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1. INTRODUCTION

1 . 1 . M y name is A lan D eVenny and Ihave a B Eng (H ons )in C iviland Trans portation

Engineering and a P hD in C ivilEngineering. I am a C hartered Engineer and a

memberofthe IC E . Iam a P rojec ts D irec torwith S ys tra L imited (S ys tra), Trans port

P lanners and Engineers and have been with the firm s inc e 1999. I s pec ialis e in

d evelopmentplanningworkand my main role is to provid e trans portplanningad vic e

from the pre-plannings tage throu ghto c ons tru c tion and pos toc c u pation forallmod es

oftrans port. Id eliverworkto bothprivate d evelopers and pu blic s ec torc lients .

1 . 2 . M y firm has been retained by O xford s hire C ou nty C ou nc il(O C C )to ad vis e on traffic

and trans portmatters in relation to the planningapplic ation s u bmitted byGreatL akes

UK L imited fora propos ed hoteland ind oorfamily res ortatC hes terton, B ic es ter.

1 . 3. S ys tra’ s ins tru c tions from O C C in relation to the propos ed d evelopmentare as

follows :

 Review alltraffic and trans portinformation s u bmitted in s u pportofthe propos ed

d evelopmentand allc orres pond enc e is s u ed by O C C in c onnec tion with the

s u bmis s ions .

 P rovid e an expertwitnes s to the inqu iry proc es s c overing traffic and trans port

matters .
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Scope of Evidence

1 . 4. M y evid enc e willc overthe followingtopic s :

 D evelopmentP ropos als

 RelevantC hronology

 P olic y C ons id erations

 Trans portA s s es s mentP roc es s

 H ighway Reas on forRefu s al, inc lu d ing;

The proposed development fails to demonstrate that traffic impacts of the

development are, or can be made acceptable, particularly in relation to

additional congestion at the Middleton Stoney signalised junction of the B4030

and B430. As such the proposal is contrary to Policy SLE4 and ESD15 of the

Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 Part 1, Saved Policy TR7 of the Cherwell Local

Plan 2011-2031 Part 1, Policy 17 of the Oxfordshire Local Transport Plan 4 and

Government guidance contained within the National Planning Policy

Framework.

 C ons id eration ofA ppellants S tatementofC as e

1 . 5. M y evid enc e provid es a s u mmary of the d evelopmentpropos als and the c hanges

thatwillaffec texis ting traffic and trans portarrangements . The relevantc hronology

is then provid ed to examine the timeline and the c ons u ltation thathas oc c u rred

between O C C and the appellant’ s Trans portC ons u ltants . M yevid enc e then tu rns to

the relevantpolic y c ons id erations forthe d evelopmentand examines the trans port

as s es s mentproc es s thats hou ld be followed for s u c h d evelopments . Igo on to

examine the s tated highway reas ons forrefu s aland finally examine the appellant’ s

s tatementofc as e in S ec tion 4.

1 . 6. In preparing forthis Inq u iry, Ihave reviewed the d evelopmentpropos als in fu lland

reviewed the d oc u ments s u bmitted by the appellantand otherparties . This inc lu d es

d oc u ments and plans s u bmitted in s u pportofthe planningapplic ation and ad d itional

information s u bmitted to O C C afterthe refu s alofplanningc ons ent.
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1 . 7 . M yevid enc e is c onfined to traffic and trans portmatters c onc erningthe traffic impac ts

of the propos ed d evelopmenton the operation and s afety of the highway network

and in partic u lar, the impac ton the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion.

1 . 8 . Iu nd ers tand whatmyd u tyas an expertwitnes s is to the Inqu iry. Ihave c omplied with

thatd u ty. Ic onfirm that, ins ofaras the fac ts s tated in myevid enc e are within myown

knowled ge. I c onfirm thatthis evid enc e s ets ou tmy profes s ionaland hones t

as s es s mentofthe matters u nd erc ons id eration and Ibelieve my evid enc e to be tru e.
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2. EVIDENCE SUMMARY

2 . 1 . M y proofofevid enc e d es c ribes my views on the Trans portA s s es s ments u bmitted in

s u pportofthe propos ed d evelopmentand on the wid ertraffic impac ts as s oc iated with

the propos ed d evelopment. The s tru c tu re ofmy P roofofEvid enc e is as follows :

 S ec tion 3 c ontains my main evid enc e on traffic and trans portmatters . This

inc lu d es a d es c ription ofthe trans portarrangements forthe d evelopment, fu ll

c ons id eration of the trans port polic y c ontext that is applic able to the

as s es s mentoftrans portmatters , a c hronology ofthe as s es s mentproc es s that

has been u nd ertaken to d ate, a review of the ad eq u ac y of the s u bmitted

trans portas s es s mentand mod elling of the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney

ju nc tion and my as s es s mentofthe s u itability ofthe mitigation whic h has been

propos ed by the A ppellantforthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion.

 S ec tion 4 c ons id ers the matters rais ed in the A ppellant’ s S tatementofC as e.

 S ec tion 5 c ompares the propos ed d evelopmentbac kto the polic ies q u oted in

reas on forrefu s al3.

 S ec tion 6 c ontains my c onc lu s ions .

2 . 2 . Ic ons id erthatthe s u bmitted Trans portA s s es s mentd emons trates thatthe propos ed

d evelopmenthas a “s evere”traffic impac tatthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney

ju nc tion whic hwou ld requ ire mitigation to make the d evelopmentac c eptable.

2 . 3. The s u bmitted s c heme ofmitigation forthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion

d oes notmeetd es ign s tand ard s , d oes notproperly c ons id erotherroad u s ers and

introd u c es u nac c eptable road s afety is s u es whic h are u nac c eptable to O C C and

c ontrary to N P P F P ara 10 9.
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3. EVIDENCE

Development Proposals

3. 1 . The formald es c ription of the d evelopmentpropos als as s oc iated with planning

applic ation referenc e 19/0 2550 /F forland to the eas tof the M 40 and s ou th of the

A 40 95, C hes terton, B ic es ter, is as follows :

“Redevelopment of part of golf course to provide new leisure resort (sui generis) incorporating

waterpark, family entertainment centre, hotel, conferencing facilities and restaurants with

associated access, parking and landscaping.”

3. 2 . The propos als c ompris e the red evelopmentof 9 holes of an exis ting 1 8 hole golf

c ou rs e and c ons tru c tion of a new leis u re res ortinc orporating waterpark, family

entertainmentc entre, 498 -bed room hotel, c onferenc ingfac ilities and res tau rants with

as s oc iated parkingand land s c aping.

3. 3. The exis ting B ic es terH otelGolf& S pa (B H GS )willremain open and operational. In

the A ppellant’ s primary c as e the golfc ou rs e willbe red u c ed from an 1 8 -hole to a 9-

hole c ou rs e and the hoteland s pa willbe u nc hanged as a res u ltofthe propos als .

3. 4. Itis propos ed thatthe d evelopmentwou ld be ac c es s ed via a new priority ju nc tion

onto the A 40 95. This ac c es s willbe d is tinc tfrom the exis ting ac c es s arrangements

to the B H GS where ac c es s is taken from an es tablis hed priority ju nc tion on the

A 40 95. A preliminaryd es ign has been s u bmitted forthe new ac c es s onto the A 40 95

and this has been ac c epted in princ iple by O C C (i. e. s u bjec tto d etailed d es ign and

d elivery whic hc an be s ec u red by a planningc ond ition orobligation).

Relevant Chronology

3. 5. A s u mmary ofkey events , d oc u ments u bmis s ion d ates and formalc orres pond enc e

s u bmis s ion d ates in relation to the applic ation is provid ed below forreferenc e:

1 . 25th A pril20 19: The A ppellants u bmitted a S c oping N ote (ref N 0 1)to O C C ,

propos ingthe s c ope ofa Trans portA s s es s ment

2 . 1 s tM ay 20 19: O C C res pons e to the Trans portA s s es s mentS c opingP ropos als

s u bmitted by the A ppellant

3. 7 th M ay20 19: A S c opingmeeting, attend ed bythe A ppellantand O C C was held

to d is c u s s the nec es s ary s c ope and c ontentofTrans portA s s es s ment
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4. 9th Ju ly 20 19: A S c oping N ote A d d end u m (ref N 0 2) was s u bmitted by the

A ppellantto O C C

5. 25th Ju ly 20 19: The A ppellants u bmitted Tec hnic alN ote N 0 3 on C ommitted

D evelopmentand Traffic Growth

6. 26th Ju ly 20 19: The A ppellants u bmitted Tec hnic alN ote N 0 4 on D ay Vis itors

and Vehic le D is tribu tion

7 . 1 2 th A u gu s t20 19: O C C provid ed a res pons e to the A ppellantin relation to

Tec hnic alN ote N 0 3

8 . 14th A u gu s t20 19: O C C provid ed a res pons e to the A ppellantin relation to the

c ontents ofTec hnic alN otes N 0 1 –N 0 4

9. 16th S eptember20 19: The A ppellants u bmitted D ay Vis itors and Vehic le Trip

D is tribu tion N ote to O C C on (c ontents ofnote agreed withO C C )

10 . 8 th N ovember20 19: The A ppellantS u bmitted the GreatW olfL od ge Trans port

A s s es s ment

11 . 1 0 th Janu ary 20 20 : O C C provid ed its C ons u ltation res pons e on the

D evelopmentP ropos als

12 . 4th Febru ary 20 20 : A meetingwas held between M otion and O C C where itwas

agreed thatM otion wou ld liais e with the H eyford P arkteam to u nd ers tand the

pos ition of mitigation works atM id d leton S toney. A tthis time, M otion als o

propos ed the id ea ofan alternative s ignings trategy to red u c e d emand throu gh

M id d leton S toney.

13. 1 0 th Febru ary 20 20 : The A ppellants u bmitted D raftM inu tes ofthe meetingheld

on 4th Febru ary 20 20 , s u mmaris ingpoints d is c u s s ed and agreed .

14. 1 2 th Febru ary20 20 : O C C res pond ed to the A ppellantpropos ingad d itions to the

minu tes ofthe meetingheld on 4th Febru ary 20 20 .

15. 19th Febru ary 20 20 : The A ppellants u bmitted Tec hnic alN ote N 0 7

16. 24th Febru ary 20 20 : O C C Res pons e to the A ppellantin relation to Tec hnic al

N ote N 0 7

1 7 . 2 7 th Febru ary 20 20 : the A ppellants u bmitted Tec hnic alN ote N 0 8 to O C C

c ontaining s u gges tions for alternative rou teing and c ommenton mitigation

s c heme
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1 8 . 2 nd M arc h 20 20 : (emailRes pons e 1)the A ppellants u bmitted a res pons e to

O C C , ac knowled ging prec ed ing feed bac k in relation to the B 430 /B 40 30

M id d leton S toney ju nc tion layou t

19. 3rd M arc h20 20 : (emailRes pons e 2)O C C provid ed ares pons e to The A ppellant

s ettingou tc onc erns relatingto M itigation d rawing1 8 0 30 47 -1 7

2 0 . 3rd M arc h 20 20 : (emailRes pons e 3) M otion c ontac ted O C C to note O C C ’ s

feed bac kthatthe ju nc tion propos als were ‘ u nd eliverable’ and ad vis ing thatan

alternative d rawings hou ld be prepared

21 . 3rd M arc h20 20 : O C C is s u ed fu rtherres pons e to the A ppellant, makingc learits

intention to maintain an objec tion on grou nd s relating to, among otheris s u es ,

the impac tatthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion

22 . 6th M arc h20 20 : (emailRes pons e 4)the A ppellants u bmitted an u pd ated layou t

d rawing 1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 (Revis ion A ) to O C C for the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton

S toney ju nc tion

23. 1 0 th M arc h20 20 : (emailRes pons e 5)O C C s u bmitted feed bac kto the A ppellant

in relation to d rawing 1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 Rev A . The emails etou ta d etailed

breakd own ofc onc erns and req u es ted thatS tage 1 and S tage 2 Road S afety

A u d its were u nd ertaken ofthe propos ed ju nc tion u pgrad e.

24. 1 2 th M arc h 20 20 : (mail Res pons e 6) the A ppellant is s u ed fu rther

c orres pond enc e to O C C , inc lu d ing d rawing 1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 Rev B and 1 8 0 30 47 -

TK62 whic hc ontained ou tpu ts from a s weptpathas s es s mentexerc is e.

25. 1 2 th M arc h20 20 : A pplic ation Refu s ed atC ommittee

26. 30 th Ju ly 20 20 : M otion s u bmitted a Tec hnic alN ote (N 0 9)on H ighways M atters

to O C C

2 7 . 4th S eptember20 20 : M otion s u bmitted aTec hnic alN ote d ated 4/9/20 and titled

“H ighways M atters ”. This forms A ppend ix 4b to the A ppellant’ s S oC .

2 8 . 8 th S eptember20 20 : M otion prod u c ed a fu rtherTec hnic alN ote d ated 8 /9/20

and titled “Res pons e to Reas ons forRefu s aland S u mmaryofD is c u s s ions with

O C C ”.

29. 1 8 th S eptember20 20 : O C C res pons e to M otion in relation to Tec hnic alN ote

N 0 9

30 . 4th O c tober20 20 : Emailfrom M otion to O C C s eeking c larific ation from O C C

on c omments mad e in theirpreviou s c ons u ltation res pons e.
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31 . 9th D ec ember20 20 : O C C Res pons e to M otion emailof4th O c toberin relation

to reas on forrefu s al3 and N P P F P ara 10 9.

Highway Reason for Refusal

3. 6. The followingtrans portreas on forrefu s alhas been given by C herwellD is tric tC ou nc il

whic hreflec ts the c onc erns from O C C , as loc alhighway au thority:

Reason 3. The proposed development fails to demonstrate that traffic impacts of the

development are, or can be made acceptable, particularly in relation to additional

congestion at the Middleton Stoney signalised junction of the B4030 and B430. As

such the proposal is contrary to Policy SLE4 and ESD15 of the Cherwell Local Plan

2011-2031 Part 1, Saved Policy TR7 of the Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 Part 1,

Policy 17 of the Oxfordshire Local Transport Plan 4 and Government guidance

contained within the National Planning Policy Framework.

3. 7 . M yevid enc e willfu llyexamine and ju s tifythe above reas on forrefu s aland willexplain

the c onc erns whic h u nd erlie it.

Policy Considerations

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

3. 8 . The c u rrentvers ion ofthe N P P F was pu blis hed in Febru ary 20 19. The N P P F s ets

ou thow loc alplanning polic ies s hou ld be prepared and implemented and als o

es tablis hes a s eries of c ore princ iples with regard to the as s es s mentof planning

applic ations .

3. 9. The N P P F rec ognis es thattrans portpolic ies have an importantrole to play in wid e

s u s tainability and healthobjec tives as wellas theird irec tinflu enc e on d evelopment.

Itgoes on to s tate thatalld evelopments thatare antic ipated to generate s ignific ant

amou nts of movements hou ld provid e a Trans portA s s es s ment(TA ), with any

planning applic ation fors u c h d evelopments u pported by a TravelP lan, s o thatlikely

impac ts ofthe propos alc an be as s es s ed .



1 0

3. 1 0 . P aragraph10 8 (page 31)s tates that, in as s es s ingthe s u itability ofa d evelopmentin

trans portterms , its hou ld be ens u red that:

 Appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be taken

up, with consideration given to the type of development and its location;

 Safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and

 Any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in

terms of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost-effectively

managed to an acceptable degree.

3. 1 1 . The N P P F s tates atparagraph 10 9 (page 32) thatd evelopments hou ld only be

refu s ed on highways grou nd s ifthere wou ld be an u nac c eptable impac ton highway

s afety, orthe res id u alc u mu lative impac ts on the road networkwou ld be s evere. This

paragraph is d irec tly relevantto the s tated reas on for refu s alas s oc iated with the

planningapplic ation.

3. 1 2 . Itc an therefore be c onc lu d ed from the N P P Fthatalld evelopmentpropos als mu s tbe

s u pported by s u ffic ienttec hnic alinformation to enable the relevantL oc alH ighway

A u thority (L H A )to make a c ons id ered and robu s td ec is ion in res pec tofthe tes ts et

ou tin paragraph10 9.

National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)

3. 13. The N P P G d oc u ment “Travel P lans , Trans port A s s es s ments and S tatements ”

provid es ad d itionalgu id anc e forapplic ants and highway au thorities in relation to the

preparation of thes e d oc u ments to s u pportplanning applic ations . M u c h of this

gu id anc e is c aptu red in greater d etailwithin L oc alH ighway A u thority polic ies ;

however, the following is noted in relation to the u s e of traffic d ata and the

d etermination offu tu re years foras s es s ment:

“In general, assessments should be based on normal traffic flow and usage

conditions (eg non-school holiday periods, typical weather conditions) but it may be

necessary to consider the implications for any regular peak traffic and usage periods

(such as rush hours). Projections should use local traffic forecasts such as TEMPRO

drawing where necessary on National Road Traffic Forecasts for traffic data.

The timeframe that the assessment covers should be agreed with the local planning

authority in consultation with the relevant transport network operators and service

providers.”
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3. 14. This gu id anc e is c ons id ered d irec tly relevantto the as s es s ments whic h have been

pres ented in the A ppellant’ s TA reportand s u bs eq u entas s es s mentworks u bmitted

to O C C pos t-refu s al.

Cherwell District Council – Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 (Core Document
CD5-3)

3. 15. The A d opted C herwellL oc alP lan 20 11-20 31 (P art1) c ontains s trategic planning

polic ies for d evelopment and the u s e of land . It forms part of the s tatu tory

D evelopmentP lan forC herwellto whic h regard mu s tbe given in the d etermination

ofplanning applic ations . The P lan was formally ad opted by the C ou nc ilon 20 Ju ly

20 15. P olic y “B ic es ter13”was re-ad opted on 19 D ec ember20 16.

Policy SLE 4 “Improved Transport and Connections”

3. 16. P olic y S L E 4 s ets ou tthe C ou nc il’ s vis ion forimproved trans portc onnec tions and

meas u res to ac hieve mod als hift. W ithregard to d evelopment, the polic y (P age 55)

s tates the following:

“All development where reasonable to do so, should facilitate the use of sustainable

modes of transport to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and

cycling. Encouragement will be given to solutions which support reductions in

greenhouse gas emissions and reduce congestion.

“Development which is not suitable for the roads that serve the development and

which have a severe traffic impact will not be supported”.

Policy ESD15 “The Character of the Built and Historic Environment”

3. 1 7 . P olic y ES D 15 ofthe ad opted L oc alP lan (pages 115-120 )relates to the c ons ervation

of the his toric environmentand the protec tion of the area’ s c harac ter. Reas on for

Refu s al3 makes referenc e to this polic y in relation to the potentialimpac tof the

propos ed M id d leton S toney mitigation s c heme on the c harac terand land s c ape of

M id d leton S toneyvillage. C D C ’ s L and s c ape witnes s , M rD avid H u s kis s on willlead

evid enc e on this matter.
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Saved Policy TR7 “Development attracting traffic on minor roads”.

3. 1 8 . C D C ’ s A d opted L oc alP lan c ontains s aved P olic y TR7 whic hc onc erns c ons id eration

of d evelopmentthatregu larly generates large nu mbers of c ommerc ialvehic les or

c ars onto u ns u itable loc alroad s . The relevantpolic y word ing thats hou ld be

c ons id ered in terms ofthe A ppeals ite is from para 5. 25 ofP olic y TR7 :

“In order to protect the amenities of the plan area, and in the interests pf highway

safety, development likely to create significant traffic flows will normally, subject to

consideration of other policies in this Plan, be expected to have good access to the

major through routes or County inter-town routes identified in the Structure Plan or

other principal roads”

3. 19. The relevanc e of this polic y to the A ppealbefore u s is the potentialregu lartraffic

impac ts on the “B ”C las s loc alroad s ru nningthrou ghM id d leton S toney. The alread y

c onges ted natu re of the road network throu gh M id d leton S toney and alread y s u b-

s tand ard natu re of the B 40 30 /B 430 ju nc tion make the ad d ition of d evelopment

generated traffic akeyc ons id eration as O C C c ons id erthe ju nc tion u ns u itable to c arry

ad d itionaltraffic from an u nalloc ated d evelopments ite.

Oxfordshire County Council – Local Transport Plan (LTP4) (2016)

3. 2 0 . The O C C L TP 4 d oc u ment(C ore D oc Ref: C D 5-6)inc lu d es polic ies and s u pporting

textand analys is whic h are intend ed to gu id e the management, expans ion and

improvementoftrans portinfras tru c tu re and s ervic es within the C ou nty in the period

20 15 to 20 31 . Itis noted thatthe L TP d oes notform partofthe L oc alP lan bu titis a

s tatu tory d oc u mentin its own rightand is a materialplanning c ons id eration. A s the

d oc u mentrelates to the whole ofthe C ou nty area, itis foc u s ed primarily on s trategic

trans portmatters . Its relations hipto the as s es s mentofind ivid u ald evelopments ites

is therefore limited to generalprinc iples , and c ons id eration ofmajors c hemes whic h

s u pporta variety ofd evelopmenttypes .

3. 2 1 . P olic y 1 7 of the L oc alTrans portP lan (L TP 4) is s pec ific ally s tated in Reas on for

Refu s al3. P olic y 1 7 s tates the following:

“Oxfordshire County Council will seek to ensure through cooperation with the districts and city

councils, that the location of development makes the best use of existing and planned

infrastructure, provides new or improved infrastructure and reduces the need to travel and

supports walking, cycling and public transport.”
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3. 2 2 . There are s everalmatters rais ed in the above polic y thatare d irec tly related to the

GreatW olfA ppeal. The firs tmatterrelates to the loc ation ofthe d evelopmentand

this is a matterthatM rA nd y B ates on ofC D C willlead evid enc e on. M rB ates on will

als o c overwhetherornotthe d evelopmentred u c es the need to travel. The s ec ond

matterforc ons id eration is whetherthe d evelopmentmakes bes tu s e of“exis tingand

planned ”infras tru c tu re. Iwillad d res s whetherthe propos ed u nalloc ated A ppeals ite

makes bes tu s e ofroad network c apac ity atM id d leton S toney in a s itu ation where

c ommitted d evelopment(and alloc ated ) propos als atFormer RA F Upper H eyford

(“H eyford P ark”)als o rely on the exis tingnetworkatthis loc ation. Iwillals o examine

whether the propos ed d evelopment introd u c es highway s afety and operational

effec ts and Iwillas s es s whetherthes e c an be mitigated .

Matters of Agreement

3. 23. Iwou ld note thatthe matters oftripgeneration and tripd is tribu tion are notin d is pu te

between O C C and the A ppellant. O C C is als o s atis fied with the propos ed vehic u lar

s ite ac c es s arrangements s u bjec tto d etailed d es ign and implementation. O C C is

s atis fied thatthe propos ed improvements to s u s tainable trans portinfras tru c tu re to

make the s ite ac c es s ible are appropriate and c an be s ec u red throu ghan appropriate

S ec tion 10 6 agreement. I rec ognis e thatthe D is tric tC ou nc ilhas c onc erns abou t

loc ationals u s tainability, whic hare ad d res s ed by M r. B ates on in his evid enc e.

3. 24. W ithregard to the traffic impac ts ofthe d evelopment, O C C have objec ted to the traffic

impac ts ofthe d evelopmentin relation to the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toneyju nc tion.

O C C are s atis fied thatthe d evelopmentwillnothave a s evere impac tatother

ju nc tions on the highway network.

Failure to demonstrate that traffic impacts of the development are, or can be

made acceptable at Middleton Stoney (CDC Reason for Refusal 3)

3. 25. The key reas on forrefu s alis foc u s ed on the failu re ofthe A ppellantto d emons trate

thatthe propos ed d evelopmentwillnothave ad etrimentalimpac ton the performanc e

ofthe B 430 /B 40 30 ju nc tion in M id d leton S toney, s ome 3. 5km to the north wes tof

the d evelopments ite.
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3. 26. The reas on for refu s als etou tabove es s entially relates to the ad eq u ac y of the

Trans portA s s es s mentd oc u mentof N ovember 20 19 and other related material,

inc lu d ingtraffic mod els and s c heme d rawings , s u bmitted (before and afterrefu s alof

planning permis s ion) in s u pport of the propos ed d evelopment and whic h are

nec es s ary to d emons trate an ac c eptable impac ton the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton

S toney ju nc tion.

3. 2 7 . This s ec tion ofmyevid enc e examines the Trans portA s s es s mentthatwas s u bmitted

and highlights areas where ithas failed to ad d res s the matters rais ed by O C C . In

partic u lar, Iwillexamine the matteroftraffic impac ton the M id d leton S toney ju nc tion

as s oc iated with the d evelopment as reported within the s u bmitted Trans port

A s s es s mentand s u bs equ entTec hnic alN otes (s u bmitted in s u pportofthe planning

applic ation and formingpartofthe applic ation d oc u ments ).

Transport Assessment Scoping Report

3. 2 8 . A Trans portA s s es s mentS c oping N ote d ated 25th A pril20 19 was s u bmitted to O C C

bythe A ppellant’ s trans portc ons u ltant(C ore D oc u mentC D 10 -9). This d oc u ments et

ou tthe propos ed s c ope for the Trans portA s s es s mentalong with the propos ed

method ology, s tru c tu re and parameters to be ad opted .

3. 29. The S c oping N ote introd u c ed the propos ed d evelopmentand provid ed preliminary

thou ghts in relation to keytrans portation matters s u c has d evelopmenttripgeneration

and tripd is tribu tion. Itd etails thatthe propos als wou ld c ompris e 50 0 gu es tbed rooms ,

with between 420 -450 fu ll-time eq u ivalents taffbeing employed there. Itals o noted

thatthe d evelopmentwou ld be s erved by an on-s ite c arparkwithc apac ity for1 , 0 0 0

c ars . Itwas noted thatgu es ts wou ld travelto the propos ed d evelopmentfrom a

c atc hmentrad iu s of125 miles .

3. 30 . Figu re 4. 2 ofthe S c opingN ote s etou tthe propos ed d is tribu tion ofd evelopmenttrips ,

noting that16% ofthos e trips wou ld u ltimately as s ign via the M 40 (N orth)and 14%

of trips wou ld as s ign via the A 43. Figu re 4. 2 d emons trated thatthes e trips wou ld

travelthrou ghM id d leton S toney on theirjou rney between thos e s trategic rou tes and

the propos ed d evelopment(and vic e-vers a).
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3. 31 . In my opinion, the c ontentofthe S c oping N ote mad e c learthe s u bs tantialnatu re of

the propos ed d evelopment, s ettingou tthe large nu mberofpropos ed gu es ts and s taff

members and d rawing attention to the s trategic natu re oftrips to and from the s ite

(as ind ic ated by the d is tanc e thatthey wou ld be travelling to the s ite). The s c ale of

the propos ed c ar parking als o ind ic ated to me thatthe d evelopmentwou ld be a

largely c ar-borne d evelopmentwiths ignific antvehic u lartripgeneration.

3. 32 . O ne ofthe key matters forthe s c oping reportwas the propos ed extentofthe s tu d y

area. The S c oping N ote antic ipated that ju nc tions whic h were expec ted to

experienc e an inc reas e ofmore than 30 vehic le movements s hou ld be the s u bjec tof

tec hnic alc apac ity as s es s ments . B as ed on preliminary trip generation forec as ts

d eveloped by the A ppellant, (P aragraph 4. 1 1) itwas propos ed thatthe following

ju nc tions wou ld be inc lu d ed in the as s es s mentofd evelopmenttraffic impac ts :

1 . S ite A c c es s /A 40 95 priority ju nc tion;

2 . A 40 95/B 430 priority c ros s road s ;

3. B 430 /B 430 Rou nd abou t(northofA 34 interc hange);

4. A 40 95/Vend ee D rive priority ju nc tion; and ,

5. Vend ee D rive/A 41 O xford Road rou nd abou t

3. 33. The S c oping N ote antic ipated thatan applic ation wou ld be s u bmitted in 20 19 and

noted thatthe Trans portA s s es s mentwou ld c ons id era fu tu re as s es s mentyearof

20 24, five years afterthe applic ation. The S c oping N ote propos ed thattraffic flows

nec es s ary to inform as s es s mentof thes e ju nc tions wou ld be obtained throu gh a

c ombination of traffic s u rveys , referenc e to approved third -party Trans port

A s s es s ments and with referenc e to the B ic es terTraffic M od el(B TM ). The u s e of

TEM P RO was propos ed to repres enttraffic growth.

3. 34. The S c oping N ote c orrec tly antic ipated thatthe Trans portA s s es s ments hou ld take

relevantc ommitted d evelopments into ac c ou nt, propos ing thatthe following wou ld

be relevantto the exerc is e:

1 . B ic es terO ffic e P ark (C D C Ref: 1 7 /0 2534/O UT -60 , 0 0 0 s q u are metres of B 1

offic e u s e)

2 . B ic es terGateway RetailP ark(C D C Ref: 16/0 250 5/O UT -Retaild evelopment

witha mix offood and non-food retailplu s a res tau rantand gym)
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3. Kings mere (Variou s applic ations -M ixed u s e d evelopmentinc lu d ing 1 7 16

res id entiald wellings , nu rs inghome and employment)

4. Graven H ill(11/0 1494/O UT-M ixed u s e d evelopmentinc lu d ing190 0 d wellings ,

primary s c hool, c ommu nity c entre and employmentu s es )

3. 35. The A ppellantpropos ed thattraffic flows forthe c ommitted d evelopments ites wou ld

be extrac ted from Trans portA s s es s ments whic hac c ompanied eac happlic ation.

3. 36. The A ppellantextrac ted traffic flow forec as ts foreac h of thes e d evelopments from

the TA s whic h ac c ompanied the res pec tive planning applic ations . Thos e flows are

pres ented c ollec tively in Figu res 5. 1 and 5. 2 ofthe GreatW olfTA .

OCC Response to TA Scoping Report

3. 37 . O C C provid ed a res pons e to the TA s c oping s u bmis s ion on 1s tM ay 20 19 (C ore

D oc u mentC D 10 -10 ). The emailres pons e rec ognis ed the A ppellant’ s req u es tfor

promptc larific ation on the s c ope ofrelevanttraffic s u rveys , withbothparties agreeing

to meeton 7 thM ay to d is c u s s the S c opingN ote in fu rtherd etail.

3. 38 . The initialO C C res pons e noted the followingpoints :

 W hile the s u gges ted 125 mile gu es ttravelc atc hmentwas noted , O C C

expres s ed a c onc ern thatthe s u gges ted method ology d id notc aterforthe

likelihood thata large proportion oftrips wou ld be mad e by s taffmembers

whos e trip wou ld take plac e within a c atc hmentmore loc alto the B ic es ter

area. W iththis view in mind , O C C req u es ted thatthe s c ope oftraffic s u rveys

s hou ld be wid ened to inc lu d e the Vend ee D rive /B 40 30 /H owes L ane

rou nd abou t.

 O C C noted thattrips to and from the propos ed d evelopmentfrom origins to

the northofthe s ite wou ld pas s throu ghthe s ignalis ed ju nc tion atM id d leton

S toney. The res pons e wenton to s tate thatthe ju nc tion s hou ld be inc lu d ed

in the Trans portA s s es s menton the bas is thatitwas alread y s u bjec tto

c apac ity is s u es .

 The preliminary res pons e als o req u es ted thatthe traffic d ata c ollec tion

programme s hou ld be broad ened ou tto inc lu d e S atu rd ays , reflec tingon the

fac t that the propos ed trip generation for the S atu rd ay peak was

approximately d ou ble thats u gges ted forweekd ay peaks .
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TA Scoping Meeting

3. 39. The A ppellantand O C C meton 7 th M ay 20 19 to d is c u s s the c ontents ofthe S c oping

N ote in fu rtherd etail. Key ou tc omes from thatmeeting were rec ord ed in a M inu te

c irc u lated bythe A ppellantthe s ame d ay. Inote thatthere is no rec ord ofthe M inu te

beingagreed .

3. 40 . A tthe S c oping M eeting, itwas agreed thatthe A ppellantwou ld u nd ertake fu rther

tec hnic alanalys is to inform forec as ts of d evelopmenttrip generation. O C C s tated

thatitwas c ontentwiththe s u gges ted d is tribu tion ofd evelopmenttrips , albeitfu rther

information was req u es ted in relation to the c harac terofemployee trips .

3. 41 . In ad d ition to the fou r c ommitted d evelopments propos ed by the A ppellant, O C C

s tated thatafu rtherfou rc ommitted s ites s hou ld be inc lu d ed , inc lu d ingthe L oc alP lan

alloc ation P olic yVillages 5, FormerRA FUpperH eyford . The polic yallows foratotal

of 2 , 361 res id entialu nits along with 120 , 0 0 0 s qm of employmentland and anc illary

land u s es . The loc ation of the H eyford P ark s ite to the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton

S toney ju nc tion is ind ic ated by the plan c ontained within A ppend ix A to this proofof

evid enc e.

3. 42 . I note the s ignific anc e of the H eyford P ark applic ation, itbeing s itu ated in c los e

proximity to the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney s ignalis ed ju nc tion whic h, as noted

by O C C , is alread y s u bjec tto c apac ity is s u es .

Supplementary OCC Response

3. 43. O C C provid ed a fu rther res pons e to the A ppellantin the ‘ Response to Formal

PreApp’note, d ated 14th A u gu s t20 19 (C ore D oc u mentC D 10 -8 ). This note s et

O C C ’ s res pons e to a s eries of s eparate Tec hnic alN otes (nu mbered N 0 1 – N 0 4)

whic h were s u bmitted by the A ppellantto ad d res s matters rais ed in initials c oping

c orres pond enc e.

Transport Assessment Document and OCC Response

3. 44. The Trans port A s s es s ment (TA ) d oc u ment d ated 8 th N ovember 20 19 (C ore

D oc u mentC D 1-24) was s u bmitted in s u pportof the planning applic ation for the

propos ed d evelopmentin N ovember20 19. Ihave fu lly reviewed this d oc u mentand

its append ic es along with the O C C res pons e to the TA (C ore D oc u mentC D 10 -2 7 )

d ated 10 th Janu ary 20 20 .
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3. 45. The TA c ontains an examination ofthe trans portmatters whic h are relevantto the

propos ed d evelopment, generally ad d res s ingthe tec hnic als c ope whic hwas agreed

throu gh c orres pond enc e with O C C from M ay 20 19 onward s . The TA c ons id ers

overalld evelopmenttripgeneration, d is tribu tion and as s ignmentand d is c u s s es key

matters relatingto traffic growthand c ommitted d evelopment.

3. 46. I find the Trans port A s s es s ment to be relatively c omprehens ive, provid ing an

explanation of the propos ed d evelopment, its ac c es s arrangements , operational

c harac teris tic s and traffic generation. Itlooks in d etailatthe d evelopments ite and

examines the effec ts ofd evelopment-related trips throu ghou tthe wid erloc altrans port

network, as agreed withO C C . Followingc larific ation on c ertain points aris ingthrou gh

S c oping c orres pond enc e, I note thatO C C had no is s u e with the trip generation

c alc u lations thatwere u s ed to inform the traffic mod elling exerc is e. Thes e matters

are therefore notin d is pu te.

3. 47 . W ith regard to traffic mod elling, the TA s u bmitted in s u pportof the propos als

u nd ertookanalys is of6 N o. ofju nc tions ad jac entto the s ite as follows :

1 . A 40 95 /S ite A c c es s priority ju nc tion;

2 . A 40 95 /B 430 priority c ros s road s ;

3. B 430 /B 430 Rou nd abou t(northofA 34 interc hange);

4. A 40 95 /Vend ee D rive priority ju nc tion; and ,

5. Vend ee D rive /A 41 O xford Road rou nd abou t.

6. B 430 /B 40 30 s ignalis ed ju nc tion atM id d leton S toney

3. 48 . The B 430 /B 40 30 s ignalis ed ju nc tion atM id d leton S toney was notinitially propos ed

by the A ppellantfor as s es s ment. Itwas ad d ed into the s c ope of the Trans port

A s s es s mentatO C C ’ s req u es ton the bas is thatthere are alread y known to be

c apac ity problems atthe ju nc tion.

3. 49. O C C ’ s Reas on forRefu s alN o. 3 rais ed s pec ific c onc erns in relation to the s ignalis ed

ju nc tion atM id d leton S toney. O C C has no ou ts tand ing c onc erns in relation to the

broad erc ontentofthe Trans portA s s es s mentorou tpu ts relatingto ju nc tions 1-5, as

lis ted above (P aragraph 3. 47 ). W ith the exc eption ofd is c u s s ions in relation to the

B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion, Ifind thatthe c ontents of the Trans port

A s s es s mentare generally ac c eptable and notin d is pu te.
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3. 50 . Ultimately, the evid enc e Iprovid e willd emons trate my view thatO C C ’ s ou ts tand ing

c onc erns in relation to the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion are well-fou nd ed

and ju s tified .

3. 51 . This being the c as e, the foc u s of my evid enc e hereafterrelates s pec ific ally to the

B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toneyju nc tion. Iwillprovid e evid enc e in relation to s pec ific

matters , as follows .

 B as eline c ond itions atthe ju nc tion

 The implic ations ofthird -partyc ommitted d evelopmenttrips , viewed in the c ontext

of c ommitted infras tru c tu re improvements as s oc iated with the H eyford P ark

(P has e 1)d evelopment

 The implic ations ofGreatW olfd evelopmenttrips

 C onc erns in relation to mitigation s c heme propos ed by the A ppellant.

3. 52 . P riorto the A ppellant’ s firs tapproac hto O C C in relation to the GreatW olfpropos als ,

the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion was alread y the s u bjec tof d etailed

d is c u s s ions as a res u ltofthe third -party H eyford P arkapplic ation.

3. 53. H eyford P arkis a s trategic alloc ation in the C herwellL oc alP lan (20 11-20 31)whic h

c ompris es over 20 0 0 res id entialu nits with retail, employment, c ommerc ialand

ed u c ationalu s es on land to the north-wes tofM id d leton S toney. P artofthis alloc ation

was alread y c ons ented as partofa permis s ion for10 7 5 d wellings and otheru s es ,

whic h s hallhereafterbe referred to as ‘ P has e 1 ’ . The majority ofthe balanc e ofthe

alloc ation was s u bmitted as an ou tline planning applic ation in 20 1 8 and is hereafter

referred to as ‘ P has e 2 ’ . Importantly, I note thatthe c u rrentH eyford propos als

emerged throu gh the L oc alP lan proc es s and as s u c h have evolved throu gh a

mec hanis m to whic hO C C is party. The c u rrentpropos als are c ons is tentwithP olic y

Villages 5 c ontained within the C herwellL oc alP lan.

3. 54. P has e 1 (planning applic ation referenc e 10 /0 1642/O UT) of H eyford P ark whic h

allows for 1 , 0 7 5 res id entialu nits and other d evelopmenthas planning c ons ent.

Tec hnic al as s es s ments u nd ertaken in s u pport of the H eyford P ark propos als

highlighted the extentofc apac ity c ons traints atthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney

traffic lights , with ad d itionaltrips from thatd evelopmentlead ing to a s ignific ant

exac erbation of traffic c ond itions . To d ate, approximately 7 7 6 u nits have been

c ons tru c ted and oc c u pied atH eyford P ark.
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3. 55. P has e 2 ofthe H eyford P ark d evelopment(P lanning referenc e 1 8 /0 0 8 25/H YB RID )

relates to the c ons tru c tion of 1 , 1 7 5 res id entialu nits , 35, 1 7 5s qm of employment

bu ild ings , retailand anc illary d evelopment. The applic ation is a H ybrid applic ation

The H eyford P arkP has e 2 d evelopmentwas c ons id ered atplanning c ommittee on

the 5th N ovember20 20 and ac opyofthe P lanningC ommittee minu tes are append ed

to this proof of evid enc e (A ppend ix B ). The c ommittee res olved to grantplanning

c ons entforthe d evelopments u bjec tto a nu mberof c ond itions whic h inc lu d ed the

mitigation works atthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion.

3. 56. Throu gh d is c u s s ions between O C C and the H eyford P ark d eveloper, a pac kage of

infras tru c tu re improvements atM id d leton S toneywas agreed to s u pportthe P has e 1

d evelopment. Thes e meas u res are referred to hereafter as the ‘ C ommitted

Improvements ’ . Thos e meas u res c ompris e alterations to the phys ic algeometry and

operation ofthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion whic h, in its pres entform ,

repres ents a s traightforward traffic lightju nc tion, with s ingle lane approac hes on all

arms . Thes e mitigation works have notyetbeen implemented norhas the d etailed

d es ign ofthe s c heme been agreed withO C C .

3. 57 . A pac kage of mitigation meas u res was als o inc lu d ed to s u pportthe P has e 2

applic ation inc lu d ing fu rthermeas u res to mitigate the impac tofd evelopmenttraffic

atthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney Ju nc tion. Iwou ld note thatthes e P has e 2

mitigation meas u res were notapproved atP lanning C ommittee and fu rtherwork is

req u ired by the applic ant to d evelop s u itable mitigation whic h willreq u ire the

applic antto revis itthe s c heme and make c hanges in c ons u ltation withO C C to work

toward s amore ac c eptable s c heme ofmitigation. Ihave append ed the M inu tes ofthe

C ou nc ilC ommittee M eetingto this proofofevid enc e (A ppend ix B ). Iwou ld therefore

c ons id erthatthe natu re and d etailofthe alloc ated and c ons ented P has e 2 H eyford

P arkd evelopmentis notyetavailable and no s c heme ofmitigation c an be relied u pon

atthis pointin time.

3. 58 . The s c ope and parameters oftec hnic alc apac ityas s es s ments in the TA were agreed

between O C C and the A ppellant. The TA provid es mod elou tpu ts forthree s c enarios ,

as follows :

 20 26 B as eline

 20 26 B as eline +C ommitted D evelopment(and c ommitted infras tru c tu re s c heme
as s oc iated with H eyford P ark P has e 1 atthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney
ju nc tion)

 20 26 B as eline +C ommitted D evelopment+GreatW olf
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3. 59. In line with good prac tic e, the A ppellanthas u s ed L IN S IG s oftware to evalu ate the

performanc e of the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion in eac h of thes e

s c enarios . P riorto d is c u s s ion ofthe variou s ju nc tions whic h have been as s es s ed ,

the A ppellanthas d rawn attention atparagraphs 6. 6 and 6. 7 to keyou tpu ts prod u c ed

bythe L IN S IG s oftware, provid ings ome c ontextforthe read erand helpingto interpret

the mod elled ou tpu ts . The relevantparagraphs from the TA (C ore D oc u mentC D 1-

24)are reprod u c ed below foreas e ofreferenc e:

6.6 The LinSig software reports the Degree of Saturation (“DoS”) of an approach to a

signal-controlled junction. The DoS provides a ratio of the theoretical capacity of a road

link in comparison with the demand for vehicles using that link. A DoS of 100% would

suggest that demand for vehicles using that link is equal to the theoretical capacity of that

link. However, a DoS of 90% is typically regarded as the practical capacity of a signal-

controlled link to ensure efficient operation. Practical Reserve Capacity (PRC) is a measure

of the capacity within a junction in comparison with its practical capacity. A Degree of

Saturation value below 90% will report a positive value of PRC, whilst a Degree of

Saturation measurement in excess of 90% will report a negative value of PRC.

6.7 The importance of the Practical Reserve Capacity of a link relates to the ability for a

junction to operate efficiently. Once a link exceeds 90% DoS and moves towards 100% DoS,

small fluctuations in capacity and traffic flow can result in significant changes in queuing

and delay.

3. 60 . H aving prepared and reviewed many Trans portA s s es s ments , Iam familiarwiththis

general qu alific ation and the s ignific anc e of its mes s age. The q u oted text

ac knowled ges the s ignific anc e ofD oS valu es whic h exc eed 90 % . In partic u lar, the

finals entenc e ofTA paragraph6. 7 rec ognis es thatwhen a ju nc tion is s hown to have

a D oS in exc es s of90 % , s mallflu c tu ations in c apac ity and traffic flow c an res u ltin

s ignific antc hanges in qu eu eingand d elay i. e. s mallc hanges in the perc entage D oS

c an have as ignific antimpac ton ju nc tion u s ers . Iwilld evelopthis pointfu rtherbelow.

3. 61 . Table 6. 1 0 of the TA then pres ents a tabu lated breakd own of 20 26 B TM bas eline

flows , whic h inc lu d e ‘ other’ c ommitted d evelopments , flows as s oc iated with the

c ons ented H eyford P ark (P has e 1) applic ation and flows as s oc iated with the

propos ed GreatW olfd evelopment. Table 6. 1 0 is reprod u c ed , as follows :
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TA Table 6.10 (Traffic Flows for Scenarios)

Peak Traffic Movements at B430 Junction

2026 BTM Flows
Proposed

Development

Heyford Park
(submitted

application only)

AM Peak 2,071 34 329

PM Peak 1,853 46 272

3. 62 . The A ppellantu s es this table to make the c as e thatGreatW olftraffic generation is

s u bs tantially lowerthan the c ons ented H eyford P arkflows .

3. 63. The TA then pres ents mod elou tpu ts , s howingthe performanc e ofthe B 430 /B 40 30

M id d leton S toney ju nc tion in eac h of the three as s es s ments c enarios . I have

reprod u c ed thes e mod elled ou tpu ts in my evid enc e and wis h to d raw attention to

importantc onc lu s ions whic hthey reveal.

3. 64. Table 6. 1 1 of the TA pres ents ou tpu ts from the 20 26 B as eline s c enario bas ed on

traffic flows from the 20 26 B TM . O u tpu ts are provid ed foreac h ofthe ju nc tion arms

for the A M and P M peak hou rs , with D egree of S atu ration (D oS ) and M ean M ax

Q u eu e (M M Q )valu es provid ed in eac hc as e. Table 6. 1 1 is reprod u c ed , as follows .

TA Table 6.11 (2026 BTM Baseline Scenario)

Approach AM Peak PM Peak

DoS MMQ DoS MMQ

B430 (south) 131.6% 75.1 124.1% 68.5

B4030 (east) 126.8% 77.0 111.0% 35.3

B430 (north) 123.3% 90.6 107.3% 35.6

B4030 (west) 125.5% 50.6 118.1% 51.7

PRC -46.2% -37.9%
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3. 65. The Table ind ic ates thatthe D oS valu es (forthe 20 26 B TM bas eline s itu ation)on all

arms exc eed 90 % , withthe lowes tvalu es beingrec ord ed on the B 430 (north)arm at

123. 3% in the A M peakand 10 7 . 3% , als o on the B 430 (north)arm in the P M peak.

The highes tD oS valu es rec ord ed are both rec ord ed on the B 430 (s ou th)arm ofthe

ju nc tion with valu es of131 . 6% and 124. 1% in the A M and P M peaks , res pec tively.

Q u eu es are expec ted to form on allarms ofthe ju nc tion, withthe lowes tM M Q valu e

being35. 5 P C Us and the highes t90 . 6 P C Us . Table 6. 1 1 s hows thatthe ju nc tion has

P rac tic alRes erve C apac ity ou tpu ts of-46. 2% and -37 . 9% in the A M and P M peaks ,

res pec tively.

3. 66. The A ppellantac knowled ges in P aragraph6. 3. 6 that‘ the s ignalis ed ju nc tion is likely

to operate in exc es s ofits theoretic alc apac ity in the 20 26 s c enario. ’

3. 67 . Iwou ld highlighttwo points bas ed on the ou tpu ts in Table 6. 1 1 . Firs tly, the ju nc tion

is s hown to be c ritic ally overc apac ity, withD oS valu es in exc es s of90 % reported on

allarms forthe 20 26 B TM bas eline s c enario. Thes e valu es relate to as c enario whic h

d oes notinc lu d e trips as s oc iated with the H eyford P ark(P has e 2)d evelopment, or

any ac tivity as s oc iated withGreatW olf. Iwou ld c onc lu d e thatthe ju nc tion is alread y

u nd erc ons id erable pres s u re before anyc ommitted d evelopmentis ad d ed and before

any D evelopmenttraffic is ad d ed .

3. 68 . S ec ond ly, Iwou ld note thatthe highes tD oS valu es are rec ord ed on the north and

s ou th arms ofthe B 430 . The B 430 is id entified in the A ppellant’ s TA as being the

key rou te forGreatW olftrips travelling to orfrom key s trategic rou tes fu rthernorth

(P aragraph3. 5 ofthe TA ).

3. 69. Table 6. 1 2 of the TA provid es mod elou tpu ts forthe ‘ 2 0 26 B as eline + C ommitted

D evelopment’ s c enario. Thes e ou tpu ts provid e a forec as t of how operating

c ond itions atthe ju nc tion willbe expec ted to c hange followingthe introd u c tion oftrips

as s oc iated with c ommitted d evelopments , inc lu d ing H eyford P ark (P has e 2). Itis

als o noted thatthis mod elinc lu d es the c ommitted infras tru c tu re improvementatthe

B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion as s oc iated with the H eyford P arkP has e 1

c ons ent. Table 6. 1 2 is reprod u c ed , as follows .
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TA Table 6.12

Approach AM Peak PM Peak Sat Peak

DoS MMQ DoS MMQ DoS MMQ

B430 (south) 128.1% 85.6 124.6% 85.9 51.5% 5.8

B4030 (east) 147.5% 155.6 130.8% 90.8 55.6% 7.7

B430 (north) 143.4% 139.8 121.8% 66.6 55.7% 8.5

B4030 (west) 145.5% 92.1 131.4% 86.1 55.1% 8.7

PRC -63.9% -46.0% +61.6%

3. 7 0 . Table 6. 1 2 s hows a d eterioration in overallju nc tion performanc e as a res u ltofthe

ad d itionald emand s plac ed u pon it. The highes tD oS valu es are rec ord ed on the

B 40 30 (eas t)arm, with ou tpu ts of 147 . 5% and 130 . 8 % in the A M and P M period s ,

res pec tively. L evels ofqu eu eing on allarms are expec ted to inc reas e s u bs tantially,

with the highes tM M Q valu e s howing an expec ted q u eu e length of 155. 6 vehic les .

The mod elou tpu ts s how a wors ening ofthe P RC valu es with the A M red u c ing from

-46. 2% to -63. 9% and the P M red u c ingfrom -37 . 9% to -46% . O verall, the ju nc tion is

expec ted to perform mu c h les s effec tively when c ompared to the 20 26 B as eline

s c enario –whic hin its own rights hows the ju nc tion to be overc apac ity.

3. 7 1 . Table 6. 1 2 inc u d es mod elou tpu ts forthe S atu rd aypeak, s howingthatthe ju nc tion is

expec ted to operate within c apac ity for thatperiod , with an overallP RC valu e of

+61 . 6% .

3. 7 2 . Inote thatthe d eterioration ofju nc tion performanc e is ac knowled ged in P aragraph

6. 39 ofthe TA whic h notes that‘ the mod elres u lts d emons trate thatthe inc lu s ion of

c ommitted d evelopments res u lts in the P RC d ec reas ing… ’ .

3. 7 3. I find thatthes e ou tpu ts s u pportO C C ’ s c onc ern in relation to the B 430 /B 40 30

M id d leton S toneyju nc tion. Firs tly, thatthe ju nc tion is known to experienc e q u eu eing

and d elay u nd erB as eline c ond itions , and s ec ond ly thatthrou gh the ad d ition oftrips

from permitted third -party d evelopments , c onc erns whic h are apparent in the

B as eline s itu ation willbe exac erbated .

3. 7 4. M y examination ofthe mod elled ou tpu ts pres ented in the TA lead s me to c onc lu d e

thatO C C was c orrec tto req u ire an as s es s mentof the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton

S toney ju nc tion.
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3. 7 5. Table 6. 13 of the TA pres ents ou tpu ts for the 20 26 B as eline + C ommitted

D evelopment+ D evelopments c enario. This s c enario evalu ates the effec tof the

ad d itional‘ D evelopmentTrips ’ whic h are d etailed in Table 6. 1 0 of the TA . The

ou tpu ts s how a generalwors ening ofc ond itions atthe ju nc tion, with D oS valu es on

the both arms of the B 430 inc reas ing when c ompared with the 20 26 B as eline +

C ommitted D evelopments c enario in both peaks and D oS valu es inc reas ing on all

arms ofthe ju nc tion withthe exc eption ofthe B 40 30 (wes t)in the P M period . Inote

thatM M Q valu es are generally inc reas ed ac ros s the ju nc tion in this s c enario. Table

6. 13 is reprod u c ed , as follows .

TA Table 6.13

Approach AM Peak PM Peak Sat Peak

DoS MMQ DoS MMQ DoS MMQ

B430 (south) 130.7% 91.8 121.6% 83.4 55.9% 6.7

B4030 (east) 147.5% 122.6 136.0% 99.5 59.9% 8.1

B430 (north) 147.5% 151 131.7% 85.6 59.0% 9.4

B4030 (west) 145.5% 92.1 131.4% 86.2 58.2% 9.1

PRC -63.9% -51.1% +50.2%

3. 7 6. The Tables reprod u c ed above provid e an ind ic ation of the extentto whic h qu eu e

lengths generally inc reas e as ad d itionaltrips are ad d ed to the ju nc tion throu gh

planned and then propos ed d evelopment. Table 6. 1 1 s hows the 20 26 B TM B as eline,

ind ic ating a mean max qu eu e of 7 5. 1 vehic les on the B 430 (s ou th) arm in the

W eekd ay A M period . This valu e inc reas es to 8 5. 6 vehic les with the ad d ition of

C ommitted D evelopmenttrips , and to 91 . 8 vehic les in the GreatW olf s c enario.

C orres pond ingou tpu ts forthe B 430 (north)arm are 90 . 6, 139. 8 and 151 vehic les for

the B TM B as eline, C ommitted D evelopmentand GreatW olfs c enarios , res pec tively.

Ifind thatthis repres ents a c ons id erable wors eningofc ond itions , and note thatwhile

the A ppellantargu es thatthe nu mberofad d itionaltrips aris ingfrom the d evelopment

is s mallwhen c ompared to the C ommitted D evelopmentflows , their effec tin this

ins tanc e is s u bs tantial, with more than 11 vehic les ad d ed to the qu eu e on the B 430

(north)in the weekd ay A M peak. In the P M peak, q u eu es inc reas e from 35. 6 in the

20 26 B TM s c enario to 66. 6 in the c ommitted d evelopments c enario. The ad d ition of

GreatW olf d evelopmenttrips inc reas es q u eu e length on the B 430 (north)to 8 5. 6

vehic les . Ifind thatan inc reas e ofnearly twenty vehic les to an alread y u nd es irably

long qu eu e is a c ons id erable impac twhic h wou ld ad d a fu rtherd elay whic h wou ld

impac tu pon exis ting road u s ers inc lu d ing pu blic trans porttrips . This is atod d s with
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the s u gges tion thatthe propos als d o nothave a s ignific antimpac t. Ifind the impac t

to be “s evere”and c ertainly an impac tthatreq u ires to be mitigated .

3. 7 7 . Ifind thatwhen c omparing the mod elled ou tpu ts forthe 20 26 B as eline +C ommitted

D evelopment+ D evelopments c enario, metric s relating to ju nc tion s atu ration and

vehic le q u eu eing are allexac erbated . N otwiths tand ing the fac tthatthe ju nc tion is

alread y s hown to be in exc es s ofits c apac ity priorto the ad d ition ofGreatW olftrips ,

itis c learto me thatthe propos ed d evelopmentwillhave a d etrimentaleffec ton the

ju nc tion and its u s ers . Itis worthnotingthatthe H eyford P arkP has e 2 d evelopment

has as evere impac tatthe ju nc tion whic hreq u ires to be mitigated . The H eyford P ark

d evelopers eeks to ad d res s this impac tthrou gha s c heme ofmitigation thatred u c es

the nu mber of trips travelling throu gh the ju nc tion rather than throu gh ad d itional

phys ic alc hanges atthe ju nc tion. This is c onfirmed by paragraph 3. 1 7 of the

A ppellant’ s Tec hnic alN ote N 0 9 (C ore D oc u ment10 -23).

3. 7 8 . In s u mmaris ing the mod elou tpu ts , the TA s tates that‘ the ju nc tion willc ontinu e to

operate in exc es s of its theoretic alc apac ity with the inc lu s ion of traffic as s oc iated

with the propos ed d evelopment’ . Inote thatthe TA makes no s pec ific referenc e to

the exac erbation of D oS orM M Q valu es , and nord oes itac knowled ge the s imple

fac tthatthe ad d ition of d evelopmenttrips s tand s to make matters atthe ju nc tion

wors e. P aragraph6. 41 ofthe TA s tates that‘ the d evelopmentwillnothave amaterial

effec ton the operation ofthe ju nc tion’ .

3. 7 9. Ifind this c onc lu s ion to be inc ompatible with the valu es pres ented in Table 6. 13 of

the TA . Ials o find thatthe c onc lu s ion s tatementatP aragraph 6. 41 is inc ons is tent

withthe tec hnic alexplanation pres ented in TA paragraphs 6. 6 and 6. 7 . S pec ific ally,

Iwou ld reiterate the followings tatementfrom paragraph6. 7 :

‘Once a link exceeds 90% DoS and moves towards 100% DoS, small fluctuations in capacity

and traffic flow can result in significant changes in queuing and delay.’

3. 8 0 . Referringbac kto TA Table 6. 1 0 and the narrative thatfollows , itis apparentthatthe

A ppellant has led an argu ment bas ed s olely on the abs olu te nu mber of trips

as s oc iated withthe GreatW olfd evelopmentwhen c ompared to abs olu te valu es from

the 20 26 B TM B as eline and H eyford P ark(P has e 2)d evelopment.
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3. 8 1 . A tparagraph 6. 3. 2 of the TA , the A ppellants tates thatd evelopmenttrips are

‘ eq u ivalentto les s than one ad d itionalvehic le movementper minu te d u ring the

morning and evening peakhou rs . ’ Ifind thatthe A ppellant’ s approac h to as s es s ing

d evelopmentimpac tto be in c omplete c ontras tto polic y and bes tprac tic e. The

relative extent of traffic generation between one d evelopment and another is

irrelevant. The tes there is the availability ofthe highway networkto ac c ommod ate

ac c eptablythe traffic generated bythe propos ed d evelopmentand the res id u aleffec t

ofthatad d itionaltraffic on highway infras tru c tu re.

3. 8 2 . Ials o find thatthe A ppellant’ s approac h d is regard s the fu nd amentalimportanc e of

the pointwhic hthe A ppellants eeks to d evelopatTA paragraph6. 7 and fails to take

into ac c ou ntthe fac tthatthe ju nc tion is alread y operating wellbeyond its c apac ity

u nd erbas eline c ond itions .

3. 8 3. The s pec ific objec tive oftec hnic alc apac ity as s es s ments , and the layered s c enarios

u pon whic h they are c ons tru c ted is to enable a granu laru nd ers tand ing ofthe effec t

ofa given c hange; in this c as e the c hange is the ad d ition offu rthertraffic . Inote that

TA paragraph6. 3. 4 s tates :

‘… it is considered that the proposed development will not have a material effect on

the operation of the junction in comparison with currently consented and other

submitted planning applications. However, at the request of OCC, modelling

assessment of the junction has been undertaken.’

3. 8 4. Iwou ld note thatthis paragraph appears to d raw c onc lu s ions as to the effec ts of

GreatW olfd evelopmenttrips in ad vanc e ofthe tec hnic alas s es s ments whic h follow

thereafter. In my opinion, the evid enc e pres ented in the TA s imply d oes notbearthis

to be tru e. Ifind thatthrou gh a c omparis on ofTable 6. 1 2 and Table 6. 13, there is a

c learexac erbation ofc ond itions atthe ju nc tion with reported inc reas es both in D oS

valu es and M M Q ou tpu ts . W ithreferenc e to the B 430 (north)arm, Inote thatreported

D oS valu es inc reas e from 143. 4% to 147 . 5% and thatM M Q valu es inc reas e from

139. 8 to 151 . W hile I note thatmod elou tpu ts for the P M period ind ic ate s ome

red u c tion in s pec ific D oS and M M Q valu es , Iwou ld d raw attention to the s u mmary

P RC s tatis tic whic h d emons trates a wors ening from -46. 0 % to -51 . 1% . The

A ppellant’ s inferenc e thatthe ad d ition of ‘ les s than one ad d itionalvehic le every

minu te’ wou ld nothave an effec ton ju nc tion performanc e is s imply nots u pported by

the tec hnic alevid enc e.
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3. 8 5. I find thatthe written s u mmary in the TA is atod d s with the tec hnic alevid enc e

pres ented in the mod elou tpu ttables .

3. 8 6. Ihave revis ited the feed bac kprovid ed by O C C d u ring the TA s c oping proc es s and

wou ld reiterate thatthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion was notinitially

id entified bythe A ppellantforinc lu s ion in the A s s es s ment. Ifind thatO C C has been

c ons is tentin its referenc es to the ju nc tion in c orres pond enc e throu ghou tthe proc es s

and having examined ou tpu ts from the tec hnic alas s es s ments in d etail, Ifind that

O C C ’ s c onc erns abou tthe exis ting and fu tu re performanc e ofthe ju nc tion are well-

fou nd ed and withju s tific ation.

3. 8 7 . O n review ofthe s u bmitted traffic mod elling, Iwou ld very mu c h be ofthe view that

the impac ts experienc ed atthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toneyju nc tion are “s evere”

in the c ontextofthe N P P F tes tand mitigation wou ld c ertainly be warranted . Iretu rn

to matters ofpolic y laterin this proofofevid enc e.

OCC’s Response to the Transport Assessment

3. 8 8 . D es pite the A ppellant’ s s tatementthatthe ad d ition ofGreatW olfd evelopmenttrips

wou ld have no d etrimentaleffec ton the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion,

O C C mad e itc learthatthe ou tc omes reported in the TA were notac c eptable. They

s tood to exac erbate a s etof c ond itions thatO C C had alread y expres s ed c onc ern

with.

3. 8 9. Following a review of the GreatW olf Trans portA s s es s mentand otherd oc u ments

s u bmitted with the planning applic ation, O C C provid ed a rec ommend ation and

c omments bac k to C D C as a formalres pons e by way of the Trans portS c hed u le

d oc u ment, d ated 10 th Janu ary 20 20 (C ore D oc u mentC D 10 -2 7 ). In theirres pons e,

O C C s tated that’Severe congestion at the Middleton Stoney signalised junction will

be exacerbated by the additional trips generated by the proposed development. This

is contrary to paragraphs 103, 108 and 109 of the NPPF, Cherwell Local Plan Policy

SLE4 and Oxfordshire Local Transport Plan 4 Policy 17. ’
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3. 90 . P aragraph 10 3 of the Revis ed N P P F s tates “The planning system should actively

manage patterns of growth in support of these objectives. Significant development

should be focussed on locations which are of can be made sustainable, through

limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes. This can

help to reduce congestion and emissions and improve air quality and public health.

However, opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary between

urban and rural areas, and this should be taken into account in both plan-making and

decision-making.”

3. 91 . W ithreferenc e to Revis ed N P P F paragraph10 8 , O C C als o s tated that‘ In assessing

sites that may be allocated for development in plans, or specific applications for

development, it should be ensured that… . (c) any significant impacts from the

development on the transport network (in terms of capacity and congestion), or on

highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree’.

3. 92 . Revis ed N P P F P aragraph10 9 s tates that‘Development should only be prevented or

refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway

safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe.’

3. 93. Tu rningto O C C ’ s s pec ific c omments in relation to the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney

ju nc tion, the 10 th Janu ary c ons u ltation res pons e s tates the following:

“The impact on this signalised junction is discussed in paragraphs 6.29 to 6.41 of the

Transport Assessment (TA). It should be noted that the planning ref. in 6.29, for the

initial Heyford Park application, is 10/01642/OUT. As noted in the TA, the submitted

Heyford Park Phase 2 scheme results in a significant increase in traffic movements

at the B430 / B4030 junction. OCC objected to this application, partly for the reason

that “The application cannot be fully assessed until a strategic mitigation package

has been identified as appropriate and deliverable”. A mitigation package that

includes this junction is currently being developed and negotiated. However,

whatever measures are agreed upon, they are unlikely to eliminate the very

significant congestion that occurs on a regular basis, and which is confirmed by the

outputs of the junction analysis contained within the TA (see summary above).

Heyford Park is a Local Plan allocated site, whereas the proposed Great Wolf

scheme is a speculative development. It is, therefore, considered that any additional

capacity that may be created at the junction should be to the benefit of Heyford Park

and that extra traffic from this application will negate the potential improvements, to

the detriment of all road users. Any additional pressure on this sensitive junction
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would exacerbate the challenges and could prejudice delivery of an appropriate

scheme to meet the needs of Heyford Park. Paragraph 6.41 of the TA states “… .. it

is considered that the development will not have a material effect on the operation of

the junction. Furthermore, it is anticipated that the Heyford Park Development will be

required to provide a package of mitigation measures and as such the effect of the

Proposed Development may be lessened. On this basis, no further analysis or

mitigation works are deemed necessary.”OCC’s position is that the development will

have a material effect on the operation of the junction, and that further mitigation

works (beyond Heyford Park Phase 2) will not be able to counteract the effect. It is

considered that the development traffic will have a severe impact on the road

network, so the proposals are contrary to paragraphs 108 (c.) and 109 of the NPPF.”

3. 94. Ifind the c omments provid ed by O C C to be ac c u rate and reas onable. A s Ihave s et

ou t, the tec hnic alas s es s mentof the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion

provid es c lear evid enc e thatthe GreatW olf propos als willhave an impac tatthe

ju nc tion.

3. 95. O C C id entified thatany ad d itionalc apac ity thatc ou ld be c reated atthe ju nc tion

s hou ld be for the benefitof the H eyford P ark s ite whic h, u nlike the GreatW olf

propos als is alloc ated in the L oc alP lan. O C C were als o ofthe view thatc onges tion

pos es a c hallenge forthe d eliveryofthe pu blic trans ports trategyforH eyford P arks o

any ad d itionaltraffic wou ld exac erbate thatc hallenge.

3. 96. Iagree withO C C ’ s find ings thatthe propos ed d evelopmentwillhave ‘a material effect

on the operation of the junction, and that further mitigation works (beyond Heyford

Phase 2) will not be able to counteract the effect. It is considered that the

development traffic will have a severe impact on the road network.’

3. 97 . B as ed on the s u bmitted mod ellingres u lts , O C C has mad e itc learthatthe propos als

s hou ld notbe allowed to progres s u nles s a s u itable pac kage ofmitigation meas u res

has been id entified . Itis c learfrom c orres pond enc e thatO C C has worked in the pas t

with the H eyford P arkd eveloperto explore pos s ible remed ies and thatoffic ers are

familiarwiththe c ons traints pres entatthe ju nc tion.
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Addendum Technical Notes and Emerging Mitigation Proposals

3. 98 . The A ppellants u bmitted a fu rtherTec hnic alN ote (N 0 7 )(C ore D oc u mentC D 10 -21),

d ated 19th Febru ary 20 20 , in res pons e to O C C ’ s feed bac k in the GreatW olf TA .

A mongothermatters beingd ebated , the N ote ind ic ated thatthe A ppellantand O C C

were in d is c u s s ions regard ingthe effec tofthe propos ed d evelopmenton the B 430 /

B 40 30 M id d leton S toneyju nc tion. A tthis s tage, the A ppellantmaintained the s tanc e

thatthe propos als wou ld nothave a d etrimentaleffec ton the performanc e of the

ju nc tion, and ind ic ated thatc ons id eration was being given to the d evelopmentofa

s igning s trategy, d es igned to red u c e the nu mberof d evelopmentrelated trips that

pas s ed throu ghthe ju nc tion.

3. 99. In my opinion, while the objec tives ofa s igning s trategy are well-intentioned , s u c h a

s trategy wou ld only ever be ad vis ory as far as trips to and from the GreatW olf

d evelopmentare c onc erned . A s igning s trategy wou ld notlead to any phys ic al

res tric tion on the abilityoftrips to as s ign, s hou ld theywis h, throu ghthe B 430 /B 40 30

M id d leton S toney ju nc tion. Iwou ld als o c ons id erthatnon-phys ic alrou te-gu id anc e

meas u res s u c h as in-c ars atellite navigation s ys tems and d ynamic traffic mapping

wou ld c ontinu e to id entify the B 430 as a rec ommend ed link between the s trategic

rou tes to the north and the GreatW olf s ite. Inote thatthe key parameters of trip

generation and d is tribu tion were d is c u s s ed and agreed withO C C d u ringthe S c oping

s tage. In my experienc e itis nottypic ally the c as e thats u c h parameters wou ld be

revis ited ata laters tage, s imply to avoid the need formitigation meas u res . Iwou ld

als o obs erve thata red u c tion in the nu mberoftrips as s igning via the B 430 /B 40 30

M id d leton S toney ju nc tion wou ld inevitably lead to an inc reas e in flows els ewhere in

the loc alnetwork. The A ppellant’ s s ignings trategypropos ald oes notid entifythe net

effec tels ewhere on the s tu d y networkofad d itionaltraffic throu ghotherju nc tions s o

the pic tu re is inc omplete.
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3. 1 0 0 . In a fu rtherTec hnic alN ote of2 7 th Febru ary 20 20 (N 0 8 )(C ore D oc u mentC D 10 -22),

the A ppellantpres ented d etails of a propos ed mitigation s c heme whic h s ou ghtto

mitigate the effec tof the GreatW olf d evelopment. A ppend ix B of Tec hnic alN ote

N 0 8 inc lu d ed D rawing1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 , d etailingthe natu re and extentofworks d eemed

nec es s arybythe A ppellant. The Tec hnic alN ote s tated thatthe propos ed works were

in ad d ition to meas u res whic h were alread y c ontained as partof the H eyford P ark

(P has e 1)applic ation. The A ppellantpropos ed thatan ad d itionalnorthbou nd lane

inc orporatinga d ed ic ated lefttu rn lane wou ld be provid ed , alongwithminorc hanges

to the kerbline and road markings . Itwas s tated in the N ote thatthe propos ed works

c ou ld be d elivered within the exis tingad opted highway bou nd ary atthe ju nc tion.

3. 1 0 1 . The Tec hnic alN ote provid es tabu lated ou tpu ts whic h s how the effec ts of fu rther

L IN S IG mod elapplic ations ofthe ju nc tion, this time takinginto ac c ou ntthe effec ts of

the propos ed GreatW olfM itigation s c heme (as ind ic ated by D rawing 1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 ).

I provid e d etailed c ommentary on thes e mod elou tpu ts later in this s ec tion of my

evid enc e.

3. 1 0 2 . In the s u pplementary Tec hnic alN ote, the A ppellant s tates that the propos ed

mitigation meas u res as s etou tin D rawing 1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 ‘ wou ld mitigate the effec tof

the propos ed d evelopment’ atthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion.

OCC’s Response to The Appellant’s Mitigation Proposals

3. 1 0 3. O C C provid ed a fu rtherwritten res pons e to the A ppellanton 3rd M arc h 20 20 (C ore

D oc u ment10 -26)s u mmaris ing the d is c u s s ions thathad been ongoing d u ring the

pos t-applic ation s tage and provid ing d etailed c omments in relation to the B 430 /

B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion. Und er the head ing ‘ Effec ton L oc alH ighway

N etwork’ , O C C res tated its objec tion to the applic ation on the grou nd s oftraffic impac t

atM id d leton S toney.

3. 1 0 4. S pec ific ally, O C C reiterated the importanc e ofmaking the bes tu s e ofinfras tru c tu re

to ac c ommod ate “development which had been planned for through the Local Plan

process”. O C C s tated that‘Future year modelling shows that the B430 corridor is

forecast to experience significant congestion without a package of mitigation

measures required to accommodate Local Plan growth. Additional traffic as a result

of unplanned development will add to the significant congestion forecast along the

corridor and could prejudice the ability to deliver a package of suitable mitigation

measures required to accommodate planned growth.’
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3. 1 0 5. From my experienc e of Trans portA s s es s ment, and more broad ly, the P lanning

proc es s , Ifind thatO C C ’ s objec tion is reas onable and ju s tified . Throu gh the L oc al

P lan proc es s , C D C has s ou ghtto balanc e the wis h to ac c ommod ate d evelopment

with the need to ens u re traffic from permitted d evelopmentc an be ac c ommod ated

on the loc alroad network. W here nec es s ary, O C C has worked with d evelopers to

ens u re s u itable mitigation meas u res c an be d elivered , offs etting the impac tof

d evelopment. This approac his c ons is tentwiththattaken els ewhere and in line with

the polic y objec tives ofN P P F.

3. 1 0 6. O C C ’ s pointis thatif GreatW olf, whic h was notalloc ated throu gh the loc alplan

proc es s , was to be permitted , the as s oc iated traffic wou ld abs orb res id u alhighway

c apac ity whic hwou ld otherwis e be available forpermitted oralloc ated s ites .

3. 1 0 7 . O C C ’ s res pons e of 3rd M arc h 20 20 als o rais ed fu nd amentalc onc erns with the

ind ic ative mitigation propos als whic hare s etou tin the A ppellant’ s d rawing1 8 0 30 47 -

1 7 . Thes e propos als wou ld repres enta mod ific ation to the pac kage of ju nc tion

improvements whic h are as s oc iated with the c ons ented H eyford P ark P has e 1

d evelopment. O C C ac knowled ged thatthe A ppellant’ s propos ed mitigation d rawing

s etou tto inc reas e highway c apac ity atthe ju nc tion bu ts tated thatthe au thority had

‘ fu nd amentalc onc erns ’ relating to the d eliverability ofthe propos als . O n this bas is ,

O C C s tated thatits objec tion to the s c heme remained in plac e.

3. 1 0 8 . Inote thatD rawing 1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 (A ppend ix D ), as firs ts u bmitted to O C C , s imply s et

ou ts u gges ted alterations to the geometry of the c ommitted H eyford P ark P has e 1

mitigation s c heme. The d rawings ind ic ated a s eries ofpropos ed alterations to the

highway extents , working on the as s u mption thatland whic h was within the c ontrol

ofO C C c ou ld be mad e available to aid d elivery ofthe propos als . W hile itd id s how

a s u gges ted alteration to the footway on the wes ts id e ofthe ju nc tion, the d rawing

d id notd emons trate how the es tablis hed ped es trian c ros s ingfac ilities overthe B 430

and B 40 30 wou ld be inc orporated . Itis myview thatthe s ole pu rpos e ofthe M itigation

d rawing, as s u bmitted atthattime, was to ad d res s the need for fu rther highway

c apac ity, withou tc ons id eration ofotherroad u s ers , ped es trian trips and ped es trian

s afety.
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3. 1 0 9. In c los ingremarks s etou twithin the A ppellant’ s Tec hnic alN ote of2 7 th Febru ary20 20

(C ore D oc u ment10 -22), itis noted that‘ the Tec hnic alN ote has d emons trated that

the d evelopmentpropos als ac c ord withthe princ iples ofs u s tainable d evelopments et

ou twithin the N P P Fand wou ld notres u ltin as evere impac ton the highwaynetwork.

The note goes on to s ay that‘there are no reasons why the current planning

application should be resisted or refused on sustainability, transport or highways

grounds’.

3. 1 1 0 . Id is agree. Fu rtherd etailed evid enc e ofmy c onc erns in relation to the d eliverability

and s afety ofthe propos ed mitigation s c heme is s etou tin the followings ec tion.

Heyford Park Mitigation Scheme

3. 1 11 . B efore Ic ons id erthe implic ations ofthe GreatW olfd evelopmenton ju nc tion layou t,

itis importantto ac knowled ge thatthe c harac ter of the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton

S toney ju nc tion willc hange as a res u ltof mitigatory meas u res whic h are alread y

propos ed by the H eyford P arkd evelopment(P has e 1).

3. 1 1 2 . Thos e meas u res propos ed as partofP has e 1 ofH eyford P arkare d etailed in P lan

H EYF/5/58 2/C (A ttac hed as A ppend ix C to my P roof of evid enc e) c ompris e the

followingkey elements ;

 Inc orporation of a righttu rning lane on the northbou nd arm ofthe B 430 with an

as s oc iated right-tu rn ghos tis land in the c entre ofthe ju nc tion.

 Reloc ation ofthe s topline on the s ou thbou nd arm ofthe B 430 , with the effec tof

movingthe qu eu e bac k.

 Inc orporation ofa righttu rn ghos tis land in the mou th ofthe ju nc tion, c atering for

trips tu rningfrom the B 430 (n)to the B 40 30 (w).

 There are no meas u res propos ed to eitherthe eas torwes tarms ofthe B 40 30 .

 A lteration to the footwayon the wes ts id e ofthe ju nc tion, u s ingthe verge to c reate

ad d itionalwid th.

 A lterations to the es tablis hed ped es trian c ros s ing overthe s ou thern arm of the

B 430 withad ju s tments to the tac tile s u rfac e treatmentateithers id e ofthe road .
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3. 1 13. Ultimately, thes e meas u res repres entan attemptto inc reas e the effec tive highway

c apac ity ofthe ju nc tion throu ghd elivery ofamore effic ientlayou tand the ins tallation

ofmore d ynamic traffic s ignalequ ipment, bu tin s o d oingthey rec ognis e the need to

provid e waiting and c ros s ing fac ilities forped es trians while notd etrac ting from the

c harac terofthe village c entre. The propos als s eekto balanc e the interes ts oftraffic

moving throu gh the village with non c ar-bas ed u s ers who wis h to travelwithin the

village –this willinc lu d e thos e who wis hto ac c es s loc albu s s tops and fac ilities .

3. 1 14. N otwiths tand ing the efforts to balanc e the interes ts ofmotoris ed and non-motoris ed

u s ers , I note thatthe H eyford P ark mitigation pac kage d oes notpropos e any

alteration to the es tablis hed geometry of the north eas tern c orner of the ju nc tion,

where the protru s ion of third -party land has the effec tof narrowing the footway

s u bs tantially.

3. 1 15. The alignmentofthe ped es trian c ros s ingoverthe B 430 s ou th(d etailed in the H eyford

P ark mitigation s c heme) wou ld req u ire ped es trians to c ros s between s tationary

vehic les , s tac ked bac k from the s top line, s lightly fu rther to the north. Its eems

reas onable to s u gges tthatthere willbe oc c as ions where the gaps between s topped

vehic les willbe ins u ffic ientto allow effic ientped es trian pas s age. S imilarly, itis not

u nlikely thatthere willbe an imbalanc e ofvehic le types and plac ementbetween both

ofthe northbou nd lanes oftraffic , with the effec tthatped es trians may be fac ed with

whatin prac tic alterms wou ld res emble a s taggered c ros s ing alignment. Foru s ers

with bu ggies or wheelc hairs , this is u nlikely to repres entan attrac tive or s afe

environment.

3. 1 16. W hile itis nots pec ific ally a trans portation-related c omment, its eems to me thatthe

H eyford P ark s c heme ac hieves a highway bettermentwhic h is nots u bs tantially

d etrimentalto the vis u alc harac terofthe village c entre. This is a matterthatwillbe

taken u pin more d etailby C D C ’ s L and s c ape witnes s .
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Appellant’s Revised Middleton Stoney Mitigation Scheme

3. 1 1 7 . The GreatW olf mitigation s c heme has been d eveloped in res pons e to O C C ’ s

c onc erns thatthe ad d ition ofd evelopmenttraffic wou ld lead to an exac erbation ofthe

ju nc tion c apac ityis s u es whic hhave alread ybeen d es c ribed . The A ppellant’ s revis ed

mitigation s c heme forthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion is ind ic ated by

D rawing1 8 0 30 47 -revis ion A (inc lu d ed as A ppend ix D to this proofofevid enc e)whic h

was s u bmitted s u bs eq u entto the originalTrans portA s s es s ment.

3. 1 1 8 . Inote thatthe key featu res ofthe GreatW olfmitigation s c heme are as follows :

 The inc orporation of a third lane on the B 430 s ou thern arm , with the effec tthat

there are s eparate lanes on approac h to the s top line for left-tu rning, s traight-

ahead and right-tu rning movements . This inc reas es the overallfootprintof the

s ou thern arm , d oings o atthe expens e ofopen s pac e to eithers id e.

 M aterialalterations to the es tablis hed road geometry to inc orporate the ad d itional

c arriageway wid thand reloc ated footways .

 Removalof the es tablis hed ped es trian c ros s ing over the s ou thern arm of the

ju nc tion

 Inc orporation ofa new ped es trian c ros s ingalignmentad jac entto C ornerC ottage,

in the c entre ofthe ju nc tion. The c ros s ing wou ld featu re a ‘ D ’ s haped ped es trian

refu ge is land .

3. 1 19. Thes e meas u res are os tens ibly aimed atenhanc ingthe theoretic alhighway c apac ity

of the ju nc tion, with the inc orporation of s eparate tu rning lanes enabling whatthe

A ppellantbelieves to be a more effic ientthrou ghpu t.

Operational and Road Safety Issues Arising from the Mitigation Scheme

3. 1 2 0 . The evid enc e Ipres enthere relates to the d es ign, geometric layou tand operation of

the ju nc tion as propos ed by the A ppellants D rawing 1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 . This is the lates t

vers ion ofthe d es ign d rawings u bmitted and is the d rawingwhic hthe A ppellantrelies

on in terms of theirmitigation propos als forthe M id d leton S toney ju nc tion. In my

evalu ation ofthe propos ed layou t, Iwills etou tmy c omments in relation to a Road

S afety A u d itwhic h was c ommis s ioned by the A ppellantand Iwilllead evid enc e to

c hallenge c laims whic h are mad e by the A ppellantin relation to the performanc e of

the ju nc tion and its s u itability to mitigate the s evere traffic impac ts atthe ju nc tion.
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Road Safety Audit

3. 1 21 . A S tage 1 Road S afety A u d itwas c ommis s ioned by the A ppellantin 20 20 and

s u bmitted in s u pportofthe planning applic ation. The Road S afety A u d it, prepared

by Gateway TS P , Iappend ed to C ore D oc u mentC D 10 -23). This was in res pons e to

O C C ’ s req u es tthata S tage 1 and S tage 2 RS A be c arried ou t. The A u d itwas

u nd ertaken by Gateway TS P and with referenc e to D rawing 1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 whic h

d etails the GreatW olfmitigation meas u res thatare propos ed . Ihave reviewed the

S tage 1 Road S afety A u d itand wou ld c ommentas follows .

3. 1 2 2 . The RS A id entified five ‘ P roblems ’ with the propos als as d etailed in D rawing

1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 . Thes e are lis ted , as follows :

Problem 1: Footway width could lead to pedestrians being struck by
vehicles

 ‘The footway width at this location is presently reduced by verge overgrowth and,
to a lesser extent, the boundary hedge. Pedestrians waiting to cross would
therefore necessarily stand close to the kerb, potentially leaving them vulnerable
to a collision with a passing vehicle.‘

Problem 2: Side impact collisions

 ‘Northbound drivers approaching the junction may not be aware of the lane
assignment and could make late lane changes, leading to side impact collisions.‘

Problem 3: Risk of head-on collisions between right-turning vehicles.

 ‘Drivers turning right into Middleton Park may inadvertently stray into the right turn
lane for Bicester Road, leading to head-on collisions‘

Problem 4: Risk of collisions involving vehicles turning from an
uncontrolled access into the controlled area.

 ‘Drivers emerging from the private access may not know which traffic stream has
priority (a green signal) and could collide with a vehicle passing through the
junction.‘

Problem 5: Risk of vehicles, cyclists and pedestrian colliding with street
furniture.

 ‘Street furniture and lighting details are not available to the Audit Team and it is
acknowledged this will be a detailed design matter, for consideration at Stage 2
RSA. However, if street furniture is not mounted appropriately it could be struck
by pedestrians, cyclists or vehicles.‘
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3. 1 23. In the Tec hnic alN ote (N 0 9, d ated 30 Ju ly 20 20 , the A ppellantnotes thatO C C

req u es ted a S tage 1 and 2 Road S afety A u d it. The A ppellantthen notes that‘it is

not normal practice for a Stage 2 Road Safety Audit to be undertaken at the Planning

stage as this required the detailed design of the highway works’. The note then goes

on to s tate that, in the A ppellant’ s view, the RS A ‘raises no material concerns with

the proposed mitigation scheme and all comments raised in the Audit can be

addressed as part of the detailed design stage… ’ . before being re-examined in a

s tage 2 A u d it.

3. 1 24. H owever, I wou ld obs erve thatto ad d res s the ris ks id entified is likely to req u ire

materialalterations to as pec ts ofthe c u rrentlypropos ed layou t. A s fu rtherd is c u s s ed

below, Ifind thatthe layou tpres ents c ons id erable ris ks to ped es trians and thatfrom

a vehic le s weptpath pers pec tive, the ju nc tion c annotbe s hown to work. In this

regard , Iagree withthe find ings ofthe S tage 1 Road S afety A u d it.

3. 1 25. Fu nd amentally, I find thatitis only pos s ible to ad d res s many of the id entified

P roblems throu ghmaterialalterations to the ju nc tion geometry. In s o d oing, Id o not

believe itis s imu ltaneou s ly pos s ible to ad d res s the s afety is s u es id entified while

maintainingthe levelofju nc tion c apac ity s u gges ted by the A ppellant.

3. 1 26. Itis my view thatthe d etailpres ented by the A ppellantin D rawing1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 is not

s u ffic iently welld eveloped to d emons trate s atis fac torily thatthe ju nc tion c an d eliver

the req u ired ou tc ome to offs etthe s evere traffic impac ts ofthe d evelopment. Ibelieve

thatO C C was ju s tified in its req u es t that a S tage 2 Road S afety A u d it was

u nd ertaken. The abs enc e ofs u c hd etailmeans thatthere is no evid enc e before this

proc es s to d emons trate the propos als c an be d elivered .

3. 1 2 7 . Iwillc ros s -referto eac hofthe ‘ P roblems ’ rais ed by the RS A in my own as s es s ment

ofthe ju nc tion layou t, laterin this s ec tion.
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Swept Path Assessments

3. 1 2 8 . The A ppellanthas s u bmitted ou tpu ts from avehic le s weptpathas s es s mentexerc is e,

s eekingto d emons trate thatthe geometryofthe propos ed ju nc tion mitigation s c heme

c an c aterforthe s patialreq u irements of vehic les u s ing the ju nc tion. S weptpath

as s es s ments are typic allyu nd ertaken u s ingthe A u toTrac kmod u le within the ind u s try

s tand ard A u toC ad s oftware. A u toTrac kc ontains a library ofs tand ard vehic le types ,

replic ating the d imens ions and ou tline behaviou ralc harac teris tic s of vehic les mos t

c ommonly fou nd on the road network. The library allows prac titioners to s elec t

vehic les whic h matc h thos e in given c ou ntries , ac c epting that s tand ard s and

d imens ions vary from c ou ntry to c ou ntry. S imilarly, the library is s u b-d ivid ed into

vehic le type c ategories , helpingto repres entthe bread thofformats , lengths and axle

c onfigu rations within agiven c las s ific ation. In the c as e ofc ommerc ialvehic les fou nd

on the UK road network, the libraryallows u s ers to d is tingu is hbetween, forexample,

a 10 m two-axle lightgood s vehic le, a three-axle med iu m good s vehic le ora 16. 5m

artic u lated lorry. A broad range of vehic le types and formats is available, with the

prac titionerbeing res pons ible fors elec ting a type thatbes trepres ents the s itu ation

to be d es igned for. A u toTrac kals o allows forthe c reation of ‘ u s er-d efined ’ vehic le

types , allowing the prac titioner to s ynthes is e a type whic h may notalread y be

c ontained in the library. Iam very familiarwiththe u s e ofA u toTrac kand u nd ers tand

the tec hniqu es whic h are nec es s ary to ens u re a meaningfu lau d itof a given road

geometry.

3. 1 29. A u toTrac kas s es s ments helpto inform and evalu ate highway d es ign s c hemes s u c h

as thatpropos ed in the GreatW olfd rawing1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 . W hen u s ed forthis pu rpos e,

the proc es s involves ‘ d riving’ a given vehic le type throu gh a layou tto d etermine if

thatvehic le c an be ac c ommod ated within the road geometry provid ed . B as ed on

s pec ific s s u c h as overallvehic le length and axle c onfigu ration, the s oftware is

c apable of replic ating the tu rning c irc le of a given type and itwills how the ’ s wept

path’ of a vehic le as itperforms a tu rn. The ‘ s weptpath’ is the s patialenvelope

oc c u pied by a vehic le as itmoves throu gh the geometry ofthe road network. M os t

c ommonly, s weptpathas s es s ments ofthis natu re evalu ate longrigid vehic les (s u c h

as bu s es and refu s e c ollec tion tru c ks )and artic u lated vehic les ; s u c hvehic les oc c u py

more road s pac e than s tand ard c ars or vans and they are more c omplex to

manoeu vre.
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3. 130 . O u tpu ts from s weptpath as s es s ments s how the ou tline ofa given vehic le type and

c olou red lines whic hind ic ate the pathtaken bythe vehic le to reac hac ertain pos ition.

A red line ind ic ates the envelope d efined bythe vehic le’ s wheels , s howingwhere the

tru c k phys ic ally c ros s es a given ju nc tion layou t. A green line s hows the envelope

d efined by the vehic le’ s bod y, s howing the s pac e oc c u pied above grou nd levelas a

vehic le c ompletes a manoeu vre. Foran exerc is e s u c h as this , whic h evalu ates the

s u itability ofa propos ed road layou t, the objec tive is thata vehic le c an travers e the

road layou twithou tany ins tanc es ofover-ru nning (red line)beyond the c onfines of

the c arriageway or over-s ailing (green line) featu res beyond the c onfines of the

c arriageway. W here eitherofthes e two enc roac hments oc c u r, ris ks of c onflic twill

s tartto oc c u r with other road u s ers (vehic les , ped es trians , c yc lis ts etc ) and with

s tru c tu res (s treetfu rnitu re etc ). S u c hc onflic ts c an pos e aproblem to road s afetyand

heighten the ris k of d amage oc c u rring to kerblines ors treetfu rnitu re lead ing to an

on-goingmaintenanc e is s u e forthe highway au thority. Iwou ld highlightthatitis the

res pons ibilityofthe d es ignerto id entifys u c hris ks (atalls tages ofthe d es ign proc es s )

and ens u re they are appropriately mitigated .

3. 131 . I have reviewed the s weptpath ou tpu ts provid ed by the A ppellantin D rawing

1 8 0 30 47 -TK62 . This d rawing was inc lu d ed as A ppend ix B of Tec hnic alnote N 0 9

(C ore D oc u ment10 -23). Itinc lu d es fou rins etwind ows whic heac hs how s weptpaths

forkey movements atthe propos ed ju nc tion. S weptpath ou tpu ts are provid ed for

the throu gh movementon the B 40 30 in both d irec tions . Eas tbou nd and wes tbou nd

ou tpu ts are s hown fora 10 m rigid tru c kand a 16. 5m artic u lated tru c k.

3. 132 . B efore provid ingmy own evid enc e in relation on this point, Iwou ld d raw attention to

a fu nd amentalpointaris ing from the following s tatement, inc lu d ed in the third bu llet

pointofP aragraph3. 12 ofTec hnic alN ote N 0 9. The A ppellants tates that‘the swept

path analysis demonstrates that a 10 metre rigid vehicle and 16.5 metre articulated

vehicle can manoeuvre appropriately from the B430 east to the B430 west and vice

versa and would not conflict with the proposed pedestrian refuge .
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3. 133. Iwou ld s tronglyd is agree withthis s tatement. W ithreferenc e to an exc erptofD rawing

1 8 0 30 47 -TK62 , Iwou ld note thatthe s weptpath d etails s how an artic u lated vehic le

protru d inginto the footwaywhen makingthis manoeu vre whic hifreplic ated in areal-

life s itu ation, wou ld pres enta s eriou s ris kto ped es trians . Ihave overlaid c olou rto

the d rawingto highlightthe extentofthe es tablis hed footway(s hown in pink)and the

enc roac hmentofa heavy good s vehic le into thats pac e (s hown in yellow).

3. 134. The A ppellant’ s s tatementthatlarge vehic les ‘can manoeuvre appropriately without

conflicting with the pedestrian refuge’s hou ld be viewed in the c ontextthatas partof

the s ame manoeu vre, itis nec es s ary fors u c h vehic les to enc roac h into ped es trian

s pac e. A s my own review ofthe ju nc tion d emons trates below, Ic ons id erthatifthe

tru c k d id notenc roac h into the footway to the north eas tof the ped es trian refu ge

is land , a vehic le ofthis length wou ld be u nable to c omplete the manoeu vre withou t

c onflic twiththe refu ge is land .

3. 135. This is a c ompletely u nac c eptable propos ition whic h Ifind to be c ontrary to polic y,

c ontrary to good prac tic e and c ontrary to the s afety ofped es trians .

3. 136. The key points emerging from my review ofthis information are s u mmaris ed in the

followingparagraphs .
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3. 137 . Inote thatthe A ppellanthas u s ed a 16. 5m artic u lated tru c kforthis as s es s mentbu t

wou ld ad d thatthe UK fleetinc u d es a growing nu mberofartic u lated c ombinations

whic hare 1 8 . 5m in length. S u c hvehic les are c ommonly u s ed byretailers and parc el

d is tribu tion c ompanies and Iwou ld notregard them to be ‘ s pec ialis t’ in natu re. Itis

likely thats u c hvehic les are travellingthrou ghthe ju nc tion ju s tnow and willc ontinu e

to d o s o. Iwou ld obs erve thatthe s weptpathou tpu ts reported in D rawing1 8 0 30 47 -

TK62 therefore d o notc harac teris e a likely reas onable ‘ wors t-c as e’ d es ign vehic le.

3. 138 . W ith s pec ific referenc e to the s weptpath whic h s hows a 16. 5m artic u lated tru c k

travellingeas tbou nd throu ghthe ju nc tion from the B 40 30 (W )to the B 40 30 (E), Inote

thatthe tru c k has to perform a very s harp manoeu vre to negotiate the propos ed

ped es trian refu ge is land . In my opinion, this is nota manoeu vre thata tru c kofthis

s ize wou ld perform ats peed , ratheritwou ld be a c ons id ered movement, performed

ata lower s peed than the c orres pond ing movementif mad e atthe ju nc tion in its

exis tingform.

3. 139. Inote thatu nd erc u rrentc irc u ms tanc es , a tru c k making this manoeu vre wou ld be

able to d o s o ata s hallowerangle, makingthe mos tofthe relatively les s c ons trained

s pac e in the c entre ofthe ju nc tion and thereby c ompletingthe movementata higher

s peed . The c onfigu ration ofthe traffic lights alloc ates s eparate priority to traffic from

the eas tand wes tarms , meaning thatthos e two flows neveroc c u rs imu ltaneou s ly.

C ons eq u ently, there are no oppos ingeas t/wes tflows and as s u c hvehic les need not

antic ipate onc omingtraffic when s elec tingtheirpaththrou ghthe ju nc tion.

3. 140 . W hile the propos als d o nots eekto introd u c e s imu ltaneou s two-way traffic between

the B 40 30 s id e arms , the inc orporation ofthe ped es trian refu ge is land introd u c es a

phys ic alobs tac le whic hc ons id erably red u c es the s pac e available to largervehic les ,

and the margin forerror, as they move throu ghthe ju nc tion from wes tto eas t.
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3. 141 . From examination ofs weptpath ou tpu ts in D rawing 1 8 0 30 47 -TK62 , Inote thatthe

green over-s ailline inters ec ts the ped es trian footway atthe north eas tc ornerofthe

ju nc tion. In prac tic e, this eq u ates to the forward ed ge ofthe tru c kc ab enc roac hing

into a d efined ped es trian s pac e, in d irec tc onflic twith ped es trians who may be

s tand ing within thats pac e. Ifind this to be an u nac c eptable s itu ation; ped es trians

who are u s ingthe footway s hou ld expec tto d o s o withthe c onfid enc e thatthe s pac e

is s afe and s egregated from moving traffic . I wou ld fu rther d evelop this pointby

emphas is ing thatthe inc orporation of a refu ge is land with ac c ompanying d ropped

kerbs and tac tile pavings u gges ts to ped es trians thatthe revis ed c ros s ingalignment

is s afe. Fu rthermore, Iwou ld note thatwhile the propos ed mitigation meas u res are

likely to enc ou rage ped es trians to d wellatthe footway to the north eas tof the

ju nc tion, they failto ad d res s whatIwou ld regard to be an inad eq u ate s hortfallin the

wid th of the exis ting footway. The exis ting footway wid th at this loc ation is

approximately1 . 0 m and narrows to ju s t0 . 5m ju s tnorthofthe c ros s ingpoint. Iwou ld

c ons id erany wid thles s than 1 . 8 m to be a red u c tion in D M RB s tand ard s .

3. 142 . I have u nd ertaken my own s weptpath as s es s mentof this movementto evalu ate

whetherthe s c heme s hown by D rawing 1 8 0 30 47 is fitforpu rpos e. This D rawing is

c ontained within A ppend ix E to this P oE . Inote thatin ord erto avoid ins tanc es of

over-s ailon the nears id e footway, itis nec es s ary to pos ition the vehic le fu rtherfrom

the kerbs id e and thatas ac ons eq u enc e, the rearofthe tru c kover-ru ns the ped es trian

refu ge is land . Therefore, Ifind thatin ord erto minimis e ris kpos ed to ped es trians on

the nears id e footway, there is an inc reas ed ris kto ped es trians who may be pres ent

in the ped es trian refu ge is land . M y own as s es s mentind ic ates thatitis notpos s ible

for a vehic le of this s ize (16. 5m) to negotiate the revis ed ju nc tion layou twithou t

pres entingaris kto vu lnerable road u s ers and Ic onc lu d e thatthis is an u nac c eptable

and u ns afe ou tc ome.

3. 143. M y own examination ofthis is s u e c orres pond s with the find ings ofthe Road S afety

A u d it, whic h id entified s pec ific problems relatingto ped es trian s afety. S pec ific ally, I

wou ld referto P aragraph5. 3ofthe Road S afetyA u d itwhic hnoted that‘… the footway

at this location is presently reduced by verge overgrowth and, to a lesser extent, the

boundary hedge. Pedestrians waiting to cross the road would therefore necessarily

stand close to the kerb, potentially leaving them vulnerable to a collision with a

passing vehicle.’
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3. 144. W hile the Road S afety A u d it obs erves that the footway is red u c ed by verge

overgrowth and the bou nd ary hed ge, I wou ld c ons id er thatitis the wid th of the

footwayits elfthatis s ignific antlys u b-s tand ard as itis les s than ametre in plac e whic h

is wellbelow D M RB s tand ard s . The pres enc e ofovergrowthand a bou nd ary hed ge

s imply s erve to amplify the inad eq u ac y of the footway wid th. A problem thatthe

propos ed mitigation s c heme d oes nothingto ad d res s .

3. 145. Retu rning to D rawing 1 8 0 30 47 -TK62 , Iwou ld c ons id erthatthe s weptpath ou tpu ts

d emons trate the propos ed ju nc tion c annot s afety ac c ommod ate large vehic les

withou tpres entinga ris kto vu lnerable road u s ers .

3. 146. The A ppellantpres ented D rawing 1 8 0 30 47 -TK62 on the bas is thatthe propos ed

ped es trian refu ge is land wou ld notimped e the progres s of largervehic les moving

throu ghthe ju nc tion. Ifind thatthe oppos ite is tru e, as evid enc ed by the s harptu rn

req u ired and the c arefu l negotiation that is req u ired to minimis e (not avoid )

enc roac hmentto eitherthe nears id e ped es trian footway or the offs id e ped es trian

refu ge is land .

3. 147 . Earlierin this s ec tion ofmy proofofevid enc e, Iexplained thatthe introd u c tion ofthe

ped es trian refu ge is land to the c entre ofthe ju nc tion red u c es the s pac e within whic h

large vehic les c an manoeu vre. I c ited the example of a large vehic le following a

s moothpathfrom the B 40 30 (w)to the B 40 30 (e), d rawinga c omparis on withthe far

s harperpath req u ired with the refu ge is land in plac e. W ith fu rtherreferenc e to the

s weptpathou tpu tc ontained in the lowerrightpanelin D rawing1 8 0 30 47 -TK62 , Inote

thatan artic u lated tru c kis s hown to perform a s harp lefttu rn having navigated the

refu ge is land before tu rning into the B 40 30 (e). W hen c ompared with the s hallower

angle ofapproac h afford ed by the pres entlayou t, Inote thatthe tru c kis es s entially

aligned in a northto s ou thaxis , ratherthan a north-wes tto s ou th-eas taxis .
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3. 148 . C ons eq u ently, the vehic le oc c u pies mu c hmore ofthe road s pac e in the c entre ofthe

ju nc tion ad jac entto the B 40 30 (E) as itc ompletes its tu rn. D rawing 1 8 0 30 47 -TK

s hows that the vehic le enc roac hes into the onc oming traffic lane before fu lly

c orrec ting its elf and c ontinu ing eas tward s . I wou ld highlightthatthe s weptpath

ou tpu ts have failed to rec ognis e the likelihood thatothervehic les willbe pres entat

the s toplines of the ju nc tion. Ju nc tion mod elling ou tpu ts d emons trate thatthe

ju nc tion willexperienc e c ons id erable d emand , with lengthy qu eu es forming on eac h

arm ofthe ju nc tion. In myview, this means itis more likelythan notthatan eas tbou nd

vehic le wou ld be fac ed with a s tationary wes t-fac ing vehic le atthe s top line on the

B 40 30 (E). In s u c h an ins tanc e, the s u gges ted s weptpath c ou ld notphys ic ally be

c ompleted withou tc onflic tbetween two vehic les . This pointis illu s trated by the

marked u ps weptpathbelow.

3. 149. M y s weptpathexaminations s u pportthis ou tc ome and Ifind thatthis provid es fu rther

evid enc e thatthe propos ed layou tis neitherprac tic alnors afe.



46

3. 150 . Ireiterate the c laim mad e bythe A ppellantthatD rawing1 8 0 30 47 -TK62 d emons trates

thatlarge vehic les ‘ can manoeuvre appropriately from the B430 east to the B430

west and vice versa and would not conflict with the proposed pedestrian refuge’. I

find thatthis is s imply notthe c as e. In ad d ition to the c ons id erable ris kofped es trian

c onflic tid entified alread y, itis my view thatthe propos ed arrangementpres ents a

c ons id erable ris k of vehic le and ped es trian c onflic tes pec ially in a s itu ation where

ped es trians willreq u ire to c ros s the ju nc tion d u ringthe “intergreen”period when there

c ou ld be H GVs s eekingto c learthe ju nc tion.

Presence of HGVs

3. 151 . I pres entfu rther evid enc e, as follows , to provid e c ontextfor my obs ervations in

relation to the pres enc e and performanc e ofheavy good s vehic les atthe ju nc tion.

3. 152 . I have reviewed the Environmental S tatement (ES ) s u bmitted as part of the

applic ation (C ore D oc u mentC D 1-13). This d oc u mentwas prepared by W S P in

N ovember 20 19, with C hapter 6 pres enting find ings in relation to Trans portand

A c c es s (Extrac tInc lu d ed as A ppend ix F to this P oE). The ES examines matters

related to s everanc e, d elay, amenity, fearand intimid ation, ac c id ents and s afety and

itinc lu d es a q u alitative and q u antitative as s es s mentofL GV and H GV ac tivity in the

d efined s tu d y area.

3. 153. Table 6-6 and 6-8 ofthe ES pres enta tabu lated breakd own oftraffic flows on links

where flows are expec ted to inc reas e as ares u ltofC ommitted D evelopmentand the

GreatW olfpropos als . Eac h ofthe tables id entify thatthe B 430 north ofthe A 40 95

falls within the remitofthe ES exerc is e. W ith referenc e to the loc alroad network,

this linku ltimately forms the s ou thern arm ofthe B 430 /B 40 30 ju nc tion in M id d leton

S toney and thatvehic les pres entin thatloc ation willpas s throu gh the ju nc tion

c onc erned .

3. 154. Inote thatTable 6-6 s tates an A nnu alA verage D aily Traffic flow of7 , 68 5 vehic les , of

whic h 298 are c las s ified as H GVs . W ithreferenc e to Table 6-8 , the ‘ A s s es s mentof

O perationalTraffic ’ in the propos ed opening year, Inote thatA A D T flows on this

s tu d y linkare expec ted to inc reas e by 8 % forL GVs and 2% forH GVs .
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3. 155. The B 430 , pas s ing throu gh M id d leton S toney is id entified as a formalmotorway

d ivers ion rou te forheavy good s vehic les in ins tanc es where the M 40 is c los ed . The

d ivers ion rou te plans are enc los ed atA ppend ix G to this P oE . W hile infreq u ent,

c los u res on the M 40 lead to a s ignific antu pliftin vehic u lar d emand s throu gh the

ju nc tion with a perc eptible inc reas e in the nu mberof heavy good s vehic les . W ith

referenc e to myobs ervations thatthe GreatW olfmitigation s c heme is likelyto red u c e

vehic le s peed s throu ghthe ju nc tion, partic u larly forlargervehic les , Ic ons id erthata

materialinc reas e in good s vehic les as a res u ltofa d ivers ion s c enario wou ld lead to

u nnec es s ary and u nwelc ome d elay. Iwou ld als o make the pointthatany fu tu re

mitigation s c hemes d elivered as part of the H eyford P ark P has e 2 planning

applic ation (C D C P lanningA pplic ation Referenc e 1 8 /0 0 8 25/H YB RID )to red u c e H GV

levels throu ghthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toneyju nc tion wou ld have no impac ton

the flow ofH GVs as s oc iated with the motorway d ivers ion rou te. Itis therefore very

importantto ens u re thatthe d es ign ofany mitigation s c heme atthis ju nc tion takes

ac c ou ntofH GV movements now and in the fu tu re.

3. 156. Iwou ld als o make referenc e to the D raftC ons tru c tion M anagementP lan (N ovember

20 19), prepared by A rc ad is and s u bmitted as partofthe GreatW olfapplic ation (C ore

D oc u mentC D 1-8 ). This d oc u mentis als o c ontained in the EnvironmentalS tatement

as A ppend ix 4. 1 . S ec tion 3. 2 ofthatreportid entifies the s u gges ted rou te options for

good s vehic les d u ring the c ons tru c tion ofthe GreatW olfd evelopment. The report

id entifies rou te options via the A 40 95 and B 430 to ac c es s M 40 ju nc tions 9 and 10 ,

res pec tively. Inote thatthes e rou tes have been id entified on the bas is thattheyavoid

the need forc ons tru c tion traffic ‘ to drive through any villages’.

3. 157 . W hile Irec ognis e thatthe s u gges ted rou tes wou ld notbe u s ed forthis pu rpos e in the

eventthatd evelopmentatGreatW olf d id notprogres s , my interpretation of the

word ingis thatthe id entified rou tes emerged in res pons e to c ons traints orres tric tions

on alternative rou tes whic h may otherwis e have proved attrac tive. Itwou ld ,

therefore, appear to me thatH GVs are a featu re atthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton

S toney ju nc tion and this s itu ation willc ontinu e.
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Compliance with DMRB Standards

3. 158 . A s partof my review proc es s , Ihave reviewed the propos ed mitigation s c heme, I

have c ompared the propos ed d es ign ofthe ju nc tion agains tthe req u irementofthe

D es ign M anu alfor Road s and B rid ges (D M RB ). The applic able s tand ard for the

d es ign ofs u c ha mitigation s c heme is D M RB C D 123 “Geometric D es ign ofA tGrad e

P riority and S ignalC ontrolled Ju nc tions ”(Revis ion 2 A u gu s t20 20 )whic h is C ore

D oc u mentC D 10 -11 . The d es ign ofs ignal-c ontrolled ju nc tions is d ealtwithats ec tion

7 ofC D 123 (P ages 49-57 ). There are a nu mberofd es ign c riteria to be c ons id ered

and Ihave reviewed thes e in tu rn below.

Visibility of Signals

3. 159. P aragraph 7 . 2 . 2 of C D 123 ind ic ates that“A minimu m of2 s ignals s hou ld be vis ible

from eac h approac h arm and eac h s top line”with a s u pplementary note ind ic ating

that“The 2 s ignals u s u ally c ompris e a primary and s ec ond ary s ignal”. Iwou ld note

thatthe c u rrentd es ign plan (D rawing1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 Rev C )has notbeen d eveloped to

a levelof d etailwhere the s ignalhead s are even s hown. This makes a d etailed

review of the propos als d iffic u lt. A s the propos ed mitigation s trategy is for a

s ignalis ed ju nc tion, Iwou ld have expec ted thatthe traffic s ignals wou ld ac tu ally have

been s hown, even at this s tage in the d es ign proc es s , es pec ially at s u c h a

c ons trained loc ation and given the importanc e of the infras tru c tu re in terms of

s eekingto mitigate the impac tofthe d evelopment.

3. 160 . I have s everalc onc erns over the provis ion of s ignals to s u pportthe propos ed

mitigation s c heme es pec ially in relation to the northbou nd approac h to the ju nc tion.

The s tand ard s tates thata minimu m of two s ignalhead s willbe req u ired on this

approac h thatare c learly vis ible to d rivers approac hing from the s ou th. Itwou ld be

logic alforthe primary s ignalhead to be loc ated ad jac entto the c arriageway on the

wes ts id e ofthe c arriageway ju s tin frontofthe s topline while the s ec ond ary s ignal

head wou ld likely be loc ated within the ped es trian refu ge is land thatis propos ed in

the mid d le ofthe ju nc tion.

3. 161 . M y c onc ern is thatthe loc ation ofs u c h infras tru c tu re inc lu d ing req u ired c learanc es

c ou ld have implic ations forped es trians and forthe s weptpathofvehic les (in the c as e

ofthe s ec ond ary s ignalhead ).
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3. 162 . Forthe primarys ignalhead , itwou ld appearthatthe s ignalhead and as s oc iated pole

wou ld req u ire to be loc ated within the propos ed footway area on the wes ts id e ofthe

ju nc tion. Itis noted thatthe footway in this area is 2m wid e and fills the whole s pac e

between the c arriageway and the road bou nd ary. This means thatthe s ignalhead

willreq u ire to be loc ated within the footway its elfand a c learanc e of450 mm wou ld

need to be allowed between the ed ge of the s ignalpole and the ed ge of the

c arriageway to preventvehic le s trikes . This c ou pled with the wid th ofthe pole its elf

(10 0 mm)means thatthe effec tive wid thofthe footway is red u c ed from 2m to 1 . 45m

to the d etrimentofped es trians atthe ju nc tion and means thatthe footway wid thfalls

below the minimu m footway wid thof1 . 8 m as s pec ified by the D M RB .

3. 163. Forthe s ec ond ary s ignalhead , the only plac e Ic an s ee the head being provid ed is

within the propos ed ped es trian is land in the mid d le ofthe ju nc tion. M y c onc ern here

is thatthe propos ed is land meas u res offthe d rawing at2 . 0 m whic h is the minimu m

wid thfors u c harefu ge is land . W iththe s ignalhead in plac e and witharight-tu rn filter

arrow ad d ed forthe righttu rn onto B ic es terRoad c ontribu tingto an inc reas ed s ignal

head wid th, itwou ld appearthatthere is very little room within the is land to ac hieve

the req u ired c learanc es of450 mm (as ind ic ated byD M RB C D 123 P ara7 . 14)to eac h

live c arriageway. A s the s weptpaths have ind ic ated , thatH GVs c ou ld be over-s ailing

ped es trian areas , my c onc ern is thatthere is now a new ris kintrod u c ed as s oc iated

with vehic les s triking the s ignalhead s ata loc ation where ped es trians c ou ld be

waiting to c ros s the road . Iwou ld als o be c onc erned thatthe s ignals willred u c e the

intervis ibility ac ros s the ju nc tion; in partic u larthe vis ibility ofped es trians who willbe

c ros s ing u nc ontrolled d u ring the intergreen period atthe s ame time as vehic les will

be c learingthe ju nc tion atthe end ofthe green phas e.
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3. 164. In s ome c irc u ms tanc es , an approving au thority wou ld be able to take s u ffic ient

c omfort from a preliminary d es ign d rawing as to the d elivery of propos ed

infras tru c tu re. In s u c h c as es , itc an be pos s ible to c ond ition the d evelopmentto

provid e the improvements “generally in ac c ord anc e”with the s u bmitted plans . This

allows points ofd etailto be ad d res s ed atd etailed d es ign s tage. In the c as e ofthe

s u bmitted mitigation propos als forthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toneyJu nc tion, there

are a nu mber of c onc erns over the d eliverability of the ju nc tion and c onc ern that

d es ign s tand ard s c annotbe met. Itis therefore notpos s ible to c ond ition the d elivery

of the mitigation s c heme in a s itu ation where the approving au thority need s to be

s atis fied thatan ac c eptable s c heme of mitigation c an be granted before planning

permis s ion is granted .

Junction Intervisibility Zone

3. 165. S ec tion 7 . 3 ofD M RB C D 123 s ets ou tthe intervis ibility zone thats hou ld be provid ed

ata s ignalc ontrolled ju nc tion and Figu re 7 . 3 s hows how this is meas u red atthe

ju nc tion (a zone meas u red 2 . 5m bac k from eac h s top line. W ith the s top lines

provid ed on the preliminary d es ign plan, itis pos s ible to s ee thatthe “intervis ibility

zone”requ irements c annotbe metatthis ju nc tion as a res u ltof the s et-bac k s top

lines and the loc ation ofbu ild ings arou nd the ju nc tion. In partic u lar“C ornerC ottage”

as ind ic ated on d rawing1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 Rev C prevents intervis ibility between the north

and eas tarms ofthe ju nc tion. Iwou ld ac knowled ge thatthis maybe an exis tingis s u e

and an is s u e withthe s c heme as s oc iated withH eyford P arkP has e 1 . The pointthat

Imake is thatthe ju nc tion alread y falls s hortof D M RB d es ign s tand ard s and the

propos als to introd u c e an ad d itionallane and u nc ontrolled ped es trian infras tru c tu re

atthe ju nc tion fu rtherexac erbate the problems thatalread y exis tatthe ju nc tion.

Entry Lanes, Exit Lanes and Storage Capacity

3. 166. The lanes wid ths provid ed on the s ou thbou nd arm of the ju nc tion as perd rawing

1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 Rev C are alls hown as 3m wid th whic h is ac c eptable as per the

req u irements of s ec tions 7 . 6 and 7 . 7 of D M RB C D 123. S ec tion 7 . 8 s ets ou tthe

tapers thats hou ld be ac hieved in relation to the d evelopmentofthe leftand right-

tu rning lanes ata ju nc tion with d iagrams provid ed atFigu res 7 . 8 and 7 . 8 . 2 to s how

the req u ired tapers .
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3. 167 . Forthe left, tu rning lane, the req u ired taperlength s hou ld be the ratio 5 to 1 i. e. for

every metre oflane wid th, the taperlead ingfrom the s ingle approac hlane to the left

tu rn lane s hou ld be 5m long. Therefore, fora3m lane wid th(as propos ed ), the taper

s hou ld be 15m long. From d rawing 18 0 30 47 -1 7 Rev C , Imeas u re the propos ed

taperforthe lefttu rn lane as les s than 5m c ompared to the 15m s tand ard .

3. 168 . Forthe right-tu rn lane, the totaltaperlength is mad e u p of a d irec ttaperlength of

7 . 5m and a hatc hed is land taperin the ratio of1 to 10 i. e. 1 0 m oftaperforevery 1m

oflane wid th. From my examination ofd rawing 1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 Rev C , Imeas u re the

d irec ttaperas les s than 4m while the hatc hed is land taperextend s s ome 57 . 5m . The

lattermeets s tand ard bu tthe d irec ttaperlength d oes notmeets tand ard . Iwou ld

als o c ommentthatthe way thatthe lanes have been d eveloped is u northod ox. The

lane arrangementtakes the s ingle lane awayfrom the c hannelline into ac entralpoint

before allowingtraffic to s plitleftand rightinto the res pec tive tu rninglanes .

3. 169. Itis notc learwhetherthe req u ired s tand ard s c an be ac hieved withregard to tapers .

A n u pd ated d es ign wou ld be req u ired to as s es s this and s u c hmatters wou ld need to

be ad d res s ed atthis s tage in the planning proc es s to tes tthe d eliverability of the

s c heme.

Storage Length

3. 1 7 0 . The s torage length is the length ofc arriageway available atd ed ic ated rightand left-

tu rn lanes to s tore vehic les within. D M RB C D 123 s ec tion 7 . 9 ind ic ates thatthe

s torage lengthofleftand righttu rn entry lanes s hou ld be d es igned to:

“1) to meet the capacity requirements of the junction

2) to accommodate the longest queue of stopped traffic (to avoid turning traffic

blocking the adjacent lane); and

3) to avoid traffic being prevented from entering the left of right turn lane where there

is a high proportion of straight ahead traffic queuing in the adjacent lane”
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3. 1 7 1 . L ooking atd rawing 1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 Rev C , Ihave meas u red the righttu rning s torage

length to be 31m and the lefttu rning s torage length to be 43m . Taking a “qu eu ed ”

c arlength as 6m , the right-tu rn s torage lengthwou ld ac c ommod ate approximately 5

qu eu ed c ars while the lefttu rninglane wou ld ac c ommod ate approximately 7 q u eu ed

c ars . S u c h q u eu ing c apac ity d oes very little to ad d res s the very large qu eu es

pred ic ted in the fu tu re yearmod els . The implic ations ofthis are thatthe ju nc tion will

c ontinu e to experienc e s ignific antc onges tion and q u eu ing vehic les thatare waiting

to tu rn will“bloc k”vehic les thatare wis hingto travelthrou ghthe ju nc tion.

Swept Path and Corner Radii

3. 1 7 2 . S ec tion 7 . 1 1 of D M RB C D 123 ind ic ates that“The design of a signal-controlled

junction shall allow for the swept turning paths of the design vehicle where provision

is to be made for large goods vehicles”and goes on to s ay “The design should

incorporate turning radii to cater for the swept paths of the worst case vehicle that

can be reasonably expected to use the junction on a frequent basis”. Iwou ld note

thatthis c onfirms thats weptpaths are partof the d es ign s tand ard s for s ignal

c ontrolled ju nc tions and the A ppellant’ s failu re to provid e s weptpath plans that

c onfirm thatthe d es ign vehic le c an s tay within the c onfines ofthe c arriageway (as

d es c ribed in d etailabove) mean that the d es ign d oes not c onform to D M RB

s tand ard s .

Traffic Islands and Pedestrian Facilities

3. 1 7 3. N ote 4 ofs ec tion 7 . 15. 4 ofD M RB C D 123 refers to D M RB C D 143 in relation to the

d es ign req u irements forped es trian is land s while C D 143 refers to L TN 2/95 whic h

has rec ently been replac ed by the Traffic S igns M anu al(20 19)C hapter6 “Traffic

C ontrol”(C ore D oc u ment10 -12). O n review ofthis s ec tion ofthe manu al, Iwou ld

d raw attention to paragraph 11 . 14. 1 whic h s tates the following in relation to

ped es trian fac ilities :

“Providing no signalised pedestrian facilities at all at a junction should be seen as the

exception. A lack of formal facilities requires pedestrians to judge for themselves

when to cross while traffic is held, which can be intimidating for those not familiar with

the junction, and especially for visually impaired people and mobility impaired people.

Generally, this is only acceptable where levels of pedestrian demand are very low

and the width to be crossed is narrow. Examples of where it may be justified are at

sites where there are no footways, at tunnel control sites or at bus gates, particularly

where part of the site is not signal-controlled.”
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3. 1 7 4. Ifind the above paragraph partic u larly relevantin my as s es s mentofthe propos ed

ju nc tion mitigation s c heme repres ented by the A ppellants d rawing 1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 Rev

C where the ped es trian fac ilities have been s hown as u nc ontrolled c ros s ings rather

than being inc lu d ed as formalc ros s ings within the traffic s ignallayou t. The layou t

provid es an u nc ontrolled c ros s ing on the eas tarm of the ju nc tion and als o in the

mid d le of the ju nc tion where a new ped es trian refu ge is land is propos ed . Iwou ld

note thatped es trians wou ld have to c ros s a very bu s y ju nc tion u nc ontrolled and

wou ld req u ire to c ros s three lanes of traffic atthe loc ation of the new is land . The

ped es trian c ros s ing in the mid d le ofthe ju nc tion c onnec ts to a footway on the eas t

s id e ofthe ju nc tion whic h is ju s t1 . 0 m wid e. A pproximately, 2m to the north ofthe

c ros s ingalignmentthe footway wid thred u c es to les s than 0 . 5m whic his s ignific antly

s hortofd es ign s tand ard s .

3. 1 7 5. Ifind itu nac c eptable thatnew ped es trian infras tru c tu re s u c has the is land s hou ld be

provid ed when s u c h a s u b-s tand ard footway forms partof the arrangement. The

d es ign s hou ld have s ou ght to ad d res s this is s u e and mad e s u re that d u e

c ons id eration was given to ped es trians in the overalld es ign. The layou tac hieved ,

wou ld in my view, pres enta very intimid atingenvironmentforped es trians es pec ially

thos e waitingin the refu ge is land in the mid d le ofthe ju nc tion who wou ld have to wait

foran “intergreen”period before c ompleting theirc ros s ing movement. The lac k of

s treetlighting atthe ju nc tion als o c ompou nd s the is s u e. The layou twou ld be

c ompletely u nworkable for thos e with vis u alimpairments . The d es ign s tand ard s

ind ic ate thatu nc ontrolled ped es trian fac ilities s hou ld be d elivered only by exc eption

where ped es trian d emand is low. The appellanthas notoffered anyped es trian c ou nt

figu res to ju s tify this pos ition s o I mu s td raw the c onc lu s ion thatthe propos ed

ped es trian fac ilities are c ompletely inad eq u ate and wou ld pos e s ignific ants afety

c onc erns atthis loc ation where vehic le volu mes are high.

3. 1 7 6. In ad d ition to inad eq u ate ped es trian infras tru c tu re, Ials o note thatno c ons id eration

appears to have been given to c yc lis ts within the d es ign. I find thatthis lac k of

c ons id eration goes agains tc u rrentgu id elines and bes tprac tic e. S ec tion 11 . 1 . 1 of

Traffic S igns M anu al(20 19)C hapter6 “Traffic C ontrol”(C ore D oc u mentC D 10 -12)

s ets ou tan overview ofthe d es ign proc es s and s tates the following:
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“The design issues at signal-controlled junctions may be vehicular movement, delay

and congestion problems, but crossing places at junctions are a key part of the

network, providing a safe and reliable place to cross. The initial justification for signal

control may still be a vehicular one but the needs of all road users should be taken

into account in the final design. In recent years there has been an emphasis on

encouraging walking and cycling, improving accessibility, and creating streets with a

better sense of ‘place’that encourages footfall. The provision of better crossing

facilities is an essential part of this.”

3. 1 7 7 . Iwou ld be ofthe view thatthe propos ed mitigation s c heme propos ed bythe A ppellant

in D rawing 1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 Rev C d oes nothing to ad d res s thes e objec tives and

gu id anc e. Itis a s u b-s tand ard and inappropriate layou twhic h willgive ris e to

operationalproblems and c ompromis es ped es trian s afety.

Post Application Discussions and Submissions

3. 1 7 8 . Following C D C ’ s refu s alof the GreatW olf applic ation, the A ppellantmaintained

d ialogu e with O C C , s eeking to ad d res s the reas ons given forrefu s al. D u ring this

period , the A ppellantu nd ertookfu rthertec hnic alc apac ity as s es s ments ofthe B 430 /

B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion to evalu ate the effec ts ofthe propos ed GreatW olf

mitigation s c heme. Key ou tpu ts from this proc es s were pres ented by the A ppellant

in Tec hnic alN ote N 0 8 (d ated 2 7 th Febru ary 20 20 )and Tec hnic alN ote N 0 9 (d ated

30 th Ju ly 20 20 and then u pd ated on 4 S eptember20 20 )(C ore D oc u ments C D 10 -22

and C D 10 -23).

3. 1 7 9. The ad d itionaltec hnic alas s es s ments u nd ertaken atthis s tage evalu ated the effec ts

of the GreatW olf d evelopmenttrips and the effec ts of the GreatW olf M itigation

s c heme forthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion. Key tables from Tec hnic al

N otes N 0 8 and N 0 9 are reprod u c ed , as follows .
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3. 1 8 0 . Table 5. 1 from Tec hnic alN ote N 0 8 fu rtherd evelops the ou tpu ts whic h are reported

in the A ppellant’ s TA , evalu ating the effec ts of 20 26 B TM traffic , c ommitted

d evelopments and H eyford P ark traffic with the propos ed H eyford P ark P has e 1

mitigation meas u res in plac e. The ou tpu ts in Table 5. 1 d o nottake into ac c ou ntthe

effec ts ofthe GreatW olfd evelopment. W hile the table s hows thatas a res u ltofthe

ad d itionalc apac ity afford ed by the H eyford P arkP has e 1 mitigation s c heme, overall

ju nc tion c apac ity is improved and levels of q u eu ing are red u c ed , bu tthe ju nc tion

c ontinu es to operate wellin exc es s ofits theoretic alc apac ity.

Table 5.1 from Technical Note N08

Approach AM Peak PM Peak Sat Peak

DoS MMQ DoS MMQ DoS MMQ

B430 (south) 114.8% 70.4 95.8% 15 59.1% 4.7

B4030 (east) 114.3% 41.40 95.6% 21.8 58.3% 9.1

B430 (north) 71.6% 8.8 85.3% 10.2 36.5% 2.8

B4030 (west) 114.1% 56.5 98.1% 21.4 58.0% 7.7

PRC -27.6% -9.0% +52.2%

3. 1 8 1 . Table 5. 2 from Tec hnic alN ote N 0 8 replic ates the s c enario pres ented in Table 5. 1 bu t

s hows the ad d itionald emand s whic h are as s oc iated with the H eyford P arkP has e 2

d evelopment. A s above, this s c enario reflec ts the ad d itionalju nc tion c apac ity

d elivered throu gh the H eyford P ark P has e 1 mitigation pac kage. W hile Table 5. 1

d emons trated a d egree of bettermentas a res u ltof the H eyford P ark P has e 1

mitigation propos als , thos e benefits are erod ed throu gh the ad d ition of trips

as s oc iated withthe H eyford P arkP has e 2 d evelopment.

3. 1 8 2 . Table 5. 2 , whic h d oes notreflec tany trips related to GreatW olfs hows thatthe D oS

valu es on allarms exc eed 90 % in boththe A M and P M peaks , withlevels ofq u eu eing

inc reas ingto as many as 125 vehic les .
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Table 5.2 from Technical Note N08

Approach AM Peak PM Peak Sat Peak

DoS MMQ DoS MMQ DoS MMQ

B430 (south) 131.7% 112.6 109.0% 36.7 59.1% 4.7

B4030 (east) 133.1% 79.50 111.0% 50.4 58.3% 9.1

B430 (north) 93.4% 15.3 112.3% 49.9 36.5% 2.8

B4030 (west) 135.0% 125 112.1% 52.7 58.0% 7.7

PRC -50.0% -24.8% +52.2%

3. 1 8 3. Table 5. 3from Tec hnic alN ote N 0 8 c ons id ers the ad d ition ofGreatW olfd evelopment

trips and the effec ts ofthe GreatW olfmitigation propos als bu td oes notrepres ent

any d emand as s oc iated with H eyford P arkphas e 2 . In thatregard , Table 5. 2 may

be d irec tly c ompared withTable 5. 1 forthe pu rpos es ofevalu atingthe benefits ofthe

propos ed GreatW olfmitigation priorto the ad d ition of H eyford park P has e 2 trips .

O verall, the ju nc tion remains overc apac ity, with D oS valu es in exc es s of 90 % on

botharms ofthe B 40 30 and on the B 430 s ou thd u ringthe A M peak. W hen c ompared

with P RC valu es of -2 7 . 6% and -9% in Table 5. 1 for the A M and P M period s ,

c orres pond ing ou tpu ts in Table 5. 3 s how P RC valu es of-26. 8 % and -6. 3% . B as ed

on thes e mod elou tpu ts , whic h as s u me the s u itability and d eliverability of both the

H eyford P ark P has e 1 and GreatW olf mitigation s c hemes , Tec hnic alN ote N 0 8

reports thatthe GreatW olf mitigation s c heme c an d eliver a No Net Detriment

ou tc ome.

Table 5.3 from Technical Note N08

Approach AM Peak PM Peak Sat Peak

DoS MMQ DoS MMQ DoS MMQ

B430 (south)
112.4% 65.6 94.0% 14.3 59.2% 5.1

B4030 (east)
109.3% 34.20 95.6% 21.8 58.3% 9.1

B430 (north) (ahead,
left)

68.4% 8.00 81.2% 9.3 36.0% 2.8

B430 (north) (right)
8.3% 0.2 32.2% 1 110.6% 0.5

B4030 (west)
114.1% 56.5 95.2% 19 59.8% 7.8

PRC
-26.8% -6.3% +50.5%
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3. 1 8 4. Table 5. 4 from Tec hnic alN ote N 0 8 c ons id ers the ad d ition ofH eyford P arkP has e 2

trips to the network whic h has been u pgrad ed with both the H eyford P ark phas e 1

and GreatW olfmitigation propos als . O u tpu ts in this table d emons trate thateven in

a s c enario whereby both mitigation s c hemes are as s u med to be d eliverable, the

ad d ition oftrips from both P has es ofthe permitted H eyford P ark d evelopmentand

thos e from GreatW olflead s the ju nc tion to be c ons id erablyin exc es s ofits theoretic al

c apac ity. P RC valu es forthe A M and P M peaks are -46. 5% and -23. 4% , res pec tively

and the reported D oS valu es on three ofthe fou rju nc tion arms are wellabove 90 %

with the highes treported valu e being 131 . 7 % on the B 430 s ou th in the A M peak.

M ean M ax Q u eu ingou tpu ts s u gges tq u eu es ofu pto 11 8 vehic les in the A M peakon

the B 430 s ou thand B 40 30 wes t.

3. 1 8 5. Taking a “qu eu ed ”c arlength as 6m , thes e ou tpu ts s u gges ta qu eu e length ofmore

than 7 0 0 m on thes e arms .

Table 5.4 from Technical Note N08

Approach AM Peak PM Peak Sat Peak

DoS MMQ DoS MMQ DoS MMQ

B430 (south) 131.7% 117 110.3% 42.8 60.8% 5.7

B4030 (east) 127.6% 71.50 111.0% 50.4 61.9% 9.4

B430 (north) (ahead,
left)

86.1% 11.40 105.2% 32.3 39.6% 3.3.

B430 (north) (right) 8.3% 0.3 32.2% 1 10.4% 0.5

B4030 (west) 131.8% 118.2 109.1% 46.6 61.7% 7.9

PRC -46.5% -23.4% 45.5%

3. 1 8 6. Iac knowled ge thatthe ad d itionalmod ellingou tpu ts pres ented in Tec hnic alN ote N 0 8

s u gges tthatthe GreatW olfmitigation pac kage c an d elivera theoretic albetterment

atthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toneyju nc tion ifone was to c ompare D oS , P RC and

q u eu ing valu es in is olation. H owever, on review of the s u bmitted mod elling, O C C

fou nd is s u es with s ome ofthe parameters thathad been u s ed in the c ons tru c tion of

the traffic mod el. This led to u pd ated mod elling res u lts whic h Ic ommentu pon in

paragraphs 3. 1 8 8 to 3. 195 below.
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3. 1 8 7 . H aving examined the broad pac kage ofinformation as s oc iated with the GreatW olf

applic ation, I find thatthere are c ons id erable is s u es relating to the s afety and

d eliverability ofthe s u gges ted GreatW olfmitigation s c heme. W hile Iac knowled ge

the ou tpu ts s u gges ted bythe L IN S IG mod ellingexerc is e, myopinion is thatthe Great

W olf mitigation s c heme c annotac c eptably be d elivered in its propos ed form . I

therefore find that the valu es reported in Tec hnic alN ote N 0 8 are s omewhat

ac ad emic , and likely to overs tate the extentof any benefits afford ed by the Great

W olf mitigation s c heme es pec ially in a s itu ation where larger vehic les are having

d iffic u lty navigatingthrou ghthe propos ed geometry.

3. 1 8 8 . Tec hnic alN ote N 0 9 was s u bmitted on 30 th Ju ly 20 20 and reis s u ed on 4 S eptember

20 20 (C ore D oc u mentC D 10 -23), d emons trating the A ppellant’ s ongoing efforts to

ad d res s the c onc erns expres s ed by O C C , in partic u larc omments mad e by O C C in

theirres pons e d ated 19th A u gu s t(A ppend ix I). N ote N 0 9 provid ed fu rtherd is c u s s ion

in relation to the propos ed GreatW olf mitigation s c heme and inc lu d ed u pd ated

mod elling ou tpu ts to reflec tthe c ontentof the H eyford P ark P has e 2 Trans port

A s s es s mentA d d end u m (TA A ).

3. 1 8 9. W hile the TA A d id not propos e any amend ments to the mitigation meas u res

propos ed by the H eyford P ark P has e 1 applic ation, itd oc u mented the following

featu res , (as q u oted in P aragraph3. 16 ofN ote N 0 9 from the TA A ):

 The introd u c tion of a bu s gate to the B 40 30 wes tarm of the ju nc tion and

as s oc iated c hanges in the priority ofthe B 40 30 /Unnamed Road Ju nc tion (wes t

ofM id d leton S toney). The H eyford P arkTA A inc lu d es two options from the bu s

gate; one thatprovid es a fu llres tric tion and one thatprovid es a s ou thbou nd

only res tric tion.

 Introd u c tion ofaweightres tric tion on the B 40 30 eas tarm to red u c e the nu mber

ofH GVs u s ingthe ju nc tion; and

 A pac kage of s u s tainable trans portimprovements inc lu d ing improved bu s

s ervic es between H eyford P ark and B ic es ter, a c yc le rou te between H eyford

P arkand B ic es terand a TravelP lan whic h res u ltin mod als hiftaway from c ar

u s age and red u c e the vehic le tripgeneration ofthe H eyford P arkd evelopment

propos als .
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3. 190 . Table 5. 1 in Tec hnic alN ote N 0 9 pres ented u pd ated mod elou tpu ts whic h inc lu d ed

2 0 26 B TM d emand , allc ommitted d evelopmentand d emand s as s oc iated with

H eyford P arkP has es 1 and 2 . This s c enario reflec ted the s u gges ted effec ts ofthe

TA A mitigation meas u res (as d oc u mented above). Table 5. 2 pres ented

c orres pond ing ou tpu ts for a s u pplementary s c enario whic h inc lu d ed GreatW olf

d emand s and the highway amend ments propos ed by the GreatW olf mitigation

s c heme.

3. 191 . Inote thatneitherTable 5. 1 orTable 5. 2 c ontain s u mmaryP RC s tatis tic s and as s u c h

Ic annotd raw finalc omparis ons on thatmetric withearliermod elou tpu ts .

Table 5.1 from Technical Note N09

Approach AM Peak PM Peak

DoS MMQ DoS MMQ

B430 (south) 107.3% 107 92.7% 36

B4030 (east) 106.7% 52 92.1% 24

B430 (north) 75.0% 11 92.5% 27

B4030 (west) 86.7% 5 44.8% 2

3. 192 . W hen c ompared with the eq u ivalents c enario from Tec hnic alN ote N 0 8 (N 0 8 , Table

5. 2), Inote thatD oS and M M Q valu es are allred u c ed , s u gges tingthatthe meas u res

c ontained in the H eyford park P has e 2 mitigation pac kage introd u c e benefits .

N otwiths tand ing any bettermentafford ed by the u napproved H eyford P arkP has e 2

mitigation pac kage, I wou ld highlightthatthe ju nc tion remains in exc es s of its

theoretic alc apac ity, with D oS valu es in exc es s of 10 0 % on the B 430 (s ou th)and

B 40 30 (eas t)in the A M peakand , in the P M peak, D oS valu es in exc es s of90 % on

allarms exc eptthe B 40 30 (wes t). W hile no s u mmary P RC s tatis tic is provid ed , the

ou tpu ts in Table 5. 1 s u gges tthatu s ers ofthe ju nc tion wou ld c ontinu e to experienc e

q u eu ingand d elay, even withou tGreatW olftrips .



60

Table 5.2 from Technical Note N09 (with Great Wolf and Great Wolf Mitigation)

Approach AM Peak PM Peak

DoS MMQ DoS MMQ

B430 (south) 108.7% 117 92.8% 37

B4030 (east) 107.8% 56 95.4% 26

B430 (north) (ahead, left) 37.5% 9 67.4% 20

B430 (north) (right) 75.0% 2 92.9% 8

B4030 (west) 86.7% 5 44.8% 2

3. 193. The ou tpu ts pres ented in Table 5. 2 s u gges tthatfollowing the ad d ition ofGreatW olf

trips and withthe GreatW olfmitigation pac kage in plac e, inc reas es in D oS and M M Q

valu es oc c u rd u ringbothpeaks , fu rtherexac erbatingc ond itions . This Table therefore

d emons trates thateven with the benefits whic h are as s u med by the H eyford P ark

P has e 2 mitigation pac kage, the GreatW olfmitigation meas u res are notc apable of

d elivering a no netd etrimentou tc ome, with D oS valu es in exc es s of 10 0 % on the

B 430 (s ou th)and B 40 30 (eas t)and a reported qu eu e length of11 7 vehic les on the

B 430 (s ou th). W hen you c ompare the res u lts in Tables 5. 1 and 5. 2 , the A M res u lts

c learly s how thatthe GreatW olf D evelopmenthas a negative impac ton D oS and

M M Q valu es atthe ju nc tion. W ith the propos ed mitigation s c heme notprovid ing a

no netd etriments itu ation and the ju nc tion operatingwellin exc es s ofc apac ity, Ihave

no other option to c onc lu d e thatthe propos ed d evelopmentc ontinu es to have a

“s evere”traffic impac teven when the propos ed GreatW olf mitigation s c heme is

ac c ou nted forin the mod ellingofthe ju nc tion.

3. 194. Even thou ghthe above res u lts forthe GreatW olfd evelopmentfalls hortofmitigating

the “s evere”impac t, Iwou ld note thatthe finalres u lts in Table 5. 2 above are reliant

on the c ombined ou tc omes of three s eparate s c hemes ; namely the H eyford P ark

P has e 1 meas u res , (the finald etails ofwhic h have notyetbeen approved by O C C ),

the H eyford P arkP has e 2 meas u res whic h are nots u pported by the L oc alP lanning

A u thority (M inu tes ofplanning c ommittee c ontained within A ppend ix B to this P oE)

and the GreatW olfmitigation pac kage, with whic h O C C has s eriou s res ervations . I

am therefore ofthe view thatthe s tated res u lts may be overs tated as the natu re of

the mitigation, es pec ially thatas s oc iated withH eyford P arkP has e 2 c ou ld materially

c hange with the effec tof c hanging flows atthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney

Ju nc tion.
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3. 195. Given the L oc alP lanning A u thority’ s pres ents tanc e in relation to the H eyford P ark

P has e 2 mitigation pac kage (i. e. thatthey d o notapprove the mitigation pac kage), I

c ons id er that the ou tc omes s u gges ted by Table 5. 2 remain ac ad emic . S u c h

ou tc omes wou ld only be d eliverable in the eventthatallthree s u gges ted meas u res

were approved and d elivered . In view ofmy evid enc e relating to the layou t, s afety

and operation ofthe GreatW olfpropos als , s u c ha s c enario remains highly u nlikely.

Submitted Traffic Model for B430 / B4030 Middleton Stoney Junction

3. 196. Tec hnic alc apac ityas s es s ments ofthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toneyju nc tion were

u nd ertaken bythe A ppellantu s ingL IN S IG s oftware. L IN S IG is the s tand ard s oftware

toolforas s es s mentoftraffic lightju nc tions and its applic ation in the as s es s mentof

the GreatW olf propos als was agreed between the A ppellantand O C C . Throu gh

their review of the TA and Tec hnic alN otes prepared after the applic ation was

refu s ed , O C C has reviewed the L IN S IG mod el, provid ing feed bac kto the A ppellant,

as req u ired .

3. 197 . M y evid enc e reflec ts on obs ervations and c onc erns relating to the mitigation

propos als pres ented by the A ppellant. Thes e points , whic hrelate to ju nc tion d es ign,

operations and s afety, are d is c u s s ed in fu llin earlierin this s ec tion of my proof of

evid enc e. Ultimately, my evid enc e s u pports the c onc erns expres s ed by O C C that

the GreatW olfmitigation propos als are notd eliverable in the form s hown in D rawing

1 8 0 30 47 -1 7 .

3. 198 . H aving reviewed the s u bmitted mod elling, Iwou ld offerthe following obs ervations ,

s pec ific ally relatingto the L IN S IG mod el. Thes e c omments d o nots eekto c hallenge

ord is regard the views pres ented by O C C throu gh earliertec hnic alreviews , rather

they highlighthow key mod elling parameters mightc hange as a res u ltof my

obs ervations in relation to ju nc tion layou tand operations .
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3. 199. L IN S IG req u ires thatu s ers d efine ju nc tion intergreen s ettings to reflec tthe period

between the termination ofgreen on one traffic lightphas e and the c ommenc ement

ofgreen on anotherphas e. In c as es where arms ofa ju nc tion are offs etfrom one

another, as is the c as e forthe eas tand wes tarms ofthe B 40 30 , a u s ermay wis hto

ad optd ifferentintergreen valu es for ‘ s traightthrou gh’ movements and ‘ tu rning

movements ’ . M y own find ings highlight that larger vehic les making tu rning

movements atthe ju nc tion wou ld d o s o ata red u c ed s peed , partic u larly as they

negotiate the ped es trian refu ge is land . The Intergreen valu es ad opted by the

A ppellantd o notappearto take eitherpointinto ac c ou ntand Iwou ld s u gges tthat

inc reas ed valu es are req u ired es pec ially in a s itu ation where ped es trians willbe

expec ted to c ros s the ju nc tion u nc ontrolled d u ringthe intergreen period .

3. 2 0 0 . Iwou ld als o obs erve thatad ju s tments to c ornerrad iu s s ettings mightbe nec es s ary,

partic u larly in relation to the B 40 30 (wes t)arm whic happears to have arad iu s whic h

d oes notac c ord with the mitigation s c heme d rawing forthe lefttu rn between the

B 40 40 (wes t)and B 430 (north). The ac tu alrad iu s ac hievable appears to be les s than

thatu s ed in the mod el. In tu rn, this is likely to have a s lightnegative impac ton the

ju nc tion mod ellingres u lts as a tighterrad iu s red u c es the rate offlow as s oc iated with

thatmovement.

3. 2 0 1 . Inote thatthe ju nc tion is c onfigu red withac yc le time of1 8 0 s ec ond s , withthe s taging

s etto enable a ‘ d ou ble-c yc ling’ ofthe B 430 northand s ou tharms . Is u gges tthatthis

approac hreflec ts the relative imbalanc e ofhighd emand s on the B 430 and relatively

lowerd emand s on the B 40 30 . B y implic ation, the minorarms (the B 40 30 )appearto

be c alled onc e every 360 s ec ond s (s ix minu tes ). Iwou ld obs erve thatforu s ers of

the B 40 30 , this repres ents an u nattrac tive and imprac tic alc yc le time. Iwou ld als o

obs erve thatin the abs enc e of a d ed ic ated ped es trian s tage, a c yc le time of 360

s ec ond s pres ents ambigu ity to ped es trians who wou ld reas onably expec tc ros s ing

opportu nities to pres entthems elves more freq u ently.

3. 2 0 2 . I wou ld finally d raw u pon the implic ations of any ad ju s tments to the mod el

c onfigu ration thatmaybe d eemed nec es s arythrou ghs u bs eq u entd es ign s tages . For

example, if alternations to c ornerrad iiorlane wid ths are req u ired , orif intergreen

s ettings are altered to betterreflec ts pec ific arrangements atthis ju nc tion, itis likely

thatc orres pond ing ad ju s tments to the s atu ration flows on partic u lar arms may

c hange. S imilarly, with res pec tto the ju nc tion c yc le time and s taging s eq u enc es ,

alterations whic hled to the B 430 arms beingc alled les s freq u ently wou ld red u c e the

overallthrou ghpu ton thos e arms .
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3. 2 0 3. M ind fu lofthes e variou s c ons id erations , Ibelieve itis reas onable to s tate thatin its

pres entform, the L IN S IG mod elis likely to overs tate the performanc e ofthe B 430 /

B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion. W ere a more pes s imis tic s etofparameters to be

ad opted , itis my view thatkey D oS , M M Q and P RC ind ic ators wou ld s how les s

favou rable res u lts overall.

.
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4. CONSIDERATION OF APPELLANTS STATEMENT OF CASE

4. 1 . The A ppellants ’ S tatement of C as e (S oC ) (C ore D oc u ment C D 12-2) provid es

c ommentaryon the is s u es , whic hare c ons id ered relevantto the appeal. This s ec tion

of my P roof of Evid enc e c ons id ers thos e parts of the A ppellants ’ S oC whic h are

d irec tly relevantto trans portmatters of c onc ern to O C C and where appropriate,

referenc e is mad e to previou s s ec tions ofthis P roof whic h res pond in d etailto the

points rais ed .

4. 2 . S ec tion 5 ofthe S oC s ets ou tthe “Grou nd s ofA ppeal”and paragraphs 5. 1 2 to 5. 15

s eekto res pond to Reas on forRefu s al3 whic h relates to the B 40 30 /B 430 ju nc tion

atM id d leton S toney.

4. 3. P aragraph 5. 12 s eeks to s u gges tthatthe reas on forrefu s alis u nju s tified and C D C

refu s ed the planningapplic ation withou tpermittingthe A ppellantaproperopportu nity

to ad d res s c onc erns withregard to the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney Ju nc tion. In

res pons e, Ic ons id erthatthe reas on forrefu s alis entirely ju s tified as the propos ed

d evelopment has a “s evere”res id u al traffic impac t at the ju nc tion and an

u nac c eptable impac ton s afety as d efined by N P P F P ara 10 9. The A ppellanthas

failed to s u bmitan ac c eptable s c heme of mitigation to ad d res s the impac ts . Itis

noted thatd ialogu e has c ontinu ed afterthe refu s alofplanningpermis s ion bu td u ring

this period , no agreementhas been reac hed thatwou ld res u ltin the C ou nc ilremoving

this reas on forrefu s al.

4. 4. P ara 5. 13 ofthe A ppellant’ s S oC refers to the Trans portA s s es s ment(TA )d oc u ment

s u bmitted with the applic ation. Its tates that“The TA includes detailed junction

capacity modelling considering the effect of the Proposed Development on the local

road network and demonstrates that it will not result in a severe residual cumulative

impact”. Id o notagree withthis s tatementand myevid enc e atS ec tion 3(paragraphs

3. 48 to 3. 91)c learlys ets ou tthe mod ellingres u lts from the A ppellant’ s TA s u bmis s ion

thatc onfirms thatthe propos ed d evelopmentwillhave amaterialand “s evere”impac t

atthe ju nc tion whic h requ ires to be mitigated and an u nac c eptable impac ton road

s afety.
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4. 5. The firs tpartofP ara5. 14 ofthe A ppellant’ s S oC ind ic ates thatthe TA “demonstrates

that the Proposed Development will not result in a material change in vehicle trips at

the B430 / B4030 Middleton Stoney Junction and therefore the Proposed

Development will not result in a material impact on the operation of this junction”. I

d on’ tac c eptthis pos ition and my evid enc e ad d res s es the mod elling ofthe ju nc tion

atparagraphs 3. 47 to 3. 7 4. In partic u lar, Iwou ld d raw attention to paragraphs 3. 60

and 3. 8 0 -3. 8 1 where Iprovid e my view on why even s mallflu c tu ations in traffic flow

ata s ignalis ed ju nc tion c an have a s ignific antimpac ton qu eu ingand d elay.

4. 6. The s ec ond partofP ara 5. 14 c onc erns the mitigation propos als atthe ju nc tion. The

A ppellant s tates that the mitigation s c heme will “ensure that the Proposed

Development will not have any impact at this junction”. This s tatementis s imply not

the c as e. The d evelopmentwillgenerate s ignific antlevels of d aily traffic onto a

ju nc tion whic his alread y c onges ted and pred ic ted to bec ome more c onges ted when

the traffic as s oc iated withthe alloc ated H eyford P arkd evelopmentis fac tored in.

4. 7 . In ad d ition to my views on the res id u altraffic impac ts of the d evelopmentatthe

ju nc tion, my evid enc e in s ec tion 3 c onc lu d es thatthe propos ed s c heme ofmitigation

is s ignific antly below d es ign s tand ard s , d oes notproperly take ac c ou ntofotherroad

u s ers and wou ld introd u c e ped es trian s afety is s u es atthe ju nc tion. A s s u c h, the

propos ed s c heme ofmitigation is u nac c eptable to O C C .

4. 8 . The finalpartof P ara 5. 14 ofthe A ppellant’ s S oC refers to the ad d itionaltec hnic al

note prepared bythe A ppellant’ s Trans portC ons u ltants d ated 4th S eptemberand the

s u mmary ofd is c u s s ions withO C C (A ppend ix 4 ofthe S oC ). Inote thatthe tec hnic al

note s eeks to introd u c e ad d itionalinformation in relation to the B 430 /B 40 30

M id d leton S toney ju nc tion inc lu d ing preliminary propos als fora s ignage s trategy, a

S tage 1 Road S afetyA u d it, s weptpathanalys is , c ommentaryon ped es trian provis ion

atthe ju nc tion and c ommentary in relation to the potentialimpac tof H eyford P ark

P has e 2 works .
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4. 9. Ihave c ons id ered thes e ad d itionalmatters in my evid enc e atparas 3. 1 8 0 to 3. 197

c onc lu d ingthatthe ad d itionalinformation d oes nothingto c hange O C C ’ s pos ition that

the res id u alimpac ts atthe B 40 30 /B 430 M id d leton S toney Ju nc tion are s evere and

the propos ed mitigation s c heme is u nac c eptable. Iwou ld c ommentthatitac tu ally

reinforc es O C C ’ s pos ition withregard to there beinga“s evere”impac tatthe ju nc tion.

4. 1 0 . P aragraph 5. 15 of the A ppellant’ s S oC s tates thatthe A ppellantwill“demonstrate

that the Proposed Development has been supported by a comprehensive and robust

TA which demonstrates the acceptability of the Proposed Development with regard

to all impacts on the road network and that the Proposed Development will not have

any such material impact, including at the Middleton Stoney signalised junction and

that the Appellant has proposed improvements to that junction in any event”. M y

c ontrarypos ition to this s tatementis thatthe TA has d emons trated thatthe P ropos ed

D evelopmentwillhave amaterialand “s evere”impac tatthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton

S toneyju nc tion whic hreq u ires mitigation. Ic ons id erthatthe TA d id notpropos e any

mitigation propos als atthe ju nc tion and itwas in as eparate laters u bmis s ion thatthe

A ppellantpropos ed a s c heme ofmitigation. O C C has res pond ed on the s c heme of

mitigation to ind ic ate thatthey d o notac c eptthe mitigation s c heme. M y own review

of the mitigation s c heme fou nd the propos als to be far from ac c eptable for the

reas ons s etou tin s ec tion 3 and in P ara 4. 7 above.
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5. POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

5. 1 . This s ec tion of my proof of evid enc e c ompares the polic ies q u oted in reas on for

refu s alnu mber 3 bac k to the propos ed d evelopment in light of the evid enc e

pres ented in earliers ec tions ofthe proof.

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (Core Document CD5-1)
5. 2 . The key tes tfor the propos ed d evelopmentin traffic impac tterms is s etou tby

P aragraph 10 9 of N P P F whic h s tates thatd evelopments hou ld only be refu s ed on

highways grou nd s ifthere wou ld be an u nac c eptable impac ton highway s afety, or

the res id u alc u mu lative impac ts on the road networkwou ld be s evere.

5. 3. I find thatthe traffic as s es s mentinformation s u bmitted c learly s hows thatthe

d evelopmenthas a “s evere”traffic impac ton the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney

Ju nc tion. A mitigation s c heme has been pu tforward to try and ad d res s this s evere

impac tbu tthe s u bmitted s c heme is s u b-s tand ard when c ompared with the D M RB

and introd u c es u nac c eptable impac ts on highway s afety. In the abs enc e of a

s u itable mitigation s c heme, the traffic impac ts atthe ju nc tion remain “s evere”and

therefore c ontrary to P aragraph10 9 ofthe N P P F.

Cherwell District Council – Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 (Core Document
CD5-3)

Policy SLE 4 “Improved Transport and Connections”

5. 4. P olic y S L E 4 s ets ou tthe C ou nc il’ s vis ion forimproved trans portc onnec tions and

meas u res to ac hieve mod als hift. W ithregard to d evelopment, the polic y (P age 55)

s tates the following:

“All development where reasonable to do so, should facilitate the use of sustainable

modes of transport to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and

cycling. Encouragement will be given to solutions which support reductions in

greenhouse gas emissions and reduce congestion.

“Development which is not suitable for the roads that serve the development and

which have a severe traffic impact will not be supported”.



68

5. 5. The reality is thatitthe propos alis a largely c ar-borne d evelopmentwith a high

nu mberofc arparkings pac es and ahighvolu me oftraffic generation on ad ailybas is .

A proportion ofthe generated traffic willpas s throu ghthe village ofM id d leton S toney

and willpas s throu gh the B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion whic h alread y

experienc es c onges tion problems .

5. 6. The propos ed d evelopmentis being brou ghtforward ata time when the alloc ated

H eyford P arkd evelopmentis c oming forward whic h als o has a s ignific antimpac tat

the B 430 /B 40 30 ju nc tion. Forthe lates tH eyford P ark applic ation (P has e 2), the

s c heme ofmitigation atthe M id d leton S toney ju nc tion has notyetbeen agreed and

fu rtherworkis to be d one to tryand reac hagreementwithO C C on the natu re ofs u c h

a s c heme. I therefore find thatthe ad d itionaltraffic impac ts introd u c ed by the

propos ed d evelopment, to a ju nc tion pred ic ted to operate way beyond its c apac ity in

the fu tu re, potentiallyc ompromis e the d eliveryofthe alloc ated s ite and its as s oc iated

mitigation propos als forthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion. Even with the

c u rrent u napproved H eyford P ark mitigation s c heme taken into ac c ou nt, the

mod elling pres ented by the A ppellantto s imu late a s c enario where the propos ed

d evelopment flows and propos ed mitigation s c heme are ad d ed , d oes not

d emons trate a no netd etrimentou tc ome. The traffic impac tof the d evelopment

therefore remains as “s evere”and c ontrary to N P P F P aragraph10 9.

5. 7 . Taken in is olation, the d evelopmenthas a “s evere”traffic impac twhic hhas notbeen

mitigated ata ju nc tion whic h is alread y operatingwelloverc apac ity. A n u ns u itable,

u ns afe and s u b-s tand ard mitigation propos alhas been s u bmitted whic h has been

fou nd to be u nac c eptable fora nu mberof reas ons s etou tin my evid enc e. Iam

therefore firmly ofthe view thatthe propos ed d evelopmentfalls into the c ategory s et

ou tby the las tpartofP olic y S L E4 and c annotbe s u pported u nd erthis polic y:

“Development which is not suitable for the roads that serve the development and

which have a severe traffic impact will not be supported”.

Policy ESD15 “The Character of the Built and Historic Environment”

5. 8 . C D C ’ s L and s c ape witnes s , M rD avid H u s kis s on willlead evid enc e on this matter



69

Saved Policy TR7 “Development attracting traffic on minor roads”.

5. 9. S aved P olic y TR7 c onc erns c ons id eration of d evelopmentthatregu larly generates

large nu mbers of c ommerc ialvehic les or c ars onto u ns u itable loc alroad s . The

relevantpolic y word ingthats hou ld be c ons id ered in terms ofthe A ppeals ite is from

para 5. 25 ofP olic y TR7 :

“In order to protect the amenities of the plan area, and in the interests of highway

safety, development likely to create significant traffic flows will normally, subject to

consideration of other policies in this Plan, be expected to have good access to the

major through routes or County inter-town routes identified in the Structure Plan or

other principal roads”

5. 1 0 . W ith regard to this polic y, Ifind thatthe propos ed d evelopmentwillgenerate d aily

traffic impac ts onto the “B ”C las s loc alroad s ru nningthrou ghM id d leton S toney. The

alread y c onges ted natu re of the road network throu gh M id d leton S toney and the

alread y s u b-s tand ard natu re of the B 40 30 /B 430 ju nc tion make the ad d ition of

d evelopmentgenerated traffic akeyc ons id eration. Iam ofthe view thatthe propos ed

d evelopmentis c ontrary to s aved polic y TR7 as the d evelopmentwillgenerate

regu lartraffic onto a partofthe networkthatu ns u itable to c arry ad d itionaltraffic and

no ac c eptable mitigation s c heme has been s u bmitted to ad d res s the impac ts ofthis

traffic .

Oxfordshire County Council – Local Transport Plan (LTP4) (2016) (CD5-6)

5. 1 1 . P olic y 1 7 ofthe L oc alTrans portP lan (L TP 4)is s tated in Reas on forRefu s al3 with

the polic y s tatingthe following:

“Oxfordshire County Council will seek to ensure through cooperation with the districts and city

councils, that the location of development makes the best use of existing and planned

infrastructure, provides new or improved infrastructure and reduces the need to travel and

supports walking, cycling and public transport.”
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5. 1 2 . The matterforc ons id eration within my evid enc e is whetherthe d evelopmentmakes

bes tu s e of“exis ting and planned ”infras tru c tu re. H aving reviewed allthe s u bmitted

information, Iam ofthe view thatthe propos ed u nalloc ated A ppeals ite d oes notmake

bes tu s e ofroad networkc apac ity atthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion in

a s itu ation where c ommitted d evelopment(and alloc ated )propos als atH eyford P ark

als o rely on the exis tingnetworkatthis loc ation. In lightofthe geometric c ons traints

atthe ju nc tion, d elivery ofa phys ic als c heme ofmitigation has proved very d iffic u lt

and even with H eyford P arkmitigation in plac e, the ju nc tion is expec ted to operate

wellin exc es s ofc apac ity.

5. 13. I am therefore of the view thatthe propos ed d evelopmentwou ld take u p exis ting

c apac ity atthe B 430 /B 0 40 30 M id d leton S toney Ju nc tion exac erbating exis ting

problems and wou ld red u c e the effec tivenes s of the planned infras tru c tu re

improvements as s oc iated with P has e 1 ofthe H eyford P arkd evelopment. W ith no

ac c eptable mitigation propos als forward ed by the A ppellant, Ifind thatthe propos ed

d evelopmentis c ontrary to P olic y 1 7 ofthe L TP 4.
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6. CONCLUSIONS

6. 1 . W ith s pec ific referenc e to highways polic y, N P P F paragraph 10 9 (page 32)s tates

thatd evelopments hou ld only be refu s ed on highways grou nd s ifthere wou ld be an

u nac c eptable impac ton highway s afety, orthe res id u alc u mu lative impac ts on the

road networkwou ld be s evere.

6. 2 . In my opinion, the workprod u c ed d oes notd emons trate thatthe res id u alc u mu lative

impac ts u pon the road networkare nots evere.

6. 3. The s u bmitted Trans port A s s es s ment and s u bs eq u ent tec hnic al notes all

d emons trate thatthe propos ed d evelopment, whic h is an u nalloc ated s ite, willhave

a “s evere”impac ton the operation ofthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton S toney ju nc tion

thatreq u ires mitigation.

6. 4. The impac ts ofthe d evelopmentare fu rtherc ompou nd ed by the c u mu lative impac ts

introd u c ed by the H eyford P ark P has e 1 d evelopmentand the rec ently c ons ented

H eyford P ark phas e 2 d evelopment. Thes e propos als are partof a s trategic loc al

plan alloc ation and when the propos ed d evelopmentflows are ad d ed to the H eyford

P ark flows , we are fac ed with s ignific antproblems atthe B 430 /B 40 30 M id d leton

S toney ju nc tion whic h are very d iffic u ltto mitigate as a res u ltof the exis ting tight

geometry and ad jac entc ons traints whic h preventany eas y fixes with regard to the

provis ion ofad d itionalroad s pac e.

6. 5. A s c heme ofmitigation has been forward ed by the A ppellantforthe B 430 /B 40 30

M id d leton S toney ju nc tion in ord erto try and ad d res s the “s evere”traffic impac ts . I

have examined this s c heme and find itto falls hortofd es ign s tand ard s and Ifind that

its implementation wou ld introd u c e s ignific antand u nac c eptable road s afety matters

partic u larly arou nd ped es trian s afety. The appellanthas als o failed to d emons trate

thatthe mitigation s c heme provid es a no netd etriments olu tion atthe ju nc tion in

terms ofthe s u bmitted traffic mod elling.
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6. 6. Itis therefore c ons id ered thatthe evid enc e pres ented bythe A ppellantis nots u ffic ient

to d emons trate c omplianc e with the req u irements of trans portpolic y, in partic u lar

N P P F paragraph 10 9. Ifind thatres id u alc u mu lative impac ts of the d evelopment

u pon the off-s ite highway networku pon an alread y c onges ted loc ation atM id d leton

S toney are c ons id ered s evere; as a res u ltofthe d aily trip generation impac ts from

the d evelopmentand as a res u ltofthe propos ed mitigation s c heme beingineffec tive

and u nac c eptable in ad d res s ingthes e impac ts .


