts of one 

connected system, rather than competing modes, providing opportunities to 
enable multi-modal journeys and improve connectivity across the county. It 
was reported that public transport must be combined with active travel to 

provide a viable alternative to private vehicles.   
 

65. Public transport policies in the LTCP averaged 75 per cent strong or partial 
support amongst public consultation responses and the council is to make a 
number of changes to LTCP policies in light of those findings – those changes 

are reflected where LTCP policy is summarised below. 
 

66. When the Working Group heard evidence in respect of LTCP public transport 
strategies, it noted an absence of quantitative targets for modal shift and 
robust data on travel demand to inform policy making. Officers were working 

to develop such targets.  



 
Buses 

67. Buses are the main mode of public transport in England and Oxfordshire. The 

draft LTCP describes effective and efficient bus networks as vital for the 
financial, environmental and social wellbeing of Oxfordshire’s communities – 

particularly Oxford and Banbury where significant portions of residents do not 
own cars.  
 

68. Bus patronage in Oxfordshire has increased overall since 2009 and, in 2019, 
the county had the highest rate of bus use out of the shire counties, which has 

resulted in a relatively stable and comprehensive urban and inter-urban bus 
network. However, in recent years patronage has declined – by 6 per cent 
overall and by 9 per cent per resident between 2013/14 and the beginning of 

2020, in line with national trends.  
 

69. Bus patronage further decreased during the pandemic and has subsequently 
struggled to recover. In May 2022, patronage was around 75-80 per cent of 
pre-pandemic levels. Recovery has been particularly weak amongst 

pensioners, likely due to perceptions of risk in relation to public transport. Park 
and ride use has also recovered less than general bus patronage.  

 
70. Officers told the Working Group that the council’s longer-term aspiration is to 

create an environment where people choose public or active travel by default. 

 
71. Under the bus strategy to be developed under the LTCP, the council is to,  

 

a. Work in partnership with bus operators, District and City councils to maintain 
a commercially sustainable and comprehensive network of services which 

is accessible to as many residents as possible. 
 

b. Explore opportunities to accelerate the transition to a zero-emission bus 

fleet, building on work completed for the Zero Emission Bus Regional Areas 
(ZEBRA) scheme. 

 
c. Seek to make the bus a natural first choice through development of 

infrastructure and network management measures which give priority over 

the private car and improve journey speeds. 
 

d. Set challenging targets for improving bus use, customer satisfaction and bus 
journey times and review them regularly. 
 

e. Ensure that all new strategic development is designed for bus access and 
provides suitable funding for high quality services and infrastructure. 

 
f. Work with operators to improve the provision of bus information and multi -

operator ticket schemes. 

 
g. Work with operators to explore measures to improve affordability. 

 



h. Ensure bus services are accessible and support community transport to 
address unmet local transport needs (further information in community 
transport policy). 

 
i. Work to improve personal security on public transport including taking 

account of recommendations from the Transport Champions for Tackling 
Violence Against Women and Girls. 
 

j. Work to improve bus services in rural areas including consideration of 
flexible services where relevant.  

 
72. In relation to park and ride, the council is to,  

 

a. Continue to support the development of Park and Ride and future bus rapid 
transit in the county, on a case by case basis and subject to careful 

consideration. 
 

b. Work with partners and Stakeholders on a more detailed review of Park and 

Ride in order to establish an updated strategy that accounts for the impacts 
of COVID-19 and considers potential new approaches. 

 
73. The Working Group heard that the key determinant of bus patronage on 

existing routes is journey times, which are largely exacerbated by urban 

congestion. It is well established that single-occupancy car journeys are 
particularly problematic in respect of congestion, as well as emissions.  Due to 
Oxford’s centrality and connectedness to the rest of the county, bus journey 

times in the city have significant impacts on journey times across the county. 
Previously, when journey times increased by 10 per cent in Oxford, bus 

patronage decreased by the same amount. However, there are also significant 
pockets of congestion in market towns which significantly impact bus journey 
times and patronage; and noncomprehensive bus routes are a further barrier 

to increasing bus use in rural communities and market towns. 
 

74. The Working Group heard that demand factors, such as the decline of the 
town centre, also impacted on bus patronage, but that the council lacks data 
on journey demand. 

 
Conclusion 14: The largest barrier to increasing bus patronage is journey 

times, which are often increased by urban congestion, which is particularly 
exacerbated by single-occupancy car use. There is a tension between journey 
times and the comprehensiveness of routes in relation to increasing bus 

patronage.  
 

Conclusion 15: Private car use is likely to be self-perpetuating, as car 
journeys increase congestion, which slows bus journeys, which in turn 
discourages residents from travelling by bus. Single-occupancy car journeys 

are particularly inefficient and have a disproportionately high impact on 
congestion per person per mile travelled. In order for the council to reduce car 

journeys, it needs better data to understand existing travel patterns to ensure 
that alternative modes are viable for residents. 



 
Conclusion 16: Bus journey times in Oxford impact journey times across the 
county due to its central location within the county. Previously, an increase in 

bus journey times of 10 per cent in the city resulted in a commensurate 
reduction in patronage across the county. Nevertheless, not all communities 

are Oxford centric and thus require comprehensive and timely bus services 
into their urban focal points.  
 

75. Increased bus patronage can be achieved through measures which prioritise 
buses on roads, alleviate congestion and improve the relevance of services. 

Bus operators highlighted that such measures do not necessarily need to be 
large and expensive; small but highly targeted interventions – better located, 
quality bus stops for example – can also have significant benefits. During 

discussions, Members and officers highlighted the need to prioritise the 
interventions which could have the biggest impacts in the shortest periods of 

time and were most cost effective in light of constrained budgets. 
 

76. The council has received indicative grant funding of up to £12.7 million for its 

Bus Service Improvement Plan. Recognising the need to increase bus 
patronage and the impact of bus journey times in Oxford on the rest of the 

county, the council has already been working to give buses greater priority in 
Oxford through the introduction of traffic filters, bus prioritisation and additional 
investment under the Oxford Core Schemes.  

 
77. The council has received £32.8 million from the Zero Emission Bus Regional 

Areas scheme to introduce electric buses in and around Oxfordshire. 

Oxfordshire bus operators have committed to invest in the electrification of 
their fleets should the council succeed in decreasing journey times in Oxford 

by 10 per cent. 
 
Conclusion 17: Small, low-cost capital projects – such as good quality, well-

located bus stops and highly targeted traffic-flow and prioritisation 
interventions – can have significant impacts on bus patronage.  

 
Rail 

78. In Oxfordshire, rail patronage increased by 26 per cent between 2015/16 and 

2020/21, and 197 per cent since 1997. Following the pandemic, while leisure 
and weekend use has recovered, peak-time commuting by rail, the revenue 

from which operators depend on, is struggling to recover. 
 

79. Officers urged pragmatism and realism in respect of rail but told the Working 

Group that there is significant opportunity to increase the role of rail in 
transport.  

 
80. The council is to use the existing Oxfordshire Rail Corridor Study9 and 

Oxfordshire Connect project to develop a rail strategy which identifies potential 

future rail projects and priorities across and through Oxfordshire. The Rail 
Corridor Study identified the need for a 70 per cent increase in services as 

                                                 
9 Network Rail, 'Oxfordshire Rail Corridor Study' (June 2021) 

https://www.networkrail.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/Oxfordshire-Rail-Corridor-Study-.pdf


well as improved calling patterns and service coverage by 2028. The Study’s 
proposals include:  
 

 Extending the majority of passenger services through Oxfordshire, rather 
than them terminating at, Oxford station 
 

 Better connectivity and additional capacity for areas where high growth in 
population and employment is expected 

 

 Provision of new direct services to Bristol and Swindon  

 

 Strengthening connections with Birmingham, Worcester and the south 

coast to support Oxfordshire’s economic growth. 
 

81. The Working Group highlighted the need for better rail connectivity beyond 

that proposed in the Rail Corridor Study through the introduction of new lines 
and further stations to serve communities without rail services but heard that it 

would be challenging to further expand rail services without new and 
significant developments as rail operators have limited appetite for growth and 
are focused on consolidating existing networks and improving efficiency and 

satisfaction. Officers also told the Working Group that delivering the Rail 
Corridor Study would give funders, such as the Department for Transport, 

confidence to provide funding for further rail improvement. 
 
Conclusion 18: There is a perception that rail operators are focused on 

consolidating networks and increasing the efficiency of existing services, 
rather than expanding services. 

 
Recommendation 13: To improve public transport connectivity, the council 
advocate for the construction of new train stations on existing lines and seek 

funding from non-public sources which stand to benefit from such improved 
connectivity, such as through land value capture.  

 
Accessing and connecting public transport 

82. Cutting across the Working Group’s inquiry was the opportunity to shift journeys 

from private cars by improving access to public transport when planning housing 
developments.  

 
Housing 
83. The Working Group discussed with witnesses the importance of spatial planning 

and either locating housing developments near public transport or using section 
106 (Town and Country Planning Act 1990) agreements or the Community 

Infrastructure Levy to connect developments with public transport. It heard that 
the Oxfordshire Plan 2050 would be consistent with the LTCP and the counci l 
was working with planning authorities so that transport is used as a key factor 

in housing planning – the Working Group makes recommendations relating to 
strategic planning policy at the end of this report. 

 
Conclusion 19: Car-dependent housing developments can lead to significant 
car-based congestion, while transit-oriented developments present significant 



opportunities to increase public transport use when located in urban areas or 
near transport hubs or strategic public transport services, or where adequate 
funding is obtained from developers for such purposes.  
 

Multi-modal travel 

84. Many residents already combine multiple modes of travel during journeys and 
improving the integration and accessibility of public transport and active travel 
can improve the convenience, efficiency and economy of public transport.  

 
85. Under the LTCP, in respect of multi-modal travel, the council intends to, 

 
a. Consider multi-modal travel as a central option for transport planning and 

planning for new developments to achieve greater integration of the 

transport system. 
 

b. Seek to improve physical access and interchange facilities as well continuing 
to monitor and explore opportunities for [Mobility as a Service] with partners. 
 

c. Undertake assessments of the facilities for people walking and cycling at 
stops and stations on our core public transport corridors, so that we can 

identify opportunities for improvements in more detail. 
 

d. Work with stakeholders, including the rail and bus industry, to improve 

access to railway stations on foot, by cycle and bus. 
 

e. Work with stakeholders as part of our bus enhanced partnership to improve 

real-time information and multi-operator ticketing.  
 

f. Investigate opportunities to improve promotion and education of travel 
choices including travel planning with major employers; 

 

86. The LTCP also proposes the introduction of mobility hubs which connect public 
transport services with other services and modes. A further opportunity here is 

to co-locate services in support of the LTCP 20-minute neighbourhood policy. 
The council intends to,  
 

a. Support the development of mobility hubs in a range of locations and sizes 
in order to improve interchange opportunities, connectivity and accessibility 

[…] 
 

b. Carefully consider the following matters when developing plans for any new 

mobility hubs: 

 The identification and safeguarding of suitable land.  

 The character and needs of the local area.  

 The proximity of proposals to strategic rail, bus and active travel 

networks. 

 The potential to achieve more walking and cycling, including the need for 

suitable cycle parking. 

 The ability to develop and improve existing assets or facilities such as 
stations, bus stopping areas or Park and Rides. 



 The potential to tie in with high quality digital and renewable energy 
networks. 

 The opportunity to provide complementary facilities and services such as 

flexible workspaces, shops and refreshment options. 
 

c. Encourage developers to design mobility hubs into development where 
appropriate. 

 

87. The Working Group considers there to be a balance between reducing car 
journeys and increasing public and multi-modal travel and making mobility hubs 

and public transport stations truly accessible, particularly for rural communities 
without comprehensive public transport networks or geography suited to active 
travel. 

 
Conclusion 20: Private car use remains the primary mode of transport for 

many residents, particularly those living in rural areas which lack 
comprehensive and frequent public transport services or where the geography 
is not suited to active travel. Multi-modal travel and mobility hubs present an 

opportunity to reduce car journeys but will be ineffective if public transport 
stations and mobility hubs are not accessible to residents for whom it would be 

impractical to use active travel or public transport to access them.  

Freight and Logistics 

 
88. The UK freight system transported 154 billion tonnes of goods in 2019, 

supporting almost £400 billion in manufacturing sales and 140 million tonnes 

of exports. Since 2009, the total amount of goods moved in the UK has 
increased by 23 per cent.  

 
89. Road freight accounts for approximately 35 per cent of road transport carbon 

emissions, contributes significantly to congestion and adversely impacts the 

environment. Light goods vehicle (LGV) traffic has increased by over 67 per 
cent in the last twenty years and currently accounts for 15 per cent of all road 

traffic, while heavy goods vehicles (HGVs) account for 5 per cent. The 
Department for Transport expects LGV traffic to increase by 23 to 108 per 
cent by 2050 and HGV traffic by 5 to 12 per cent.  

 
90. Local challenges in relation to freight are:  

 Resilience and congestion issues on the A34 which is an important road for 

movement between the Midlands and southern ports. 

 Inappropriate vehicles and levels of freight movement through towns. 

 Road safety issues, particularly with people cycling. 

 Contribution to local air quality issues. 

 Last mile delivery, particularly in Oxford. 

 Construction and logistics movements associated with the large number of 

housing development sites. 

 The strong rural economy in Oxfordshire which is often away from the ‘A’ 

road network. 

 Capacity of rail network through Oxfordshire for freight movement. 



 
91. Key considerations in relation to freight and logistics policy are:  

 Complexity of the freight system – Much is beyond the county council’s 

control and requires regional, national or international guidance.  

 Need for goods - Need to facilitate the efficient movement of goods to 

support residents and businesses.  

 Amount of goods transported - There is a significant amount of goods that 

need to be moved each day, the majority are moved by road.  

 Modal shift – Volume of goods means one mode cannot be solely relied on 
and significant modal shift will take time. 

 Market forces - Freight and logistics are part of the private sector and most 
companies already operate in the most cost effective way, limiting our ability 

to deliver some solutions.  

 Impacts on businesses and consumers - Actions need to consider potential 

impacts on local businesses. 

92. On 14 December 2021, the Council resolved,  

to base the new Freight and logistics strategy for Oxfordshire on the principle 

of “avoid-switch-improve”. 

Working with local firms, the Road Haulage Association and neighboring 

authorities, the Council will establish a Regional Network of well-service[d] 
HGV through routes, and bring in measures to assist or encourage: 

1. Communities to report HGV restriction infringements; 

2. Thames Valley Police to take appropriate action against persistent 
offenders; 

3. Technology and haulage companies to reflect the Strategy within their 
GPS systems; 

4. Delivery firms to switch increasingly to hybrid or electric vehicles; and 

5. The installation of appropriate and enforceable 20mph speed limits, 
together with physical highways restraints, in the areas worst affected. 

 
93. On 5 January 2022, the Cabinet Member for Travel & Development Strategy 

revoked an experimental weight restriction in Burford and agreed that officers 

would consider the costs and benefits of introducing area-wide weight 
restrictions for Oxfordshire in developing a freight strategy, after the scheme 

found that simply introducing a weight restriction order in the town may have 
caused significant and undesirable displacement of HGV traffic. That decision 
was subsequently affirmed by Cabinet after being called in by the Place 

Overview & Scrutiny Committee.  
 

94. The draft LTCP proposed a freight and logistics strategy is based on the 
following principles:   

 Appropriate movement [85% support at consultation] 

 Efficient movement [78% support at consultation] 



 Zero-tailpipe emission, zero-carbon movement [75% support at 
consultation] 

 Reducing local air pollutants [78% support at consultation] 

 Safe movement [82% support at consultation] 

 Monitoring movement [86% support at consultation] 

 Partnership working [86% support at consultation]. 
 

95. Following consultation, a number changes are to be made to the proposed 
freight and logistics strategy: it is to be restructured around ‘long distance’, 

‘local’ and ‘last mile’ to recognise that different modes and solutions are 
required for different journey types; a proposed process for deciding 
environmental weight restrictions is to be removed as a county-wide area-

based weight restriction solution is to be explored; future funding and resource 
for evidence gathering, development and delivery of an area weight restriction 

programme has been committed; and revisions to the appropriate HGV route 
map are to be made.  
 

 In respect of long-distance movement, the council’s priority is to shift 
road to rail. 

 

 In respect of local movement, the council’s priority is to encourage 
HGVs to use the most appropriate routes, improve safety and 

encourage uptake of zero-emissions vehicles. The council is to promote 
an HGV route map, conduct a county-wide area-based weight 

restriction study, provide funding to deliver area weight restrictions and 
measures to improve enforcement. 

 

 In respect of last-mile movement, the council’s priority is to reduce the 
number of LGVs in towns and encourage the uptake of zero-emissions 

vehicles, primarily through encouraging freight consolidation and mode 
shift to cycle freight.  

 
96. When the Working Group heard evidence on the topic, the freight and logistics 

strategy was described as challenging and requiring close collaboration with 

industry from a strategic, county-wide perspective. As a demand-led service, 
there is little scope to avoid the movement of freight. However, the council has 

not yet set specific targets for the more-achievable shifting and improving of 
freight as it lacks sufficient data on demand for goods and freight movement in 
Oxfordshire. Similarly, while the LTCP freight and logistics strategy includes 

‘appropriate movement’ as a key principle and actions to explore opportunities 
to better manage freight traffic, it lacks a firm commitment to restricting heavy 
freight to the strategic roads suited to such traffic, which is a priority for 

residents of towns and villages as elaborated below.  
 

Conclusion 21: While there is limited scope to avoid the transportation of 
goods, there is greater opportunity to shift and improve how goods are 
transported. The LTCP freight and logistics strategy lacks clear targets to shift 

and improve the transportation of freight and a firm commitment to restricting 
heavy freight to strategic roads. 

 



Managing HGV traffic 

97. A key issue for many residents living in towns and villages is HGVs passing 
through their communities, causing disruption and adverse environmental 

impacts, such as by reducing local air quality and degrading buildings adjacent 
to highways. Further, HGVs pose a threat to vulnerable road users, having 

been involved in recent high-profile incidents in Oxfordshire. HGVs also 
account for five per cent of the UK’s domestic carbon emissions.  
 

98. At present, the council and industry do not know the locations of all existing 
weight-restricted locations, many are not well enforced and even those that 

are well enforced are nevertheless frequently breached. The Working Group 
heard that around half of reported breaches of weight restrictions were upheld 
due to HGVs legitimately accessing those areas, although it was possible in 

some cases that deliveries could have been completed by smaller vehicles.  
 

Conclusion 22: The council and industry are both unaware of all the weight 
restrictions on roads in and around Oxfordshire and it can be challenging to 
enforce existing weight restrictions.  

 
99. At consultation, 91 per cent of respondents supported the establishment of 

area-based weight restrictions, the council seeking to influence the location 
and design of new developments so that there is appropriate freight access, 
and asking developers to prepare construction logistics plans for major sites.  

 
100. Due to their significant impact on communities, the Working Group supports 

the introduction of area-based weight restrictions and other enforceable 

measures to restrict HGVs to strategic roads wherever possible, considering 
reducing their environmental impacts on residential areas to outweigh 

potentially increased costs and overall emissions. By introducing enforceable 
restrictions which move HGVs onto strategic roads, the council will not only 
address the concerns of residents but also encourage the shift to lighter 

vehicles for local journeys and last-mile deliveries and to rail for long-distance 
freight.  

 
Recommendation 14: The council work with partners to audit and map all 
weight-restricted areas and enforcement measures and ensure that weight-

restricted areas are adequately signposted and thus enforceable; and then 
make the locations of weight restrictions readily available to industry and 

stakeholders. After having done so, the council work with communities to 
introduce area-based environmental weight restrictions, other enforceable 
interventions, and appropriate HGV routes which protect areas adversely 

impacted by HGVs; and work with partners to robustly enforce restrictions.  
 

Consolidation centres 
101. Under the LTCP freight and logistics strategy, the council proposes to 

undertake a consolidation centre feasibility study. 

 
102. Consolidation centres are operations which receive multiple small deliveries 

and convert them into fewer deliveries for a specific area, presenting an 



opportunity for zero-emissions vehicles and cargo bikes to be used for last-
mile deliveries. The Working Group heard that many freight and logistics 
companies are consolidation centres in themselves and thus did not recognise 

the need for multi-operator consolidation centres. However, the Working 
Group considers that consolidation can offer significant benefits to Oxfordshire 

residents by reducing freight traffic in residential areas and enabling the switch 
to low- or zero-carbon last mile delivery. This is evidenced by the Bristol 
Freight Consolidation Centre, which achieved up a reduction in freight traffic 

into versus out of the consolidation centre of up to 70 to 80 per cent – resulting 
in a reduction of over 11 tonnes of carbon dioxide and 358kg of nitrogen 

oxides.  
 

Recommendation 15: The LTCP freight and logistics strategy explore and 

promote the introduction of consolidation centres to enable last-mile deliveries 
to be undertaken using fewer road vehicles and low-carbon alternatives.  

 
A regional approach 
103. The experimental weight restriction in Burford shows that weight restrictions 

which focus on narrow localities may be at risk of displacing HGV traffic into 
neighbouring communities. The council’s ambition must be to introduce 

strategies for all areas of the county which, through enforceable interventions, 
direct heavy freight traffic away from towns and villages in a manner which 
ensures communities are effectively serviced by freight companies and not 

inequitably impacted by policy. 
 
Recommendation 16: The council approach the restriction of HGV through-

traffic to strategic roads through area-based strategies which reflect the needs 
and concerns of communities and align with a county-wide freight and logistics 

strategy. There is pressing need for an area strategy in the Windrush Valley 
area following the findings and removal of the experimental weight restriction 
at Burford.  

  
Engaging with industry  

104. There are obvious tensions between consumers’ and businesses’ desire for 
the cheap and fast delivery of goods and residents concerns in respect of the 
climate, environment and road safety. Further, there are tensions between 

some of the solutions to environmental and safety issues related to HVGs and 
climate concerns. 

 
105. When the Working Group met with industry stakeholders, it found that they 

were not wholly receptive to the concerns of residents in relation to freight – 

prioritising the efficiency of their services over environmental impacts and not 
agreeing that the introduction of the Direct Vision Standard in Oxfordshire 

would be beneficial in light of the significant threat HGVs pose to more-
vulnerable road users10 (although, the Road Haulage Association is keen to 
engage with Vision Zero). Both of the trade associations with which the 

Working Group met offered to provide members with briefings on the 

                                                 
10 Parliamentary Advisory Council for Transport Safety, ‘What Kills Most on the Roads?’ (December 

2020) 

https://travelwest.info/app/uploads/2015/07/Case-Study-Bristol-Freight-Consolidation-Scheme-1.pdf
https://travelwest.info/app/uploads/2015/07/Case-Study-Bristol-Freight-Consolidation-Scheme-1.pdf
https://www.pacts.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/PACTS-What-kills-most-on-the-roads-Report-15.0.pdf
https://www.pacts.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/PACTS-What-kills-most-on-the-roads-Report-15.0.pdf


operations of the freight industry and management of safety in the road 
haulage sector.  
 

Conclusion 23: The council and freight industry’s objectives are in conflict. 
There are a number of tensions between the views and interests of residents, 

the economy and industry which LTCP needs to balance sensitively.  
 
Recommendation 17: The Place Overview & Scrutiny Committee seek 

briefings on how the freight industry operates and manages safety in relation 
to other road users.  

Highways Expansion  

 
106. The Housing Infrastructure Fund is a government capital grant programme to 

help deliver new homes in England.  
 

107. The Didcot Garden Town Housing Infrastructure Fund programme (‘HIF1’) is 
to fund highways schemes to unlock the delivery of new, and support further, 
housing developments in the Didcot Garden Town Area, support jobs in the 

Science Vale UK, reduce congestion and prevent undue pressure on 
neighbouring strategic roads. The proposals involve some walking and cycling 

infrastructure.  
 

108. At its first evidence session, in the context of the council’s LTCP ambitions to 

remove one in four car journeys by 2030 and one in three by 2040, the 
Working Group heard evidence from sustainable transport experts in relation 

to the traffic forecasts informing HIF1 and the impact of increased road 
capacity on the number of car journeys undertaken. It is noteworthy that the 
Housing Infrastructure Fund was designed approximately a decade ago and 

launched approximately five years ago and had certain requirements in 
respect of the modelling used in preparing funding bids.  

 
109. Professor Phil Goodwin made a written submission on the HIF1 traffic 

forecasts (Annex 1) and told the Working Group that,  

 The existing modelling and information underpinning the HIF1 is now 
unreliable given the shifts in our operating environment, particularly covid-

19 and Brexit 
 

 Congestion will not reduce as much as is intended and it will not reduce for 
as long as is desired  

 
 Young people are driving less and less and this is important for future 

planning. 

 
110. Professor John Whitelegg told the Working Group that, 

 Implementing road (car) infrastructure and then trying to adapt it, to make it 
greener or more sustainable won’t work; people won’t make the change to 
their transport behaviours. 
 



 That in many projects, sustainability measures are promised ahead of time 
and then don’t happen in reality due to budget constraints. 

 

 Transport should be viewed in an integrated way. 
 

 A pause (on Grant Determination Agreement and Compulsory Purchase 
Orders) and a review of all available options should be considered.  This 
would involve returning to Government to request funding be spent on a 

different project to meet the same objective and look into ways to raise 
one’s own funds (as per Herefordshire / Manchester).  

 
 That looking into alternative funding routes is of huge importance. 
 

 That reducing car use requires an integrated approach; specifically looking 
at multiple things at once (e.g. including car parking capacity). 

 
 That citizens assemblies are asking for this new sustainable approach to 

transport.  

 
Conclusion 24: Expert evidence received by the Working Group is that the 

council’s existing traffic modelling inputs and assumptions do not reflect the 
LTCP targets to reduce car use nor the current operating picture, for example 
the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic and Brexit on travel patterns. However, 

certain modelling input and assumptions can be required to access 
government funding.  

 

Recommendation 18: The council review its transport modelling practices 
and provide a response to the evidence collected by the Transport Working 

Group, including in respect of additional car journeys induced by the creation 
of additional road capacity, and its challenge: that modelling inputs and 
assumptions which better reflect current travel patterns and the LTCP’s 

transport targets should be used to inform policy and funding bids.  

Cross-Cutting Issues 

 
111. The Working Group has arrived at a number of cross-cutting conclusions and 

recommendations based on its work. 
 

Evidence and data 

112. Throughout its inquiry, the Working Group found there to be insufficient 
evidence underpinning LTCP targets and policies, particularly in relation to 

travel demand by mode and purpose and the demand for goods, and that 
council witnesses were unable to quantify or evidence the contribution policies 
and strategies would make towards realising the LTCP vision and targets. 

Further, the Working Group was concerned by the relevance of modelling 
inputs and assumptions used to inform policy and funding bids recently.  

 
Conclusion 25: The council currently lacks comprehensive data on existing 
travel patterns or demand for travel and goods, which makes defining 

transport policy outcomes and evaluating the impact of policy challenging.  



 
Conclusion 26: There is not yet a clear link between the transport policy 
evidence base and the policies being put forward in the LTCP and how they 

align with the headline targets in the LTCP.  
 

Recommendation 19: The council do more – including establishing focus 
groups in relation to geographic areas and journey demand types – to 
understand which (particularly single-occupancy) car journeys are avoidable 

and the alternatives which are viable for residents, to help develop focused 
policies that successfully enable modal shift.  

 
Recommendation 20: Both within the transport service and at organisation 
level, the council review its relationship with data collection and usage to 

ensure that policy and decision-making are underpinned by robust and reliable 
evidence, have achievable outcomes, can be evaluated, and that lessons are 

learnt from projects to enable continual improvement.  
 
Limitations and prioritisation 

113. It is clear that the LTCP is a highly ambitious vision that is to be brought 
forward in stages and that it will require the commitment of significant resource 

to be successful. In the context of significant resource constraints, 
prioritisation is essential. On the basis of the evidence it received, the Working 
Group considers the initiatives set out in recommendation 22 to be likely to 

contribute significantly towards meeting the vision and targets in the LTCP.  
 

Conclusion 27: Resource and capacity are likely to present barriers to the 

achievement of the council’s transport objectives. 
 

Recommendation 21: The LTCP and associated strategies prioritise 
achievable initiatives which are expected to deliver the greatest benefits in the 
shortest periods of time; and work with stakeholders in establishing 

achievability.  
 

Recommendation 22:  The priority actions of the LTCP and associated 
policies and strategies should include: 

 reducing car-based urban congestion, particularly from single-

occupancy vehicles, in order to improve bus journey times and thus bus 
patronage;  

 initiatives which increase the proportion of journeys undertaken using 
active travel; 

 measures to address capacity and congestion, particularly at peak 
times; 

 developing multi-modal transport hubs; and 

 trialling low-carbon freight options for local and last-mile journeys. 
 

Coherence 

114. The LTCP is a document to frame and inform the development of a numerous 

strategies and policies, including a range of area-, demand-type- and mode-
specific transport strategies. However, it lacks a county-wide strategic 



document which provides a clear and comprehensive summary of 
Oxfordshire’s spatial transport network and approach to strategic, integrated 
transport, spatial-planning and land-use, which is important for both 

understanding the current situation and for future planning. 
 

Conclusion 28: The council suffers from not having an overarching transport 
strategy document for Oxfordshire which ties together all factors relevant to 
transport.  

 
Recommendation 23: The council should develop an Oxfordshire-wide 

transport strategy, taking a system-leadership role across Oxfordshire 
transport, land-use and place-shaping that considers all transport 
stakeholders, policies, projects and data. 

 
Viable alternatives 

115. Witnesses highlighted to the Working Group that LTCP vision and headline 
targets will only be realised if genuinely viable alternatives to private car travel 
are in place at the same time initiatives to reduce private car journeys are 

implemented.  
 

Recommendation 24: The council deliver public and active travel alternatives 
to car journeys based on reliable evidence of their ability to deliver modal 
shifts; and interventions to reduce private vehicle journeys be accompanied by 

such viable, evidence-based, sustainable, integrated, and inclusive travel 
alternatives.  

 
Communication and engagement 

116. Recent trials of low-traffic neighbourhoods show that the policies of the LTCP 

will have a significant impact on our communities and may not be welcomed 
by everyone. Effective stakeholder engagement will be key to the successful 
implementation of the LTCP. 

 
Conclusion 29: Shifting transport behaviours can mean a large disruption to 

people’s lives and provoke significant public backlash. It therefore requires 
public buy-in to be successful. Recently, the importance of communication and 
engagement to deliver modal shift and avoid backlash has been overlooked in 

transport projects.   
 

Recommendation 25: The council proactively and comprehensively canvass 
the views of businesses in respect of its transport policy. 

 

117. Further, beyond the provision of viable low-carbon transport alternatives, the 
Working Group considers that effective communication with residents in respect 

of the benefits of modal shift and the public transport offering in their areas to 
be vital to shifting journeys from cars to public transport.  
 

Recommendation 26: the council communicate the benefits of modal shifts 
and the public transport available to residents to nudge them to choose the 

most appropriate transport modes for their journeys.   



 
Recommendation 27: The council invest in transport-specific communication 
and engagement support for future projects that aim to achieve modal shift. 

 
Strategic planning 

118. The Working Group heard in multiple contexts that the production of a new 
strategic planning policy, Oxfordshire 2050, provides an opportunity for future 
planning requirements to be informed by the vision and targets of the LTCP.  

 
Recommendation 28: The council put the need to avoid, shift and improve 

car journeys and increase active travel and public transport connectivity at the 
heart of its strategic planning policy; and apply the principle of 20-minute 
neighbourhoods to its strategic planning policy and place-shaping.  
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