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1. Declaration 

1.1. The following evidence on matters of traffic, safety and transportation will be 

given by John Macaulay. I am employed by Jacobs as an Associate Director and 

appear as a representative of Buckinghamshire County Council as the 

responsible Local Highway Authority. I hold the following qualifications; 

 B Eng (Hons) Civil and Transportation Engineering, Napier University  

 Chartered Engineer 

 Member of the Institution of Civil Engineers 

1.2. I have extensive practical experience of development and transportation planning 

on behalf of both major local highway authorities and private sector companies 

and have around 20 years experience across these specialist fields within the UK 

and overseas.  

1.3. The evidence within this proof of evidence and which will be provided during 

these appeals has been prepared, and is given, in accordance with the guidance 

of my professional institution and I confirm that the opinions expressed are my 

true and professional opinions. 

2. Principal conclusions to the matters at issue 

2.1. The subject matter of this evidence is complex, however every effort has been 

made to limit the extent of this evidence to a discussion of the primary issues of 

residual concern to the Highway Authority as summarised below.  Reliance is 

placed on the documents submitted by the Appellant and on the agreed 

Statement of Common Ground to illustrate this evidence wherever possible. 

2.2. Detailed evidence on the workability of highway proposals contained within the 

three applications is concentrated largely on the two detailed applications for Five 

Points and Seven Hills Road junctions for practical reasons. However it is noted 

that the larger outline application for the overall development also contains 

outline proposals for three additional junctions and a section of new highway, 

which it is understood, will be put forward for adoption. Whilst it is accepted that 
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these other proposals are sufficient to be considered in outline, the Authority 

reserves the right to reconsider the detailed designs for these particular 

proposals at the appropriate time, should the development be progressed further.  

2.3. The Authority’s case may be summarised as below. 

Trip Forecasts 

2.4. The range of possible traffic generation from the combination of Project 

Pinewood and Pinewood Studios once the current proposals and the extant 

Studio Masterplan consents are fully built out is very uncertain. The unique 

nature of Pinewood’s business has always presented difficulties in assessing the 

possible range of future demand for movement to and from the site. As a result, 

the Authority initially wished to consider a range of possible outcomes so that the 

sensitivity of the network to possible change and the likelihood of this change 

occurring in practice could be considered. In the event, the Appellant chose to 

rely upon the low end of the range then being considered for the purposes of 

their assessment. 

2.5. Section 4 of this evidence examines some of the residual concerns regarding the 

Appellant’s assessment methodology, together with a series of logic tests, in an 

attempt to establish the potential extent of traffic demand from the fully developed 

Project Pinewood.  It is the Authority’s belief that the true demand for peak period 

traffic movements to and from Project Pinewood could be significantly greater, 

and potentially up to 33% greater, than the figures relied upon within the 

Appellant’s TA. 

2.6. Quite clearly any additional traffic demand on this scale would have a significant 

impact on a local network which the Appellant’s TA has already demonstrated to 

be operating close to, or above, capacity at peak times. Further traffic will also 

impact upon the performance of the two major junction improvement proposals 

discussed later. 

Local Network Capacity  

2.7. The Appellant’s TA (section 7) confirms that the network is operating close to 

capacity with 5 of the 9 junctions tested shown to exceed their capacity, based on 
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the normally accepted standards at the base year of 2008. See Section 3 of this 

evidence. 

2.8. At the design year of 2022, 6 of the 11 junctions assessed within the TA are 

shown to exceed their capacity on the same basis, including the two major 

junction enhancements covered by Applications 09/00707 and 08. See Sections 

5, 6 and 7. 

2.9. It appears that the Appellant may be relying on a measure of traffic redistribution, 

via Seven Hills Road, to maintain present levels of network operational capacity. 

However, even this would result in levels of peak period traffic demand along the 

unimproved A412 to the north and through Iver Heath which the Authority 

believes are unsustainable.  This raises concerns regarding the validity of the 

detailed analysis of individual junction performance. Clearly any traffic generation 

over and above that assumed in the TA as discussed above would exacerbate 

these problems. 

Safety Concerns 

2.10. As stated in the Statement of Common Ground, there are already serious 

concerns about road safety on the current local network. The A412, in particular, 

has been shown to have the third worst safety record for ‘A’ roads across 

Buckinghamshire and there are growing concerns also for adjacent local roads. 

Whilst there is a history of traffic calming and road safety intervention, locally 

problems remain. Concerns remain that the proposed new junctions may 

reintroduce some of the historic problems already tackled, as well as causing 

new difficulties. The incidence of collisions is broadly related to the scale of traffic 

flows and so the introduction of major additional traffic movements from the 

application site is likely to exacerbate these problems unless effective mitigation 

action is taken. 

Network Resilience 

2.11. It is normal UK practice to develop individual junction and network improvement 

proposals to accommodate average levels of peak period demand but with 

reserve capacity designed in to accommodate the daily fluctuations in traffic flow 
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and patterns inherent in a normal network. However, as discussed in Section 6 

and 7 of this evidence, both of the improvements contained in Applications 

09/00707 and 08 are shown to be over capacity at the design year. Any 

additional traffic, as discussed above, will exacerbate this situation. 

2.12. Irrespective of the traffic generation concerns already discussed, the Authority is 

concerned that the inherent over capacity demonstrated will lead to an overall 

reduction in network resilience to the daily fluctuations in traffic levels as a result 

of seasonal, weather and incident impacts. In addition, this lack of overall 

resilience will tend to lead to increased “rat running” as drivers attempt to find 

alternative less trafficked routes. In turn this will tend to lead to a corresponding 

further increase in road safety problems across a local network which is already 

of considerable safety concern.   

Shortfalls in Mitigation Measures 

2.13. The TA is insufficiently committal on the extent and duration of external 

measures to mitigate traffic impact across the local network and, as a result, in 

late 2010 the Authority formally put forward a suggested package for discussion. 

The Authority considers this package to be the minimum needed to begin to 

address the adverse traffic impacts from the development and to generate a 

wider environment of realistic sustainable travel options for users and residents 

of the development should this go ahead. The justification for each element of the 

package and how they combine to address the impacts from the development is 

covered in greater detail in Section 8 of this evidence.  

2.14. However, the Authority considers that its concerns about the development are 

fundamental in nature and would not be sufficiently resolved by the complete 

package to enable removal of the Authority’s recommendation of refusal. Whilst 

considerable progress has been made towards a measure of agreement with the 

Appellant, significant shortfalls still remain and Section 8 of this evidence outlines 

the present position. 
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Concerns about the two major junctions contained in Applications 09/00707 & 08 

2.15. The Authority has undertaken detailed road safety and operational assessments 

of both junction proposals and these are attached as Appendices to this evidence 

together with the designer’s responses where these have been forthcoming. 

Detailed discussions have continued and some concerns have been addressed 

while others remain. The residual concerns regarding each junction are 

discussed in further detail in Sections 6 and 7. 

2.16. The Appellant appears to have accepted many of these concerns to the extent 

that fundamentally different proposals for both junctions were tabled for comment 

just prior to Christmas.  The application proposals for Five Points Roundabout 

continued to be amended, with the latest version received on 16th February 2011, 

although the form of junction remains similar. This evidence deals with the 

amended layout for Five Points (as shown in Drawing No FP-7900/06) and the 

original application scheme for the A412/ Seven Hills Road junction.  

2.17. I should add that entirely new applications were made for both junctions on the 

17th February 2011.   However, it is unclear to what extent the Appellant will seek 

to rely on these new applications at the Inquiry.  They are not dealt with within 

this evidence and the Authority reserve their position in relation to them. 

2.18. It is considered that many of the safety concerns regarding the revised proposals 

for Five Points Roundabout (drawing number FP-7900/07) are capable of 

resolution through the detailed design process, although some points remain as 

discussed in Section 6. In particular, high level signal heads, as well as 

significantly improved signing, will be required. Careful attention to planting 

design and future maintenance is also necessary in order to deliver good driver 

understanding and safety. In addition, concerns remain for the safe operation of 

the Uxbridge Road exit from the new junction. 

2.19. Some residual operational concerns remain regarding the overall practical design 

capacity, the potential for blocking back at exits and some shorter circulation 

sections and the overall lack of reserve capacity/resilience afforded by the 

design. Given the wider concern about traffic generation from the development 
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site the Authority remains of the view that the Appellant has not demonstrated 

that the scheme is acceptable overall. 

2.20. As regards the A412/Seven Hills Road detailed application proposal, this is 

considered inadequate in both road safety and operational terms as covered in 

detail in Section 7. Any additional traffic generation from the site will exacerbate 

the situation. As discussed above this position is thought to be accepted by the 

Appellant who, it is understood, may seek to rely upon an alternative and 

fundamentally different arrangement. 

Sustainability of the Development 

2.21. The development site is located immediately outside the M25 orbital motorway, 

just south of the M25-M40 junction.  It is approximately 24km from Heathrow 

Airport and approximately 8km from Slough.   

2.22. Figure 2.1 illustrates the location of the application site in relation to the 

surrounding highways network and National Rail and London Underground 

stations.  Langley, Gerrards Cross, Denham and Slough are the closest national 

rail stations to the site and provide access to services to and from London.  The 

London Underground network can also be accessed via Uxbridge Station, which 

is situated approximately 6.5km to the east of the site.  Bus accessibility is very 

poor with only one public bus service operating within 2km of the site.   

2.23. Pinewood Studios does operate a free shuttle bus which provides weekday peak 

time connection to Slough and Uxbridge stations for staff and visitors. 
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 Source: Project Pinewood Transport Assessment, Arup, May 2009. 

Figure 2.1: Site location and public transport proposals  

2.24. There are a number of residential areas (namely Pinewood Green, Ashford Road 

and Thornbridge Road) and few amenities within close proximity to the site.  This 

results in the area generating a high demand for travel to access amenities within 

other areas.  Both the July 2008 Pinewood Studio staff and tenants travel to work 

questionnaire and the 2001 census demonstrate that the predominant mode of 

travel for commuter trips to and from this area is private car. The fact that the site 

is remote from the surrounding attractions of urban centres, employment 

opportunities and railway stations makes modal shift to walk, cycle, bus and rail 

modes less attractive at peak times.  Convenience and lack of alternatives were 
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the most frequently reported reasons for driving to work in the aforementioned 

2008 questionnaire. The total level of on-site parking provision would be 4,506 

(comprising 2,200 spaces for the Application site in addition to the 2,306 for the 

consented Pinewood Studios Masterplan and existing site), which further 

increases the attractiveness of the private car as the preferred mode of travel. 

2.25. Whilst it is accepted that the Appellant has made significant efforts to graft 

sustainable travel measures on to the scheme (by the provision of new bus 

services, by S106 contributions to new footway/cycleways and by ‘softer’ 

initiatives to be deliver through a Community Travel Plan), the location of the 

Application site results in it being inherently difficult to develop in a way which 

encourages sustainable modes of travel rather than the private car.  

2.26. As mentioned previously and discussed in more detail in section 8, the Authority 

is also of the opinion that there are shortfalls in the proposed mitigation package 

and that wider mitigation is required to reduce the traffic impact of development 

and create an environment that improves the attractiveness of sustainable modes 

of travel.    

2.27. Some attempt has been made to provide mixed land uses on the Appeal site to 

encourage less trip making.  However, the impacts of these measures cannot be 

guaranteed and the Authority considers that they may be less effective than 

claimed in the TA.   

2.28. As detailed in Section 4 the Authority remains unconvinced by the Appellant’s 

forecast traffic figures and the ability to deliver substantive sustainable modal 

share from this inherently unsustainable site. The combined Studios and Project 

Pinewood sites are likely to remain heavily dependent upon motorised transport 

without a much greater degree of effective trip management intervention. The 

current Project Pinewood application cannot be considered in isolation from the 

uses and practices on the adjacent Studios site and the consented Masterplan 

development due to their claimed interaction and close proximity.  

2.29. The main appeal application, as currently envisaged, is unlikely to deliver an 

effective sustainable travel share as a result of its inherent disadvantages. In 

addition, it is unlikely to provide sufficient impetus to create the step change 
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needed to achieve effective sustainable use across the combined sites, leaving 

the entire site heavily dependent on private motorised transport. This effectively 

completes the loop in the Authority’s case and leads back to a fundamental 

overall concern at the robustness of the traffic generation figures used to date 

and the substantial risk of the traffic figures relied upon within the Appellant’s TA 

being exceeded to a significant degree.   

2.30. In conclusion, the Authority recommends that the appeals on all three interlinked 

applications (09/00706.07 and 08) should be dismissed. The Authority can see 

no reason why any one application as presently proposed can be approved in 

isolation, given the residual concerns regarding the proposals for Five Points 

Roundabout and A412 / Seven Hills Road junction as detailed in Sections 6 and 

7.  

2.31. This proof of evidence will therefore consider each of the above issues in detail, 

comprising the following sections; 

 Existing traffic and safety condition on the local network; 

 Traffic forecasts relied upon in the Transport Assessment; 

 Impact on the network demonstrated in the Transport Assessment; 

 The new junction proposed at A412/Five Points Roundabout; 

 The new junction proposed at A412/Seven Hills Road;  

 Shortfalls in the Mitigation Package; and 

 Summary. 
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3. Existing traffic and safety conditions on the local network 

3.1. Network Resilience may be simply defined as the ability of a transport network to 

accommodate the natural variations in flows by any mode which may occur 

regularly either as a result of ad hoc unforeseen events (e.g. poor weather, 

incidents, accidents, temporary diversions etc) or longer term impacts from 

natural growth and future developments. The term took on a new emphasis for 

Highway Authorities with the Traffic Management Act of 2004 which introduced a 

broad network management duty for the first time which requires authorities to 

manage their road network to secure the expeditious movement of traffic on that 

network and to facilitate the same on the network of others, 

3.2. In the context of the Project Pinewood development, parts of the adjacent road 

network are already operating at levels approaching practical capacity at peak 

and adjacent to peak periods. Any unforeseen incidents along this route can and 

do cause major fluctuations in traffic patterns and flows which impact not only on 

the A412 but adjacent roads less able to accommodate significant traffic 

disruption. In effect this part of the Buckinghamshire highway network has little 

natural resilience to change in demand. 

3.3. In addition, it has been shown elsewhere in this evidence that there is a 

considerable lack of predictability inherent in the peak and daily traffic levels that 

can be generated from the Pinewood Studios site as it exists and from planning 

consents yet to be built and from the current application for Project Pinewood. 

This variability in traffic demands is to be expected due to the nature of the 

business undertaken at the Studios and the Authority is not satisfied that the 

current application has been tested against robust traffic generation figures which 

reflect this variability and which may reasonably occur at frequencies not yet fully 

understood. 

3.4. Added to this, current UK transport design practice is to design junctions and 

networks to accommodate average demands rather than occasional peaks as 

described later. The practice accounts for this "shortfall" by designing in an 

element of reserve capacity to ensure some leeway and in the case of the major 

junction designs promoted by the Appellant these matters are still unresolved. 
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3.5. Overall the issues discussed above give significant cause for concern about the 

ability of the local network to accommodate the demand for future movement 

generated by the current proposals on an average day. It follows that there is 

even more serious concern about the overall resilience of the wider network 

should this development go forward.  

3.6. This section therefore provides an overview of the existing traffic and safety 

conditions on the local network. The sections of the network discussed are as 

identified in Figure 2.1.  

The A412 

3.7. The A412 is built to dual carriageway standard from Slough to the Five Points 

Roundabout to the west of Iver Heath. The A412 continues east, through the 

recently constructed Quarry Roundabout as far as the Denham Roundabout 

which forms M40 Junction 1. This section of carriageway is of varying layout and 

speed limit. Through Iver Heath, this section of the road is urban in nature with 

frontage access, pedestrian crossings and a central section 30 mph speed 

restriction. To the east up to and beyond the M25 overbridge, the route is more 

rural in nature, with a simple priority junction with Seven Hills Road.  

3.8. The single carriageway section of the 

A412 essentially forms the residual 

bottleneck on this route with significant 

congestion observed, particularly at peak 

times, on the approaches to Five Points 

Roundabout, at the Bangors Road double 

roundabout and along the bends leading 

to Seven Hills Road from the north. Traffic 

at peak and adjacent to peak times through the single carriageway section 

typically moves in sluggish convoys (as shown on the adjacent photograph dated 

7th February 2011) with regular flow breakdown.  Significant queues regularly 

form and dissipate at the interface with other road users at pedestrian crossings, 

major and minor junctions. This evidences that this section of the network is 

approaching the practical limit of capacity during peak times in particular. It would 
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be counter-intuitive to claim that the single carriageway would be able to 

accommodate significant additional traffic without a further breakdown in flow, a 

reduction in the overall level of service for all road users and some further peak 

spreading.  

3.9. The Pinewood TA Fig 7.1a and 7.2 suggests that the more rural section of the 

A412 immediately north east of the junction with Seven Hills Road is carrying an 

even greater flow of approximately 2600 vehicles per hour in both peak hours in 

the 2008 baseline. On the approach to Five Points Roundabout, the flows are 

approximately 2,000 vehicles per hour. Table 3.1 provides a summary of the 

traffic flows approaching Five Points against the capacity of the link, as stated 

within ‘TA 79/99 Traffic Capacity of Urban Roads’. As shown, the link flows on 

the A412 at this location are just below its theoretical capacity.  

Table 3.1: A412 Comparison of Traffic Flows and Standards  

 

Note: * - Assumes UAP3 Road Type and 7.3m carriageway 

3.10. It would appear that the flows being considered would ideally warrant further 

consideration of highway widening or indeed a local Iver Heath Bypass. 

However, the former would be impractical without extensive property acquisition 

and there appears to be no proven line to enable consideration of the latter. 

Consequently, neither has been considered further. 

3.11. This comparison supports the subjective findings above and suggests that the 

Highway Authority is quite correct to be concerned about the appropriateness of 

present traffic levels along the single carriageway A412 section. 

 

 

Time Period Base Year Flow 
TA 79/99 

Capacity* 

Percentage of 

Capacity 

AM Peak: 8am to 9am 

(TA Fig 7.1a) 
2,143 2,170 99% 

PM Peak: 5pm to 6pm  

(TA Fig 7.2) 
1,999 2,170 92% 
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Junction Capacity 

3.12. Junction models are professional tools giving outputs which reflect the quality of 

the inputs and, in some cases, the standard models are very sensitive to 

relatively small changes in input data. As the models approach and exceed 

practical capacity standards they have a tendency to become more unstable with 

queue length predictions increasing quickly.  

3.13. The criterion of a desirable maximum 0.85 (85%) Ratio of Flow to Capacity (RFC) 

for roundabouts and junctions, gives a 15% level of resilience to accommodate 

flow variation and provides some flexibility for growth. Similarly, with traffic 

signals, a threshold of 90% Degree of Saturation (DoS) is adopted and 

calculations aim to demonstrate a positive Practical Reserve Capacity (PRC) for 

the same reasons. All capacity calculations provide Queues as Mean Max 

Queues (MMQ) which is effectively the average queue length to be expected 

within the particular period under consideration. However, by definition these 

lengths will be exceeded for 50% of the time and designers need to design 

accordingly. MMQ is measured in Passenger Car Units (PCU) and a factor of 6m 

per PCU is generally used to establish the likely length of queues. 

3.14. Finally, junctions are often modelled in isolation and, as a result, the wider 

network implications are not always evident from the analysis.  Extensive 

queuing predicted for any individual junction therefore needs to be considered in 

the context of its impact on the operation of adjacent junctions.  

3.15. A total of 9 junctions were modelled as the 2008 base case and Table 3.2 

summarises each junction in turn.  Overall 5 junctions are considered to operate 

beyond capacity using normally accepted UK criteria with the remainder 

approaching practical capacity, at least on some approaches.   
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Table 3.2: Summary of Existing Junction Assessments (Base Year - 2008)  

Max RFC / DoS 
(Mean Queue) 

Junction  

AM Peak PM Peak 

Comment 

M40 Junction 1 
Gyratory 

0.92 
(16) 

0.87 
(6) 

Operates just 
within capacity 

 
Seven Hills Road / 
A412 Denham Road 
 

1.0 
(6) 

0.49 
(1) 

Operates above 
capacity 

 
A412 Denham Road / 
Bangors Road North / 
A412 Church Road / 
Thornbridge Road  
 

1.19 
(148) 

1.07 
(30) 

Operates above 
capacity 

 
A4007 Slough Road / 
Bangors Road North / 
Bangers Road South  
 

1.36 
(142) 

1.14 
(67) 

Operates above 
capacity 

 
Wood Lane / B470 
Langley Park Road 
 

1.21 
(58) 

0.93 
(9) 

Operates above 
capacity 

 
Five Points 
Roundabout 
 

1.32 
(254) 

1.07 
(41) 

Operates above 
capacity 

 
Pinewood Road / 
Pinewood Green 
 

0.84 
(4) 

0.33 
(1) 

Operates within 
capacity 

 
Pinewood Studios 
Access 
 

0.56 
(1) 

0,63 
(2) 

Operates within 
capacity 

 
A412 Denham Road / 
Quarry Access 
Roundabout 
 

0.60 
(2) 

0.63 
(2) 

Operates within 
capacity 

3.16. This analysis supports the Authority’s view that the overall network currently 

operates at, or close to, its practical capacity. 
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Road Safety Implications 

3.17. Over the years, a number of junction treatments have been introduced, for 

example with the A412 / Bangors Road North and Bangors Road /Slough Road 

double roundabouts, to permit side road movements, to slow traffic speeds to an 

appropriate level and to improve safety. The present junction form experiences  

congestion under current conditions (as discussed above) and it is inconsistent 

with the much larger junction forms proposed by Pinewood for Five Points, at 

Seven Hills Road and with other junctions along the A412 route such as Quarry 

Roundabout to propose no increased capacity. However, the reason no 

proposals are advanced is that the junction is heavily constrained by adjacent 

land uses and it would be unrealistic and inappropriate to consider junction 

enhancement on a much larger scale. 

3.18. Traffic difficulties are not confined to the A412 through Iver Heath and are 

experienced to differing degrees also along the A407 Slough Road, Pinewood 

Road, Wood Lane and several other local roads. These are in essence little 

improved country lanes which have subsequently had residential and commercial 

development constructed along them, served by a mix of direct frontage access, 

residential side roads and the resulting pedestrian activity.  

3.19. Persistent difficulties with inappropriate through traffic have been a long standing 

issue with residents in Pinewood Green and have resulted in previous initiatives 

to discourage extraneous traffic, resulting in the present traffic calming features.  

3.20. As has been shown in some detail in the Statement of Common Ground the local 

network experiences road safety problems at levels which are of increasing 

concern to the highway authority. The record of collisions tends to follow the 

levels of traffic, as would be expected, with individual recorded incidents tending 

to occur at sites of conflicting movements and/or constrained flexibility for users.  

3.21. An increase in traffic density across the local network and any spreading of 

existing peak hour difficulties will tend to produce a corresponding increase in 

traffic conflict and so the potential for worsening road safety conditions overall. In 

addition, increases in traffic congestion on the more heavily trafficked roads will 

inevitably result in a tendency for further “rat running” as drivers seek alternative 
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less congested routes. This, in turn, will tend to result in a general worsening in 

road safety in these currently less trafficked areas.  

3.22. It is not possible to give a quantified view of the likely deterioration in road safety 

as a result of the development other than to comment that the proposed Project 

Pinewood development would increase traffic demand across what is already 

shown within the TA to be a congested local network with a concerning accident 

record. The potential consequences of this will be an even busier network, even 

wider displacement of traffic than at present and a likelihood of a proportionally 

worsened road safety record unless extensive mitigation works are included in 

the overall proposals. This will be discussed in Section 8 of this evidence. 



  
17

4. Traffic Forecasts relied upon in the Transport Assessment 

4.1. All traffic forecasting depends on a range of individual factors and assumptions 

(some of which are discussed below) and it is important to recognise that these 

assumptions are essentially simple forecasts of human behaviour under certain 

circumstances. No forecast can therefore be guaranteed and, taken collectively, 

these assumptions generate a risk that the final outputs will prove to differ 

significantly in practice.    

4.2. In such circumstances, a range of possible outcomes is used to enable sensitivity 

testing of any infrastructure changes proposed or designs are subjected to a 

simple overall percentage increase as a sensitivity test to show the impacts of 

different outcomes. It should also be recognised that the forecasts are based on 

normal flows in neutral traffic months whereas flows during other months may be 

significantly different. Junction modelling techniques are also validated on 

average traffic conditions and may not represent the conditions found for 

instance in poor weather or in darkness. Furthermore good junction design 

allows for a reserve capacity to permit some growth and flexibility rather than 

designing up to the hilt on a single set of traffic forecasts which may prove to be 

wrong. 

4.3. For simplicity only those items where the Authority’s conclusions may differ 

significantly from that which is relied upon by Pinewood are discussed below. 

4.4. “Recession proofing” the base counts (TA section 6.2 page 16). The 

Appellant carried out base traffic counts in July 2008; a non neutral (traditionally 

quiet) month and a time when traffic flows across four local permanent count 

sites appeared to be unusually suppressed.  The Authority considered the latter 

to be a result of the effects of high oil prices in early 2008 and the emerging 

global recession. 

4.5. Figure 4.1 illustrates the impact of events such as recession and fuel shortages 

on traffic levels and as can be seen, the current recession coincides with a 0.8% 

reduction in traffic for 2008 and a 1% fall for 2009. However, it is also apparent 
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that whilst these events do have a short-term impact on traffic levels, any losses 

are generally recovered post recession.   

Source: Road Statistics 2009: Traffic, Speed and Congestion, DfT 2010 

Figure 4.1: Year on year growth in all vehicle traffic in Great Britain 

4.6. The current recession has been described as the worst downturn seen in the UK 

since the 1930s and is still ongoing.  Figure 4.2 below illustrates the trend in 

economic growth (based on GDP) during the current and previous three 

recessions and clearly demonstrates this is the most severe.  In addition, fuel 

prices are currently at such record levels that there are pressures on government 

to ease the tax element because of the potential impact on the recovery.  

4.7. The site’s location within the generally affluent South East Region, close to 

London and adjacent to the national motorway network, is also germane to this 

discussion on traffic levels, as it is far more likely to show an upturn as the 

economy improves than many other areas of the country. In addition, there are a 

number of known planning consents and development aspirations for sites within 

and around South Buckinghamshire and this is also likely to contribute towards a 

steady increase in traffic demand along the A412.  
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Source: Buckinghamshire 2010 Economic Assessment, Preliminary Draft, 
Buckinghamshire County Council 

 
Figure 4.2: Economic growth in recession, GDP 

4.8. As a result, the Authority requested that the base flows be factored to a neutral 

month (A/M/J/S/O) as per accepted practice. In addition, the Appellant was 

asked to adjust flows to traffic levels recorded in the previous “typical year”.  

4.9. The Authority believes that the approach taken is fully justifiable and that the 

depressed levels of general traffic used by the Appellant will have added another 

element of uncertainty when the future operation of the application site is 

considered.  

4.10. A low growth factor (TA section 6.3 page16) was then used to accommodate 

background growth in traffic demand into the future. This is considered 

acceptable given the inherent constraints of the existing local network as 

discussed above, when applied to the adjusted base counts.  

4.11. Creative Industries, Screen Craft Academy and Productions trips (TA 

Sections 6.7, 6.8 and 6.10). The Authority relied heavily upon the Appellant and 
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its agents in this part of the assessment in view of the unique nature of the 

development. As a result, the Authority wished to see a range of traffic demand 

flows so that the risk associated with the potential traffic footprint of the 

development and the sensitivity of network performance to this range could be 

judged. In the final analysis the Appellant relied solely within their TA upon the 

low end of this range for their network testing but even then (as will be discussed 

in this evidence) have failed to demonstrate effective mitigation of their traffic 

impacts at these levels.  

4.12. Internalisation of Education trips (TA paragraph 6.6.4.7 page18). The 

Authority is in general agreement on this element. However, there is some 

residual debate regarding the number of external trips to be made by bus. The 

TA assumes 52% of external educational trips will be made by car (paragraph 

6.6.4.11).  Based on the assumption that the remainder (48%) will be made by 

bus, the number of school bus trips would be 184 as opposed to 312, as relied 

upon in Table 10.1 of the TA.    

4.13. Internalisation of commuter trips (TA section 6.6.4.13 page18). The assertion 

that 20% of commuter trips would be internalised rather than the 14% already 

included for in the base local counts is not understood as there will be no 

requirement for a residential occupant to work on site. However, whilst this adds 

a further element of uncertainty the resulting reductions quoted in paragraph 

6.6.4.15 of the TA are relatively insignificant. 

4.14. Modal shift due to Community Travel Plan initiatives (TA section 6.6.4.17 

page 18). The 10% shift quoted is considered a useful target for the travel plan 

and equates to the order of shift being worked towards by the Authority in the 

urban areas of Aylesbury and Wycombe. However, the national results quoted 

within the TA (a 14% reduction in peak-time and a 7% reduction in off-peak non-

urban traffic) represent the maximum likely traffic reduction which could 

potentially be achieved through an intensive smarter travel programme delivered 

over 10 years i.e. they were achieved as a result of sustained effort in marketing 

and promotion, etc.  Achievement of this level of traffic reduction would also be 

dependant on the priority and support accorded to soft initiatives and the extent 

to which their benefits are locked in by complementary measures to control traffic 
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generation such as improved public transport services, cycle infrastructure and 

parking restraint, etc.  As noted in section 2 previously, the Authority considers 

that the proposed mitigation is insufficient and wider mitigation is required to 

reduce the traffic impact of the site and create an environment that encourages 

sustainable travel.  There may also be an element of double counting in the 

Appellant’s assessment in relation to measures to reduce the need to travel 

delivered through the CTP and internalisation of commuter trips. For example, 

the internalisation of commuter trips has assumed a proportion of home working; 

however this will have also contributed to the traffic reduction targets for the CTP.    

4.15. In addition, the proposed new bus services, which are central to achieving the 

Appellant’s mode shift, will be caught up in serious traffic congestion around the 

proposed Five Points junction making bus travel unattractive as a peak travel 

alternative.  

4.16. Consequently, the reliance on an additional 10% shift from the private car over 

and above the other assumptions already relied upon is considered to present a 

potential risk to the final traffic generations. 

4.17. Review of assumptions regarding trips by sustainable modes.  Table 4.1 

compares the modal split assumptions presented in TA for sustainable modes 

(walking, cycling, bus and rail) with the 2001 Census figures for method of travel 

to work for the economically active resident population of Iver Heath and 

Aylesbury. 

Table 4.1: Comparison of Predicted Sustainable Trips against Census 
Data  

 

Item 

Project Pinewood 
Transport 

Assessment 
(AM Peak Hour) 

Aylesbury Urban 
2001 Census 

Iver Heath 
2001 Census 

 
External Walk trips 
 

5% of trips 14% 3.3% 

 
External Cycle trips 
 

1.3% of trips 3% 1.6% 

 
Rail trips (inc. U/G) 
 

3.5% of trips 3.2% 4.1% 
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Item 

Project Pinewood 
Transport 

Assessment 
(AM Peak Hour) 

Aylesbury Urban 
2001 Census 

Iver Heath 
2001 Census 

 
Bus trips* 

 

11.5% exclusive of rail 
trip 

3% 1.9% 

Totals**  
 

21.3%  
 

23% 10.9% 

*Excluding school bus trips (184 as opposed to 312 stated in paragraph 10.6 of 
the TA) to allow a direct comparison with the Census data.   
**Based on total trips of 1560 not 1647 as stated in Table 10.1 of the TA – 
amended to reflect corrected school bus trips.  

4.18. Comparing the percentage mode share for sustainable modes of travel relied 

upon within the TA with the 2001 census data for the Aylesbury urban area 

demonstrates the challenge of generating trips by these modes from an 

unsustainable location such as Project Pinewood.  The comparatively high 

proportion of bus trips in particular suggests that the TA analysis is overly 

optimistic.  The comparison with Iver Heath in general shows the difference with 

local, well established travel patterns, and so further demonstrates the scale of 

the challenge.  

4.19. Potential traffic growth based on employment forecasts.  Appendix A 

contains a technical note which compares the potential traffic growth based on 

the predicted growth in employment against the assumptions used within the TA.  

In addition, a range of traffic forecasts for the residential element have also been 

considered, taking into account the risk of double counting associated with 

potential modal shift and internalisation of trips as discussed in paragraph 4.14 

above.  

4.20. Table 4.2 below provides a summary of the results of this comparison and as can 

be seen the potential traffic generation could be up to 33% higher than that 

assumed within the TA.  
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Table 4.2: AM & PM Comparison of Potential Traffic against TA Forecasts 
(2022)  

4.21. This assessment clearly demonstrates the difficulty in estimating the likely trip 

generation of the site, and the potential range of trips which could occur.  Given 

the broad range of potential trips and uncertainty over the frequency for which 

the trips assumed within the TA could be exceeded, sensitivity tests which 

consider the impact of a range of trip forecasts need to be assessed. 

4.22. Potential Mitigation of Risk. The Authority believes that there is a real risk that 

peak period general traffic demands may be significantly greater than those 

relied upon in the TA. Consequently, during pre application discussions the 

Authority proposed two potential ways forward. The first was a reduction in the 

scale of the development to match available network capacity. Alternatively the 

Appellant was asked to consider a legal agreement to deliver the traffic 

generation and network performance relied upon in its final proposals with the 

final stages of build-out being at risk. The latter approach is considered later in 

Section 9 of this evidence but was ultimately rejected by the Appellant in 

December 2010. 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Potential 
Forecast 
Range 

Potential 
Traffic 

Forecast 

TA 
Traffic 

Forecast*

Percentage
Difference 

Potential 
Traffic 

Forecast 

TA Traffic 
Forecasts* 

Percentage 
Difference 

High 2,525 1,893 33% 2,551 1,962 30% 

Mid 2,210 1,893 17% 2,306 1,962 18% 

Low 1,963 1,893 4% 2,135 1,962 9% 
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5. Impact on the network demonstrated in the Transport Assessment 

5.1. A total of 11 junctions have been assessed for the design year of 2022 within the 

TA and the declared operational performance is summarised in Table 5.1 below.  

Table 5.1: Summary of Proposed Junction Assessments (Design Year - 2022)  

Max RFC / DoS 
(Mean Queue) 

Junction  
Proposed 
Junction 

Improvement 
AM Peak PM Peak 

Comment 

M40 Junction 1 
Gyratory 

No proposed 
improvements 

1.14 
(168) 

0.99 
(21) 

Operates 
above 

capacity 
 
Seven Hills Road / 
A412 Denham 
Road 
 

Proposed 
roundabout 

1.08 
(63) 

1.06 
(29) 

Operates 
above 

capacity 

 
A412 Denham 
Road / Bangors 
Road North / A412 
Church Road / 
Thornbridge Road  
 

No proposed 
improvements 

1.25 
(202) 

1.36 
(159) 

Operates 
above 

capacity 

 
A4007 Slough 
Road / Bangors 
Road North / 
Bangers Road 
South  
 

No proposed 
improvements 

1.85 
(385) 

1.40 
(237) 

Operates 
above 

capacity 

 
Wood Lane / B470 
Langley Park Road 
 

Widening of Wood 
Lane Approach 

(Masterplan) 

1.26 
(99) 

1.02 
(22) 

Operates 
above 

capacity 

 
Five Points 
Roundabout 
 

Enlargement and 
Signalisation 

123% 
(106) 

96% 
(28) 

Operates 
above 

capacity 

 
Pinewood Road / 
Pinewood Green 
 

No proposed 
improvements 

0.66 
(2) 

0.42 
(1) 

Operates 
within capacity 

 
A412 Denham 
Road / Quarry 
Access 
Roundabout 
 
 

No proposed 
improvements 

0.72 
(3) 

0.77 
(3) 

Operates 
within capacity 
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Max RFC / DoS 
(Mean Queue) 

Junction  
Proposed 
Junction 

Improvement 
AM Peak PM Peak 

Comment 

 
Pinewood Studios 
Access 
 

Additional access 
added 

0.77 
(3) 

0.90 
(8) 

Operates 
within capacity 

 
Pinewood Central 
Access 
 

New Junction 
0.53 
(1) 

0.83 
(5) 

Operates 
within capacity 

 
Seven Hills Road 
Access Junction 
 

New Junction 
0.42 
(1) 

0.52 
(1) 

Operates 
within capacity 

5.2. It will be noted that six of these junctions are shown to operate above the 

normally accepted standards of junction capacity by 2022 with the proposed 

development in place. It will also be noted that the two major junction changes 

along the A412 have both been shown to have failed the same test.  Both 

junctions are dealt with in greater detail in sections 6 and 7 of this evidence. 

5.3. The TA appears to rely on some of these junctions having been demonstrated 

either to have difficulties at the 2008 base line or to have failed by 2022 even 

without the development. This particular ‘Nil Detriment’ argument is not sound 

given the predicted level of operation of the network as a whole, as opposed 

simply to the junction analyses.  The current network is already at or approaching 

its practical capacity and little is or can realistically be done given the location of 

the site to improve this. No improvements are proposed, for instance, for the 

A412/Bangors Road North double roundabout or to the single carriageway A412 

section through Iver Heath which are the real governing factors of traffic 

throughput on this section of the A412 and across the wider network. 

5.4. The TA does not address the traffic capacity of links between the junctions and 

whether the narrow road sections typical of the local network can actually 

accommodate the scale of flows described, and potentially released by the scale 

of junctions proposed along the A412. The issue of link capacity was discussed 

in Section 3 above where it was demonstrated that two way flows on the A412 

much in excess of the present two way flows at peak times would be impractical. 
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Table 5.2 provides a summary of the traffic flows south of Seven Hills Road 

against the capacity of the link, as stated within ‘TA 79/99 Traffic Capacity of 

Urban Roads’. As shown, the link flows on the A412 at this location significantly 

exceed its theoretical capacity. 

Table 5.2: A412 South of Seven Hills Road Comparison of Traffic Flows and 

Standards (2022)   

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Note: * - Assumes UAP3 Road Type and 7.3m carriageway 

5.5. The Authority considers that seeking to accommodate such flows would be  

impractical and inappropriate along the single carriageway section of the A412 

without substantive improvement. Based on the above comparison, flows of this 

scale would require significant carriageway widening. 

5.6. The reality is that without the Project Pinewood development future traffic 

operation will be increasingly difficult locally following any growth which is 

experienced. This will lead to increased congestion generally and increased 

intrusion for residents and users alike. There are no Authority plans to improve 

the traffic capacity of the local network and indeed this may be impractical 

through the village of Iver Heath itself.   The addition of the Project Pinewood 

development traffic will compound these problems. 

5.7. The TA has clearly shown that the scale of growth proposed by the Appellant is 

inappropriate given the impact on peak period traffic which is likely. It is 

considered that the local network has been shown as inadequate despite the 

considerable expenditure proposed. In these circumstances excess traffic is 

likely to be held, with extensive queuing, at the extreme edges of the practical 

A412 single carriageway bottleneck and with drivers seeking diversion routes 

Time Period 
Design Year 

Flow 

TA 79/99 

Capacity* 

Percentage of 

Capacity 

AM Peak: 8am to 9am 

(TA Fig 10.5) 
2,790 2,170 128% 

PM Peak: 5pm to 6pm  

(TA Fig 10.6) 
2,627 2,170 121% 
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through inappropriate roads. Significant peak hour spreading is also likely, so 

extending the worst traffic impacts over a longer period.  

5.8. It is not practical to introduce significantly more traffic to a network which is 

already beginning to struggle without providing any meaningful additional 

capacity. The argument that the design year situation at two individual junctions 

is technically no worse or marginally better than without the development is not 

meaningful where the intervening network is, and will be increasingly, heavily 

congested in both scenarios. It also seems counter-intuitive to construct major 

junctions such as those proposed for Five Points and at Seven Hills Road at 

considerable expense and with great disruption to all users unless the new 

facilities have some effective useful peak period life as defined by all normally 

accepted UK standards. At the traffic flow levels suggested, both of the new 

major junctions proposed risk being adversely affected by traffic blocking back 

from the unimproved constraint at the A412/Bangors Road North double 

roundabout. 

5.9. Overall, the scenario described in the TA is one of widespread congestion and 

failure of junctions across the local network at 2022 with (or without) the 

development. This is the prime reason for the Authority’s recommendation to 

refuse the application as the Appellant has failed to demonstrate that the network 

can accommodate the potential traffic impact footprint.   
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6. The new junction proposed at A412/Five Points Roundabout 

6.1. The Authority has significant residual concerns about the safety of the proposed 

junction. These are covered within the Supplementary Safety Audit attached as 

Appendix B to this evidence together with the designer’s responses received 12 

January 2011 (Appendix C). In addition, the Authority has residual operational 

and practical concerns following reviews of the link traffic capacity achievable on 

adjacent sections of road particularly the A412.  

6.2. The Authority also commissioned a review of the junction modelling which was 

shared with the Appellant in November 2010 and is attached as Appendix D. 

Residual concerns remain that the modelling supporting the outputs relied upon 

within the TA will overestimate the practical capacity of the junction.  

6.3. Irrespective of these concerns, the TA clearly demonstrates that the proposed 

layout will fail under the scale of traffic envisaged at 2022 with the Pinewood 

development against all normally accepted design thresholds. Any remodelling to 

take account of this inherent overestimation will merely exacerbate the situation. 

6.4. As a result of discussions since November 2010 the Appellant has tabled 

substantive amendments to this particular junction layout in February 2011 as 

shown in Figure 6.1. These have been taken on board as changes to the 

Application scheme and all the Authority’s residual concerns relating to this 

amended scheme are summarised in Table 6.1:- 
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Figure 6.1: Drawing No. FP-7000/07 Five Points Roundabout 



  
30

Table 6.1: Summary of Residual Road Safety Concerns – Five Points Roundabout 

 

Item 

 

Safety issue 
Operational 

Issue 
Comment 

Some concerns that the effective capacity of some 
links has been overestimated 

Not directly but any 
blocking back may 
cause safety 
concerns 

Yes See Technical Note attached section 3 and 5 

Irrespective of the above comment several links 
exceed the normal approach saturation value of 90% 
and so the proposal technically fails 

Not directly Yes Ditto 

The impact of the bus facilities is not assessed No Yes Ditto 

There is concern that blocking back from the A412 
Church lane exit in particularly will reduce the overall 
capacity of the junction 

No Yes Ditto 

TA statements re the additional impact of Mova are 
disputed 

No Yes Tech Note Section 4 and 5 

The analysis relies heavily on Mean Max Queues 
(MMQ). Given that in 50% of cases these will be 
exceeded then the potential for internal blocking 
should be carefully considered given that a pcu is 6m 
in length on average 

Not directly but this 
issue may cause 
additional safety 
problems 

Yes Tech Note section 3 and 5 

The revised proposals show the removal of the 
signalised bus gate from Uxbridge Road into the 
proposed junction 

Indirectly.  Yes This new arrangement may significantly reduce the 
effectiveness and safety of the bus lane at busy 
periods and may give rise to conflict with general 
traffic queuing for that approach 
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Item 

 

Safety issue 
Operational 

Issue 
Comment 

Potential driving along bus lane to obtain means of 
access and parking 

Yes (RSA item 1) Indirectly The designer’s acceptance of need for action is noted 
but does not resolve this potential  problem 

Visibility at Pub Access to A412 Uxbridge Road Yes (RSA item 3.) 

 

No The Authority is not convinced that the short left turn 
lane shown will be safe, practical or effective. The 
existing  hatching scheme was a direct response to 
safety problems with all the southern side accesses 
and these difficulties may remain despite the 
realignment given the increase in traffic flows 
anticipated on the exit from the revised Five Points 
junction 

Incorrect use of right turn arrows Yes (RSA item 5) Indirectly as 
may reduce 
practical 
capacity 

Right turn arrows on approach have been removed 
which is an improvement but the Authority cannot 
accept the approach of compass point signing on this 
busy and complex junction. Direction signing must be 
applied during detailed design. The Authority 
considers that some gantry signing is essential to 
ensure safe and effective driver understanding.   

Existing Bus stop on corner (Church Road) Yes (RSA item 7) Indirectly The designer has accepted the problem but the 
solution is uncertain and will depend on third parties. 

Forward visibility of signals on the southbound 
approach to the proposed junction (from Church 
Road) 

Yes (RSA item 8.) 

 

 

No The Authority accepts the principle of a reduction in 
the speed limit to 30 mph but would wish to see items 
from the proposed mitigation package (see section 8 
of this evidence) to ensure that 85%ile speeds are 
reduced accordingly in practice. The Authority also  
wishes to see high level signal heads to improve 
driver understanding as visibility standards are 
achieved only to the offside primary heads which 
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Item 

 

Safety issue 
Operational 

Issue 
Comment 

could be blocked by high sided vehicles. 

Forward Visibility of signals on Slough Road and 
potential see through 

Yes (RSA item 9 
and 22) 

No  The proposed bund does not address the see 
through issue since it is longitudinal to the approach 
when it should be transverse to block the view 
effectively. However this can be resolved through 
detailed design. High level signal heads may be 
required to ensure driver understanding 

See through of pedestrian signals Yes (RSA item 10.) No A full NMU audit is essential before deciding which 
ped/cycle facilities are required  

Pedestrians crossing to the central island Yes (RSA item 11)  A full NMU audit is essential before deciding which 
ped/cycle facilities are required 

Access off Wood Lane appears closed Yes (RSA item 12.) No The designer’s response is unenforceable in practice 
and would require the alternative diversion around the 
new junction. 

Visibility lines crossing land outside Highway 
boundaries (Wood Lane) 

Yes (RSA item 13) No Visibility may be blocked by vehicles parked in the 
Crooked Billet car park. The designer’s response does 
not address this issue other than through signal 
phasing 

Service lay-bys obstruct visibility Yes (RSA item 14) No The designer’s response only partially resolves this 
issue. High level signal heads are desirable to avoid 
masking of both primaries by vehicles in layby 

Corner visibility passing outside highway , limited and 
over maintenance lay bys 

Yes (RSA item18 No The designer’s response does not fully address the 
issue. Drawings FP7900 06 and 7903 06 show 
envelopes falling outside land under Appellant control. 
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Item 

 

Safety issue 
Operational 

Issue 
Comment 

Slough Road resident parking Yes (RSA 23  No The designer’s response does not address the issue.  
The parking will introduce hazards by obstructing 
visibility to the signals, and for drivers turning right 
from accesses.  Much of the layby would be unusable 
due to access and egress points.  The bus stop on 
approach makes it likely that drivers will overtake a 
bus without providing adequate space to do so without 
hitting oncoming traffic. 

Traffic signal Stacking Lengths Yes (RSA item 24) No The designer’s response with compass points does 
not address the point. The solution must include 
destination signing and some gantry signs to ensure 
comprehension and safety. 

Church Road approach Yes (RSA item 25) No The designer’s response is good in principle provided 
island signing is included at detailed design stage.. 
However, does this not permit an adequate width 
footway along the A412 northern boundary 

Church Road accesses Yes (RSA item 26 No Problem not fully addressed 

Pedestrian crossing on northbound exit of Church 
road 

Yes (RSA item27) No Problem remains 

 

High level signal heads and overhead signing gantries Yes Yes As discussed above the Authority believes that high 
level signal heads, and significantly improved signing 
are essential features of this proposal should it be 
constructed to ensure driver comprehension and 
safety. These items are discussed with respect to 
some individual points above. The detail  can be 
developed at detailed design stage provided that the 
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Item 

 

Safety issue 
Operational 

Issue 
Comment 

principle is accepted at this stage 

Wood Lane approach:  now 3 lanes, and alignment 
kink at entry,   

Low severity except 
for moped/ 
motorcycle users 
who are especially 
vulnerable in 
multilane entries 

Potentially Our experience is that this is unlikely to flow as three 
full lanes with drivers watching each other cautious 
about sideswipes.  We have experience of reducing 
roundabout entry lanes and increasing actual 
throughput and reducing collisions, 

Pedestrian/cycle routes are circuitous and complex 
throughout.   

Yes No Likelihood of pedestrians crossing through traffic at 
less busy times because of long delays.  Straight-
ahead crossings without stagger (Slough Road entry) 
exacerbate this.  Unclear which off-routes are dual 
use.  Low pedestrian flows likely, so ideal candidates 
for dual shared use throughout,  Tactile paving feels 
excessive where visually impaired users likely to be 
rare, representative groups may well support 
reduction of tactile, esp full T shape on all elements . 

Pinewood Road Approach:  widened and improved 
visibility but only to offside signal. 

Yes No It’s unclear how the vegetation, outside public 
highway, will be controlled to achieve and maintain 
visibility.  Also 3 x 3m lanes are inadequate for two-
way traffic and likely to result in side-swipes especially 
for motorcyclists 

Design speeds used for stopping sight distance is not 
evidenced.  Actual existing speed is best indicator, 

Yes No Surveys should be undertaken to verify the speed 
profile. 
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6.5. These concerns have been shared with the Appellant during discussions on the 

run up to the Inquiry and the above summary picks out only those items where 

disagreement remains. The Authority believes that the overall junction has not 

yet been proven sufficiently robust for it to be judged as satisfactory as a detailed 

application particularly in view of the residual concerns about the scale of future 

traffic demand. Consequently, the Authority concludes that this is not an 

appropriate solution for all users. 

6.6. The Authority also concludes that, in operational terms, there would seem to be 

little point in the expense and considerable disruption caused by construction of 

such a junction when the capacity of the adjacent A412 road sections and 

junctions are fundamentally out of balance with the potential additional capacity 

so provided. Consequently, it is unlikely that the traffic benefits relied upon by the 

Appellant would materialise in practice due to the constraints of the surrounding 

network. 

6.7. In reality, as discussed in Section 5 above, the Authority also believes that the 

peak flows which the junction is being designed to accommodate are impractical 

along the single carriageway approaches to the junction making the individual 

junction assessment and design of little practical assistance. 

6.8. The Appellant has appeared to accept the Authority’s position in some of these 

regards in that a fundamentally different alternative to the detailed application 

was offered immediately prior to the last Christmas break. This alternative layout 

is the subject of a new application made on 17th February however at the time of 

writing and it is uncertain what use the Appellant will seek to make of the  

junction arrangements proposed in the new applications.   
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7. The junction proposed at A412/Seven Hills Road 

7.1. The layout as proposed within the TA is as shown in Figure 7.1. Again the 

Authority has significant residual concerns about the safety of the proposed 

junction. These are covered within the Supplementary Safety Audit attached as 

Appendix B to this evidence which has never been responded to by the 

Appellant. In addition, the Authority has residual operational and practical 

concerns following reviews both of the engineering standards and of the link 

traffic capacity achievable on adjacent sections of road.  

7.2. The Authority has also commissioned a review of the junction modelling which 

identified residual concerns remain that the modelling supporting the outputs 

relied upon within the TA will overestimate the practical capacity of the junction.  

Irrespective of these concerns the TA clearly demonstrates that the proposed 

layout will fail under the scale of traffic envisaged at 2022 with the Pinewood 

development against all normally accepted design thresholds. Any remodelling to 

take account of this inherent overestimation will merely exacerbate the situation. 
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Figure 7.1: Drawing No. SRA-7000/03 Seven Hills Road / A412 Roundabout 
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7.3. All of the residual concerns are summarised in the following table:- 

Table 7.1: Summary of Residual Road Safety Concerns – Seven Hills Junction 

Item Safety issue Operational 

issue 

Comment 

Ratio of Flow to capacity 
(RFC) in excess of the 
85% design threshold at 
both peak times modelled 
within the TA 

No Yes 

Jacobs review of modelling 
(technical note attached) suggests 
that peak hour capacities may have 
been significantly overstated. All 
RFC values within the TA lie 
between0.82 and 1.08 whilst those 
within the Jacobs Tech note lie 
between0.91 and1.65 

The junction is shown 
within the TA to have 
effectively failed at peak 
times with MMQ queues 
of up to 360m 

Partly and 
may result in 
nose to tail 
collisions 

Yes 

Jacobs review of modelling suggests 
that queue lengths may have been  
significantly understated on the 
Seven Hills Road and A412 north 
approaches 

The Arcady program relies 
on appropriate 
engineering design and 
will assume that a two 
lane approach will have a 
corresponding two lane 
exit over an appropriate 
distance. The engineering 
design within the detailed 
application may result in 
blocking back from exits 
and reduced capacity in 
reality  

Partly. Short 
merges 
under heavy 
flows may 
result in 
vehicle 
conflict and 
collisions 

Yes. The impact 
will reduce peak 
hour traffic  
throughput 

This point really requires micro 
simulation modelling to demonstrate 
the potential effect 

No allowance for access 
(to Taidswood Mangat’s) 

Yes (RSA 
item 1 

No Not addressed by Design team 

Poor visibility of 
roundabout from the 
north. 

Yes  (RSA 
item 2) 

Partly 

This information was requested well 
before the Christmas break. Forward 
visibility associated with an 
alternative traffic signal design would 
suggest that substantial carriageway 
lowering and earthworks to the 
southern kerbline may be necessary 
to achieve an appropriate standard 

Insufficient Northbound 
deflection 

Yes (RSA 
item 3) 

No No adequate solution proposed 

Too sharp an entry angle 
from the south 

Yes (RSA 
item 4) 

No No adequate solution proposed 
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Insufficient circulatory 
width 

Yes (RSA 
item 5) 

Partly No adequate solution proposed 

Poor visibility  to right from 
Round Coppice 

Yes (RSA 
item 6) 

No 

The Authority has stated several 
times that it would prefer to see this 
access brought into the new junction 
as a fourth arm. This was also 
suggested by the Safety Audit. No 
response from the design team. 

Confusing signals for 
vehicles emerging from 
Round Coppice and 
exiting the roundabout 
southwards 

Yes (RSA 
item 7 and 8) 

No  Solution as for RSA 6 above 

Roundabouts constructed 
offset from the “natural 
desire line” are inherently 
more difficult for drivers to 
“comprehend than normal 
designs and give a greater 
potential for road safety 
difficulties 

Yes Partly 

No response has been received to 
the various elements within the 
safety audit (attached) which relate 
to this point. The issue would be 
worsened by any reduction  in 
forward visibility (see above) 

 

7.4. All of these concerns have been shared with the Appellant during discussions on 

the run up to the Inquiry but no direct response has been received in support of 

the detailed application design. On the contrary the promoters have appeared to 

accept the Authority’s position in these regards in that they offered up in 

response a fundamentally different alternative to the detailed application 

immediately prior to the last Christmas break. A revised application has very 

recently been received on 17th February 2011. 

7.5. The Authority believes that the roundabout, which is the subject of the current 

detailed application, has not yet been proven sufficiently safe or operationally 

robust for it to be judged as satisfactory. Consequently, the Authority must 

conclude that this design is inappropriate. 
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8. Shortfalls in the Mitigation Package 

8.1. The Project Pinewood TA was unclear as to the overall mitigation measures to 

be applied to the wider network despite the wider congestion impacts of the 

development that were clearly demonstrated within the TA. The main exceptions 

were the major changes proposed to Five Points and the A412/Seven Hills Road 

junctions together with some unspecified commitment to providing new bus 

services to the site. Discussions were commenced regarding the wider needs 

across the network prior to the applications and have continued during the 

preparations for this Inquiry.  

8.2. Following several requests for the Appellant to firm up on its wider mitigation 

proposals the Authority took the initiative and put forward an outline proposal for 

wider mitigation as a basis for further discussion.  Some measure of agreement 

has been reached and is reflected in the draft S106 agreement reached before 

the Inquiry. However, the Authority considers it important to set out the 

justification behind its proposed mitigation package.  

8.3. This package was first put formally to the Appellant’s agents at the end of 

November 2010 as a mechanism to engage positively with them regarding the 

Highway Authority’s view of what would be appropriate to begin to mitigate the 

long term impacts of this extensive development and to identify any potential 

gaps in a possible mitigation package. The Authority sees this package as the 

minimum needed both to protect the wider area from the transport impacts of the 

development and to stand any realistic chance of achieving the Appellant’s 

objective of sustainable travel to and from this inherently unsustainable site. 

However, it is considered that the fundamental problems of inadequate highway 

capacity would remain even with the complete introduction of the suggested 

package and so the Authority does not see this package alone as a complete 

solution to its residual concerns. 

8.4. Many of the following elements of this package are still essentially outline in 

nature and some may be included within the final S106 offering by the Appellant 

following ongoing discussions. However, the following demonstrates the 

justification for each element of the package and how each builds into a linked 
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approach to support the Appellant’s aspirations for sustainable transport and to 

protect the wider community from the worst traffic impacts. In addition, the 

package aims to encourage the wider take up of sustainable transport modes 

within the local community in order to reduce the overall volume of traffic on the 

local network. 

8.5. The Authority has worked with the Appellant to help it to commit to these 

proposals and to establish realistic cost estimates which can be put before the 

Inquiry. However, in some cases final proposals will need to be developed 

through extensive local consultation and so the costings are realistic best 

estimates. The package is summarised later, with a realistic cost estimate for 

each element and with a commentary on the extent to which agreement has 

been reached with the Appellant prior to this evidence being finalised. 

8.6. The following text aims to demonstrate that this package of measures :- 

 is necessitated by the proposed development 

 will address the specific difficulties caused by the proposed development 

 is a  series of interlinked elements which collectively will create a safer and 

more sustainable environment to mitigate the impacts of the proposed 

development 

 will help to deliver sustainable travel to and from the site 

 is appropriate in scale as a response to the proposed development 

 is unlikely to be fundable from other sources 

8.7. Pinewood Road-----carriageway reconstruction and footway/cycleway provision 

to accommodate increased traffic and use without disruptive intervention in future 

years. 

8.8. Pinewood Road is a relatively minor C class road. All classified roads are 

regularly scanned giving a complete record of the structural condition of the 

carriageway which then enables the Authority to prioritise maintenance works 
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from the limited budgets available to it. Priority for action from increasingly limited 

funds essentially goes to the more heavily trafficked routes and, in particular, 

those roads carrying the heaviest concentrations of heavy goods vehicles which 

is the element causing most damage to the carriageway structure. 

8.9. The structural condition of Pinewood Road is of concern to the Authority given 

the likely increased traffic levels stemming from both the Masterplan consented 

development and the current Project Pinewood application. This concern is 

heightened by the Appellant’s intention to use this route as a construction access 

road for a 10 year period as the increased HGV content will inevitably increase 

the rate of deterioration of the existing carriageway. It is accepted that it would be 

impractical to widen the existing carriageway but work to resurface and 

undertake other remedial work is seen as essential to avoid further deterioration 

and the need for more extensive and much more disruptive intervention at some 

future date.   

8.10. In addition the existing consent for the Pinewood Masterplan already contains an 

obligation to construct a combined footway/cycleway from the studios to the Five 

Points Junction. This is seen as an equally essential measure to encourage the 

use of sustainable modes both from Project Pinewood and from the surrounding 

area. It is essential, as will be described later, that this particular measure links 

into a wider network to give every opportunity for these modes to become an 

attractive alternative to the private car and so deliver the sustainable transport 

aspired to by the Appellant. 

8.11. Seven Hills Road ---carriageway reconstruction and widening plus 

footway/cycleway construction to accommodate increased use. 

8.12. The road is currently a minor, unclassified and relatively lightly trafficked country 

lane which the Appellant is seeking to use as a second access to the extended 

Pinewood complex. Again the Authority’s records show that the carriageway 

structure has to all intents failed in parts. Also there is evidence of verge over 

running in places where larger vehicles have passed. In discussions the 

Appellant has accepted the need for widening to a 6.5m carriageway and 1.8 m 

footway with associated reconstruction of the existing carriageway and drainage 
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works from the proposed Project Pinewood roundabout to the A412 junction. The 

exception to this is the existing motorway bridge which will remain unaltered. 

8.13. Whilst the new footway may be little used in the short term the County Council 

has longer term aspirations to open up the current quarry areas adjacent to the 

A412 to the north as a Country Park which would provide an attractive amenity 

and possible route through to destinations beyond helping to create a general 

environment of realistic alternatives to the private car. 

8.14. Seven Hills Road North--- work to redesign and reconstruct as an access only 

together with designation of new alternative route through the development to 

protect this vulnerable section of road against further penetration by through 

traffic. 

8.15. This work is seen as an essential part of the project to protect this extremely 

narrow section of country lane from further degradation by through traffic and to 

resolve a continued potential road safety problem site. The Appellant has 

accepted this need in principle although does not accept a greater need than 

measures to sign the new alternative and to close the existing narrow section at 

its junction with Pinewood Road 

8.16. Package of new footway/cycleway links---extensive package of work to link 

the new development with facilities in Iver and Iver Heath, with past investment in 

cycle facilities in Slough and to create a wider recreational circuit linking the two 

adjacent country parks with the national cycle network. 

8.17. The Authority is of the view that there is a need to promote walking and cycling in 

the round to deliver successful use of these modes at peak travel times. Certainly 

all sustainable travel specialists accept that there is a need to accustom people 

to regular leisure walking and cycling to stand any realistic chance of transferring 

these practices to regular use for commuting and other peak period travel 

purposes. In turn, there is a need to provide safe facilities for these modes to 

destinations which are attractive to users so that there are genuine options 

available to stimulate use. Consequently, these measures are seen as the key to 

wider sustainable travel success to create a supportive local environment for all 
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walking and cycling needs as part of a coordinated Pinewood travel plan 

approach aimed at reducing the reliance on the private car. 

8.18. The Appellant has endorsed the need for much of this although the need to 

support recreational use is not accepted. The Authority’s view of the potential 

scale and cost of this network is contained in the summary. 

8.19. The provision of free/reduced cost bikes per new household within the 

development or the consideration of a supported Bike Hire scheme to help create 

a supportive local environment for cycling. 

8.20. The Appellant has accepted the need for this measure in principle and is 

proposing a system of bike vouchers. The Authority’s view of the potential cost of 

an appropriate response is contained within the summary. 

8.21. Area wide high quality environmental improvement and traffic calming 

scheme across Iver, Iver Heath, Fulmer and elsewhere following extensive local 

consultation aiming to protect the villages against a worsening of local road 

safety problems and further traffic displacement. 

8.22. The TA has clearly demonstrated that the wider network will be heavily affected 

by traffic with the current proposals. In addition, the degree of congestion 

envisaged overall and in particular along the A412 will inevitably encourage 

drivers to seek alternative routes wherever they can find them. As a result, the 

village centres, Pinewood Green and the various local roads may all be subject 

to increased levels of traffic and potential road safety problems beyond those 

identified to date by the promoter. 

8.23. The Authority would wish to protect these vulnerable areas against further traffic 

impact building upon the various traffic calming features already implemented 

across the local area. It is considered that a well designed urban space is 

essential in the majority of cases which combines traffic calming elements with a 

quality street scene environment reflecting the sensitive nature of these 

surroundings. An appropriate treatment for Fulmer may be more challenging to 

reflect the more rural surroundings. 
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8.24. The nature of these aspirations and indeed the local consultative requirements of 

such projects means that it is impractical to produce detailed proposals at this 

stage. However the Authority has put forward a suggested estimated cost for the 

project which includes for all design and consultation costs together with some 

concepts for the sort of project that may result. In the final analysis there are 

unlikely to be County Council funds available for this work other than as 

contributions from the Appellant or other third parties. 

8.25. Prolonged financial support (10 years after completion) for the new bus 

services relied upon within the TA. Further support aimed to improve access to 

and the quality of bus services throughout the local area impacted by the 

Pinewood proposals in order to create a wider supportive environment of 

sustainable travel options. 

8.26. The overall intention here is to provide a step change improvement in local bus 

service options to stimulate further use both within the development and across 

the wider area. This, in turn, will provide every opportunity to reduce the local 

reliance on the private car and so reduce traffic levels and congestion on the 

local network.  

8.27. The Appellant has accepted the need for prolonged financial support for these 

services from an early stage of development (still to be agreed) until at least 10 

years after completion. However, no proposals have been considered for wider 

quality service improvements across the local area. The Authority has estimated 

the cost of this particular element which is contained in the summary.  

8.28. Support for a package of road safety initiatives and projects aimed at 

addressing the poor safety record of the A412 corridor and protecting this key 

route against further impact as a result of increased traffic demands. 

8.29. The broad need for this initiative is clearly made by the safety section in the 

statement of common ground. Whilst the nature of the problem may be similar to 

that discussed under the area wide initiative above the nature of the outcomes 

may be significantly different given the volumes of traffic and the varying 

standards of carriageway involved. Indeed this work may well need to be 

revisited several times as traffic patterns and volumes change and settle down 
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over the proposed period of development on the Masterplan and Project 

pinewood sites. However, it is a reasonable conclusion that significant additional 

traffic demand from the proposed development will increase road safety 

problems throughout the local network unless action is taken to tackle these 

issues. 

8.30. For these reasons few firm safety schemes currently exist. However a short 

paper has been shared with the Appellant giving the sorts of measures and 

potential costs involved to support the idea of a S106 contribution towards this 

work with progress monitored and challenged if necessary through the Transport 

Review group now being proposed by the Appellant. 

8.31. Support for a prolonged 10 year personalised travel planning initiative 

throughout the local area to create a supportive environment for a reduction in 

the reliance on the private car. 

8.32. The Appellant has accepted the principle of this initiative across the Application 

site but not elsewhere. Sustainable travel professionals have demonstrated the 

technique as one of the best ways to encourage mode shift away from the car. A 

wider  initiative is seen as supportive both of Pinewood’s desire to achieve a 

sustainable travel mix from their site and of a mechanism to drive a parallel shift 

across the wider local area to provide a window of opportunity for development 

traffic growth. Both are seen as essential to ensure less traffic and congestion 

overall across the local network. 

8.33. Long term support for a car club and car share scheme geared to reducing the 

dependence on the private car. 

8.34. The Appellant has accepted the principles although the detail is yet to be 

presented. 

8.35. Long term support for measures identified in the Pinewood Travel Plan 

8.36. The Appellant has accepted the principles within the Framework Travel Plan as 

amended following extensive consultation with the Authority. 
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8.37. New junctions at A412 Five Points, A412 Seven Hills Road and new access 

junctions at both Pinewood Road and Seven Hills Road to layouts to be 

agreed by the Local Highway Authority. 

8.38. This is a fundamental requirement and the two principal junctions are the subject 

of detailed Applications before this Inquiry as discussed in depth previously. The 

remaining junctions are outline applications only and will be the subject of 

detailed discussions with the Authority at a later date if the overall development is 

taken forward. 

8.39. Investment in ITS across the local area to support effective operational 

management of the local network, to provide usable travel information to users 

and to assist in promoting bus services as a viable option to the car. This will 

include a mix of Real Time Passenger Information (RTPI), on street Variable 

Message Signs (VMS) and Closed Circuit TV (CCTV) facilities. 

8.40. The Appellant has accepted the principle (except for the VMS element).  

8.41. The following table identifies each element of the package, an estimate of its 

potential cost and the status of any agreement made with the Appellant at the 

time of writing. 
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Table 8.1: Overview of Mitigation Package 

Item 

BCC 

Preliminary 

Cost Estimate 

(£) 

Appellant’s 

agreement  
Comment 

Pinewood Road 

Carriageway works 

£1.65M Not accepted The Appellant does not accept the 
obligation to undertake this work. 
However , no BCC funding is 
prioritised to undertake this work 
and the main access route would 
deteriorate rapidly with  
construction and development 
traffic growth 

Pinewood Road 

Footway/cycleway 

N/A 

 

Agreed Existing S106 Masterplan 
commitment 

Seven Hills Road 

 

Reconstruction to a 
6.5m standard with a 
1.8m footway 

 Agreed in 
principle 

Ongoing discussions about the 
detail but the Appellant has 
accepted the obligation for all 
associated costs to the Authority’s 
satisfaction 

Seven Hills Road 
North 

£55,000 inc Not accepted Costs include consultation, traffic 
regulation orders and minor works 
to bring about an effective closure 
as a through road 

Package of new 
footway/cycleway 
links 

£3.37M Cost of 
implementation 
to be agreed 

The cost estimate is based on the 
Appellants proposals for the new 
links. 

Free /reduced cost 
Bikes 

 Agreed Costs to be borne by the developer

Area Wide treatment £765,000 Not accepted Proposed traffic calming and 
environmental improvement 
package for Fulmer Village, 
Pinewood Green and Iver Heath. 

Support for 
Pinewood bus 
services 

 Agreed New services contained in TA will 
be provided from an early stage 
and financially supported for a 
minimum of 10 years after 
completion.  

Wider Passenger 
Transport Package 

 

£72,000 Not accepted The concept is intended to build a 
wider dependence on bus services 
and so reduce the levels of traffic 
locally in order to accommodate 
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Item 

BCC 

Preliminary 

Cost Estimate 

(£) 

Appellant’s 

agreement  
Comment 

the impact of the proposed 
development 

A412 Road safety 
Package 

£3m to £5m 
over a 10 to 15 
year period 

 Needed to address the additional 
impacts on road safety patterns 
and levels which are already the 
third worst on the county’s A roads 

Personalised Travel 
Planning initiative 

£60,000 pilot at 
£30 per 
household 

 

 

 

 The pilot would build on measures 
to be undertaken within the 
development to create a wider 
local area appreciation of the 
choice of sustainable modes and 
so reduce the levels of traffic 
locally in order to accommodate 
the impact of the proposed 
development 

Support for car club/ 
car share 

 Agreed in 
principle 

Costs to be borne by the developer

Pinewood travel 
Plan support 

 Agreed in 
principle 

Costs to be borne by the developer

Five points 
proposals 

 

  The Appellant accepts the 
obligation for all associated costs. 
However, a practical design is yet 
to be agreed 

Seven Hills junction 
proposals 

 

  The Appellant accepts the 
obligation for all associated costs. 
However, a practical design is yet 
to be agreed 

ITS enhancements 

 

£140,000  The appellant has agreed all 
elements  as an integral part of his 
detailed obligations for new bus 
services (shelters and RTPI) and 
new signal schemes( CCTV, 
Mova, scoot etc) The outstanding 
shortfall relates to  VMS 

Totals £9.1M to £11.1M 
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9. Form of Possible Agreement 

9.1. The Authority has always recognised that the nature of the development is in part 

unique and, as a result, it has always been problematical to pinpoint the level of 

future traffic generation likely to arise from it with much certainty. Certainly, the 

Authority and the Appellant’s consultants devoted considerable time and energy 

in these discussions although some distinct differences remain. As a result, the 

Authority suggested a different approach whereby a joint Transport Review 

Group (TRG) would be set up to monitor traffic generation and congestion 

resulting in reality against a profile of staged development based on the TA 

forecasts. The objective was to leave no stone unturned in encouraging 

sustainable trip making so as to deliver the outcomes relied upon within the TA. 

The final stage or stages of the development would be at risk under a formal 

agreement unless the ongoing trend of traffic and junction performance 

monitored was on course to deliver the outcomes relied upon in the TA. 

9.2. This potential way forward was first mooted prior to the application but was 

discussed further following its final rejection by the Planning Authority. However, 

at a meeting with the Appellant’s transport consultants in mid November 2010 

this approach was finally ruled out as not a viable way forward. 

9.3. At a same meeting the Appellant offered an alternative approach where the 

potential cap on development would be replaced by a fund (still as yet 

unspecified) which could be used by the TRG in whatever way was needed to 

deliver the required outcomes. The Authority’s response by email dated 29 

November 2010 was as below:- 
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9.4. Discussions have continued regarding the shape, extent and cost of a mitigation 

package proposed by the Authority as discussed previously. However, these 

works and measures are not seen by the Authority as an acceptable solution to 

the transport impacts but rather as the minimum necessary to begin to protect 

the surrounding area from the worst of the transport impacts from this 

development should it go forward. 

9.5. As discussed previously discussions have also continued about the form and 

operational safety /performance of the two principal junctions and the potential 

traffic generation from the extended Pinewood site. However, significant 

disagreements remain regarding the way forward. 

“ The Authority is disappointed that Pinewood feel unable to adopt the possible 
way forward that was discussed at some length previously. This would have 
involved a joint approach to monitoring traffic generations/congestion against 
a development profile leading to those figures relied upon within your TA 
together with a proactive joint approach to delivering mode shift. However, the 
final stage or stages of the development would have been ultimately at risk if 
the figures relied upon within the TA could not be achieved. The intention of 
this proposal was to share the future risk to the Highway Authority of 
effectively mitigating the development’s impact on the transport network more 
equitably with Pinewood Studios. 
 
At this stage I can confirm that the Authority cannot accept your proposal for 
financial payments in lieu of a potential cap on the quantum of development. 
This is because your own TA has demonstrated quite well that there are no 
simple solutions which would provide further mitigation of traffic demands 
arising from this proposed development. In addition, your TA also shows that 
the impacts on the network will be significant. Consequently, as has been 
discussed in the past there is little potential to identify additional works or 
measures that could be funded from an additional fund and implemented to 
mitigate these impacts. Consequently, the entire burden of risk associated with 
the traffic footprint of the development would remain with the Highway 
Authority. In essence, this is why we first discussed the approach outlined 
above and we appear to have taken this particular discussion back to where we 
started. 
 
If you are able to propose significant additional measures that could be shown 
to alter the current balance of risk associated with the development then the 
Authority would, of course wish to understand and consider these additional 
proposals further.” 
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10. Summary 

10.1. The Authority’s main outstanding concerns, as discussed within this proof of 

evidence, are as follows: 

10.2. Existing Highway Network – The existing local highway network has been 

shown within the TA to be operating close to or above capacity. 

10.3. Trip Forecasts – There is uncertainty about the trip forecasts relied upon in the 

TA and as such sensitivity tests which consider the impact of a range of trip 

forecasts need to be assessed.  Whilst it is accepted that the Appellant has made 

significant efforts to provide sustainable travel measures within the scheme (for 

example by the provision of new bus services), the modal share targets are 

considered to be challenging at best due to the location of the Application site 

and proposed level of overall parking provision.  

10.4. Five Points Roundabout and Seven Hills Road Junction – The TA does not 

demonstrate that the proposed junction improvements can accommodate the trip 

assumptions used in the TA. 

10.5. Residual Concerns about the Wider Highway Network – There are areas 

within the wider network which are known to be operating above capacity at 

present and this is not addressed in the TA. 

10.6. Mitigation – The TA is insufficiently committal on the extent and duration of 

external measures to mitigate traffic impact across the local network.  Whilst the 

wider mitigation package put forward by the Authority is considered to be the 

minimum required to begin to address the adverse traffic impacts of 

development, the Authority’s concerns about the development are fundamental in 

nature and would not be sufficiently resolves by the complete package to enable 

to removal of the recommendation of refusal. 

10.7. In conclusion, the Authority recommends that the appeals on all three interlinked 

applications (09/00706.07 and 08) should be dismissed.  


