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1. INTRODUCTION  
 

This transport topic paper aims to provide an easy to read companion alongside the technical 
countywide and local transport modelling reports developed by Buckinghamshire County Council 
(BCC) between 2016 and 2018 in its role as Highway Authority for Buckinghamshire. It is written in 
relation to the results of transport modelling work undertaken to determine the impacts of the 
cumulative effects of growth, as defined within the  Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils 
Local Plan. As such, it gives an explanation of the transport evidence base for the Local Plan and 
provides a summary of the methodology used in the development of the modelling process. In all 
cases the technical reports should be referred to for further detailed information and specific 
modelling results. An update to this Topic Paper has been made in order to accompany the 
submission version of the Local Plan (September 2019). 
 
This paper covers the following matters; 

• Local Plan context 
• BCC transport modelling 
• Chiltern and South Bucks District Council Local Plan modelling 
• Relevant related transport modelling, including evidence for Highways England and Duty 

to Co-operate work with Slough  
• A summary of recommended transport schemes to mitigate the impact of growth as 

outlined in the Local Plan 

2. LOCAL PLAN CONTEXT 
 
2.1. Planning and Transport 
 

The Government highlights that national planning policy places Local Plans at the heart of the 
planning system1. As such, the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan must therefore set out a vision 
and a framework for the future development of the Chiltern and South Bucks Districts that focuses 
on addressing needs and opportunities in relation to the following key areas; 

• Housing  
• Economy  
• Community facilities and infrastructure  
• Safeguarding the environment, especially in adapting to climate change  
• Conserving and enhancing the natural and historic environment 
• Mitigating and adapting to climate change 
• Achieving well designed places 

The Local Plan is also seen as a critical tool in guiding decisions about individual development 
proposals, as Local Plans (together with ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plans) are the starting-point for 

                                            
1 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/plan-making#statutory-duty-and-the-role-of-plans 
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considering whether applications can be approved. Map 1 summarises the Chiltern and South Bucks 
transport and planning context and some key areas of consideration for the new Local Plan.  
This map is based on the Green Belt Preferred Options stage of the Local Plan (2016) and has only 
been included for illustrative purposes in this Topic Paper. An updated version of the map (the Key 
Diagram) has been included in the Local Plan which was subject to public consultation in June - 
August 2019.  
 

 
Map 1 – Planning and transport context in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts 

(Local Plan Green Belt Preferred Option Stage October 2016) 
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2.2. Growth scenarios tested in the modelling 
 

The growth options identified within the Local Plan have been determined by Chiltern and South 
Bucks District Councils from the assessment of sites in the Councils’ Housing and Economic Land 
Availability Assessment (HELAA) and Green Belt options. These have been used to form the 
different scenarios included in the transport modelling. Detailed maps showing the HELAA sites can 
be found in Appendix 6 of the Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils’ HELAA report - Vol 1 
and 22. 
 
Growth forecasts from the other Buckinghamshire districts have been based on their individual 
Local Plans and the Governments TEMPro model has been used to understand growth forecasts 
external to Buckinghamshire. The modelling process is therefore iterative and takes into 
consideration the different stages in the preparation of a Local Plan. The modelling approach has 
also taken into account advice from Highways England as well as other key transport teams at BCC, 
including Highways Development Management, Transport for Bucks (TfB), and Sustainable 
Transport (Passenger Transport), in order to define the evidence base required to formulate the 
Local Plan.  
 
The modelling aims to appraise the cumulative impact of all the Green Belt options and HELAA 
options in order to anticipate the likely cumulative impact on the highway network. Site Options 
which are in close proximity to others will have a greater potential for cumulative impacts on the 
local highway network. With options which are more remote from other areas of growth it is 
easier to ascertain the impacts of the individual Site Option.  
 
References in this Topic Paper are made to ‘site options / green belt preferred options’ since 
the Topic Paper needs to explain how these were tested as part of the transport modelling 
work. Now that the Local Plan has reached submission stage the site options are largely 
formal site allocations. The note preceding Appendix 1 of this Topic Paper lists the policy 
numbers for the site options and site allocations for ease of reference. 

  

                                            
2 http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/9625/Draft-Housing-and-Economic-Land-Availability-Assessment-HELAA-May-2017-Appendix-6-Stage-2-
Delivery-of-Achievable-Sites-Maps-Vol-1-/pdf/CDC_and_SBDC_HELAA_Update_(May_2017)_-_Appendix_6_-
_Stage_2_Delivery_of_Achievable_Sites_(Maps)_(Vol.pdf 

 

http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/9625/Draft-Housing-and-Economic-Land-Availability-Assessment-HELAA-May-2017-Appendix-6-Stage-2-Delivery-of-Achievable-Sites-Maps-Vol-1-/pdf/CDC_and_SBDC_HELAA_Update_(May_2017)_-_Appendix_6_-_Stage_2_Delivery_of_Achievable_Sites_(Maps)_(Vol.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/9625/Draft-Housing-and-Economic-Land-Availability-Assessment-HELAA-May-2017-Appendix-6-Stage-2-Delivery-of-Achievable-Sites-Maps-Vol-1-/pdf/CDC_and_SBDC_HELAA_Update_(May_2017)_-_Appendix_6_-_Stage_2_Delivery_of_Achievable_Sites_(Maps)_(Vol.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/9625/Draft-Housing-and-Economic-Land-Availability-Assessment-HELAA-May-2017-Appendix-6-Stage-2-Delivery-of-Achievable-Sites-Maps-Vol-1-/pdf/CDC_and_SBDC_HELAA_Update_(May_2017)_-_Appendix_6_-_Stage_2_Delivery_of_Achievable_Sites_(Maps)_(Vol.pdf
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3. BCC TRANSPORT MODELLING 
 
3.1. The Transport Model 

 
The modelling platform used for this work is based on a sub section of the existing Buckinghamshire 
Countywide Model, known as a cordon (see Map 3 below). This Countywide model was developed 
for Buckinghamshire County Council in 2014 and provides a transport model for the assessment of 
strategic options and testing for the Council.  
 
In parallel with the Chiltern and South Bucks local modelling work, a similar exercise combining 
Local Plan assessment areas for all four districts within Buckinghamshire, known as the ‘Countywide 
Local Plan Modelling’, was undertaken. This used the Countywide Model in its entirety and followed 
a similar developmental structure to the Local Plan modelling. The two Local Plan assessments have 
been created for different purposes, using different modelling methodology, and it should be 
expected that the model outputs may slightly differ in some areas.  
 
It is also important to note that the local modelling constitutes a more detailed assessment (with a 
higher degree of validation) than the Countywide Local Plan Modelling work. Therefore, whilst the 
Countywide Local Plan Modelling provides a valuable overview of impacts across the county, the 
local modelling should be the primary resource for understanding relatively detailed local impacts. 
The model used for the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan also received further refinements to 
the base year model in order to improve local validation in order to better reflect existing 
conditions.  

 
3.2. BCC Highways Development Management  

 
As part of the planning process, developers are required to appraise their development proposal’s 
transport impacts. BCC is consulted by the district councils on any planning applications that may 
have transport implications and its Highways Development Management team works with 
developers to help ensure appropriate assessment is made of the impacts. It is important to note 
that it is at this stage that more detailed WebTAG3 compliant modelling than the strategic 
modelling used for the Local Plan is undertaken. This modelling is generally also more focused on 
the area influenced and impacted by the proposed development.  
Developers will be required to provide suitable information about their sites’ to enable more 
accurate modelling work. This can include: 

• Where their traffic will enter the BCC road network 
• What method they have used to predict the number of trips generated (usually using 

“TRICS”4) 

                                            
3 WebTAG (Web-based Transport Analysis Guidance) is the Department for Transport’s transport appraisal guidance and toolkit. It consists of 
software tools and guidance on transport modelling and appraisal methods that are applicable for highways and public transport schemes. These 
facilitate the appraisal and development of transport schemes, enabling analysts to build evidence to support business case development, to inform 
investment funding decisions. Development of analysis using WebTAG guidance is a requirement for all schemes that require government 
approval. 
4 TRICS (Trip Rate Information Computer System) is a database of trip rates for developments used in the United Kingdom for transport planning 
purposes specifically to quantify the trip generation of new developments. The system aims to challenges and validate assumptions about the 
transport impacts of new developments. It is the UK and Ireland’s national system of trip generation analysis, containing over 7,150 directional 
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• What mitigation measures they are proposing to construct or fund 

 
3.3. Other Modelling Considerations 

 
It is understood that during the period of the Local Plan there will be significant impact from the 
construction of High Speed 2 (HS2), including within the   area. However, the construction impacts 
(e.g. HGV traffic or significant re-routing changes for sand and gravel extraction traffic) are 
expected to take place before the modelled forecast year and as such have not been incorporated 
within this part of the model.  
 
As well as HS2 a number of Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs) and large transport 
schemes are underway or planned in the wider Buckinghamshire area; 

 
• Heathrow Airport Expansion5  
• Elizabeth Line (Crossrail) 
• Western Rail Link to Heathrow (WRLtH) 
• East West Rail (EWR)6 
• Oxford Cambridge Expressway7 
• M4 and M25 Smart Motorway8 

 
Forecast scenarios (based on a modelled year of 2036) were adjusted to account for the impact of 
public transport improvements such as the Elizabeth Line (Crossrail). This equates to a reduction in 
car journeys, representing a mode shift from car to rail. As part of the development of the original 
Countywide Model, roads considered unsuitable or prohibited to HGVs (due to weight or height 
restrictions) were identified through a database of such restrictions held by BCC. A set of link types 
explicitly banning HGVs was created in order to model the HGV restrictions. These restrictions 
have been included in the Chiltern and South Bucks local modelling work.  

As required by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) Duty to Cooperate, 
Buckinghamshire County and Chiltern and South Bucks Councils will continue to work closely 
together alongside their partners to find solutions to improve transport connectivity through 
Buckinghamshire between the Thames Valley, the Home Counties, the wider South East and the 
South East Midlands and will continue to work closely together on infrastructure delivery in support 
of these wider aspirations. 
 

  

                                                                                                                                               
transport surveys at over 110 types of development. TRICS® was founded and is owned by 6 County Councils in the south of England, 
collectively the TRICS® Consortium. However, its annual collection programme covers the whole of the UK and Ireland, across 17 defined 
regions. 
5 The implications of the Heathrow airport expansion were not modelled as this growth is separate from the Local Plan and there was a high 
degree of uncertainty about the implications of the project. 
6 EWR is not expected to have significant impacts in Chiltern and South Bucks, especially at the scale capable of being modelled  
7 Expressway is not expected to have significant impacts in Chiltern and South Bucks, especially at the scale capable of being modelled  
8 M4 and M25 Smart Motorway projects have been incorporated within the modelling as extra capacity on the motorway links as necessary. 
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3.4. Habitats Regulations Assessment – Air Quality at Burnham Beeches Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC) 9 
 
The local transport modelling work has been used to inform the separate but related work 
undertaken by Chiltern and South Bucks Council, Natural England and the City of London relating 
to the assessment of traffic impacts on the Burnham Beeches SAC. This is required for the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment of air quality for the Sustainability Appraisal of the Local Plan.  An Access 
Management and Mitigation Scheme is being considered in line with recommendations from Natural 
England, Buckinghamshire County Council as highways authority and the City of London 
Corporation, in order to minimise negative traffic impacts e.g. emissions on the Burnham Beeches 
and surrounding area. 
 

 
Map 2 – Chiltern and South Bucks scope of modelled network 

                                            
9 Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) are strictly protected sites designated under the EC Habitats Directive. Article 3 of the Habitats Directive 
requires the establishment of a European network of important high-quality conservation sites that will make a significant contribution to 
conserving the 189 habitat types and 788 species.  

 

High Wycombe 

Aylesbury 

Beaconsfield 

Amersham 
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3.5. Ensuring Compliance of BCC Modelling with National Planning Guidance 
 

The Department for Transport (DfT) states;  
 

“It is important for local planning authorities to undertake an assessment of the transport implications in 
developing or reviewing their Local Plan so that a robust transport evidence base may be developed to 
support the preparation and/or review of that Plan. A robust transport evidence base can facilitate approval 
of the Local Plan and reduce costs and delays to the delivery of new development, thus reducing the burden 
on the public purse and private sector...” 
 
The methodology used for the County’s transport model has been developed in line with the DfT’s 
“WebTAG” standards. WebTAG sets out the various criteria to be met before a transport model 
can be said to represent base year conditions to an acceptable standard. WebTAG guidance is 
designed to appraise potential government transport investments, rather than planning policies but 
is accepted as “best practice” that provides a helpful benchmark for a range of purposes, including 
business case and economic appraisal developments.  
 
The Chiltern and South Bucks model was built according to the principals of WebTAG. However it 
is not a key criterion to fully meet WebTAG standards for link and journey time validation for the 
purpose of this model. This is accepted practice where broad regional or county models are being 
developed, which focus on strategic, high-level impact assessment. This is in accordance with 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) which states; 
 
“An assessment should adopt the principles of WebTAG by assessing the potential impacts of development 

within the framework of WebTAG objectives. For most Local Plan assessments the full methodology 
recommended will not be appropriate‟. 

 
The NPPG sets out a number of recommendations in relation to the suitability of transport 
evidence bases in Local Plan decision making. The recommendations relevant to this project are 
summarised in the table below. 
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Table 1 – NPPG recommendations for Transport Evidence Base 
 

NPPG Description Guidance satisfied? 

Transport data 
overview 

Should be: 

• Valid for intended purpose 
• Reflect typical flow conditions 
• Make appropriate use of local 

traffic forecasts (TEMPro or 
similar) 

• Accurately account for trip 
generation resulting from all land 
allocations 

•  Allow a comparative analysis of a 
‘with development’ scenario against 
a “without development‟ scenario 

Yes. The adopted modelling 
methodology has considered and 
included all of the recommendations 
that were appropriate for this phase 
of modelling work. 

Calibration and 
validation 

Should include: 

• Recent counts for peak period 
turning movements 

• 12 hour / 24-hour automatic traffic 
counts 
 

Could include if appropriate: 

• Journey time surveys 

Yes. Recent traffic counts and 
journey time data have been used for 
the calibration and validation of the 
base year model. 

WebTAG • An assessment should adopt the 
principles of WebTAG 

• For most Local Plan assessments 
the full WebTAG methodology will 
not be appropriate 

Yes. WebTAG principles have been 
followed in terms of base year model 
validation and the generation of 
forecast scenarios. 

 
Based on WebTAG principles and the NPPG Guidance for Local Plans it is felt that for Local Plan / 
strategic assessment; the model is fit-for-purpose, especially considering that increased local area 
validation has been undertaken to reflect real life traffic flows. Although the model relies on Census 
data rather than more accurate (but more expensive and time-restrictive) ‘observed’ survey data 
(e.g. traffic counts); it has been compared to other neighbouring authorities’ models and was found 
to be appropriate for this purpose. BCC are therefore confident that the model provides a robust 
and consistent evidence base for the Local Plan assessment. 
 
Transport modelling forms a representation of reality as it is understood at the time of the model’s 
construction (for the base year and future year scenarios). As schemes develop and new 
information is identified, further updates to scenarios may be required to allow reappraisal of the 
modelling results. It is appreciated that further detailed modelling may be required at a later stage as 
issues are identified as schemes progress through the planning / development management process.  
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4. CHILTERN AND SOUTH BUCKS COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN MODELLING 
 
4.1. Objectives  
 

The modelling work primarily focused on identifying and mitigating the impacts of the Chiltern and 
South Bucks’ proposed growth scenarios (including the Local Plan Preferred Green Belt option 
scenario) on traffic conditions within the Chiltern and South Bucks District. The objectives were to:  

 
• Assess the cumulative impacts of Local Plan growth (HELAA sites and Green Belt options) 

on the Chiltern and South Bucks area;  
• Model the impact of the Local Plan growth scenarios across the districts and the 

surrounding network; 
• Identify areas of the highway network which are adversely impacted by the proposed 

development (i.e. pinch-points); 
• Model the impact of a number of potential highway schemes in the Local Plan Growth 

scenario to identify which schemes could successfully mitigate any identified impacts; 
• Produce model outputs which illustrate the impacts of the Local Plan Growth scenario, with 

and without mitigation, compared with the ‘Do Minimum’ scenario. 
 

Cross boundary issues e.g. Wycombe District Council’s emerging Site Allocations, Policy HW8 
(land off Amersham Road, including Tralee Farm, Hazlemere) were also considered and are 
referred to in more detail in the modelling reports. 

 
4.2. Technical Details of the Local Plan Modelling 
 

The following highlights the technical structure and the considerations used within the Local Plan 
model. 
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Table 2 – Summary of Technical Details of Local Modelling 
 

Technical Detail Summary Details 

Base and Forecast 
years 

The model was updated to a 2015 base year in terms of land use (based on 
housing and employment completions data from 2013 to 2015, as detailed by 
Chiltern and South Bucks DC) and trip generation. The forecast year for 
development scenarios is 2036, in line with the Local Plan period.  
 
These scenarios are generally referred to as; 

• ‘Do Minimum’: The existing network without modification. Generally 
involves no major investment, although may include a realistic level of 
maintenance and a minimum amount of minor improvements to the 
infrastructure / committed infrastructure improvements within the 
period to 2036 where absolutely necessary. 

• ‘Do Something’: The existing network with scheme modifications. 
Generally focus on future years and may include future growth 
assessments and any potential schemes that are expected to be 
completed by the forecast year. 

Timescales 

Three time periods have been used for the assessment of modelling outputs. 
These consist of; 
 

• AM Peak: 0800 to 0900 
• Inter-Peak: Average hour between 10:00 and 16:00 
• PM Peak: 1700 to 1800 

Link Flow 
Calibration 
 
(Estimating existing 
traffic volumes on 
local roads) 

Manual Classified Counts (MCC) and Automatic Traffic Counts (ATC) have been 
used in calibrating and validating the transport model against real world 
conditions. These counts are the latest available with the majority collected in 
November 2015, and a small number in earlier ‘neutral months’ of the same 
year. In addition, Traffic Flow Data System (TRADS) data from Highway 
England’s Traffic Information System for the M25, M40, M4 and A404 / A404(M) 
within the cordoned network has also been used, to supplement the other 
available count data. 

The count data has also been split into the demand segments; car, HGV and 
LGV. In the case of the TRADS data, where the proportion of car and LGV is 
not explicitly stated, Annual Average Daily Flow (AADF) data for 2014 was 
downloaded for the relevant links and the proportions of car and LGV traffic 
were identified. For the ATC data, where no demand segments have been 
provided, the proportion of car, HGV and LGV for each site has been derived 
from the proportions at the nearest comparable MCC site. 
 
NB: As flow data forms an Annual Average Daily flow, the data would not account for 
abnormal conditions, such as those caused by major road traffic accidents.   

Economic Growth / 
Forecast Land Use 

Within Buckinghamshire, forecast land use data for the districts was provided by 
Chiltern and South Bucks Councils.  Local Plan developments with planning 
permission are included within the ‘Do Minimum’ scenario and the three ‘Do 
Something’ growth scenarios. Forecast land use for Wycombe and Aylesbury 
was taken from the Countywide ‘Do Minimum’ Local Plan Modelling work and is 
consistent across all forecast scenarios. Outside of the county, future growth in 
households and jobs is consistent with TEMPro, the government’s database for 
estimating future traffic flows.  
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Technical Detail Summary Details 

Congestion 

Congestion has been assessed within the modelling as a congestion ratio, which 
has been calculated for all modelled links in each scenario and time period.  

This has been calculated as the ratio of congested travel time to free flow travel 
time on each link (i.e. road). The free flow time on a link is derived from the link 
length and free flow speed (the link speed when there is no delay in the 
network, not purely the maximum speed limit). An increase in travel time on a 
link is not only affected by increases in flow, but also by delays at the 
downstream junction (i.e. the previous junction which traffic will have had to use 
on that route). As a result, it is possible where junctions are constrained, to see 
congestion on a particular link without any significant increase in demand flow on 
that link. 

Therefore, congested travel time is calculated as a function of the free flow 
travel time, plus the link delay time and junction delay time downstream of the 
link. 

For the forecast traffic conditions arising from the impact of the Local Plan, 
reader’s attention is drawn to the Red – Amber - Green (RAG) rating for the 
settlements in the Local Plan area in section 6 of the Phase 3B modelling report, 
in particular the improvements to traffic conditions shown once the highway 
improvements (mitigations) are applied.  
 

Change in travel 
time 

The change in travel time plots show the difference in congested link travel 
times between two scenarios (for example ‘Do Something’ and ‘Do Minimum’) 
as a percentage. The congested link travel time is the same as that used for the 
congestion ratio. It is worth noting that where an area is already congested, 
change in travel time statistics will be more sensitive to smaller increases in 
demand flow. 
 
In addition, the percentage change is only shown when the congested travel time 
is more than twice the free flow time. This ensures that only those areas which 
experience relatively high levels of congestion are shown (although other 
outputs are available on request from BCC). Plots have been produced 
comparing:  
 

• ‘Do Something’ with the ‘Do Minimum’;  
• ‘Do Something with mitigation’, with the ‘Do Minimum’, and;  
• ‘Do Something with mitigation’, with the ‘Do Something’. 

 
The ‘Do Something with mitigation changes’ in travel time plots compared with 
the ‘Do Minimum’ show the impact of the development plus the mitigation over 
the ‘Do Minimum’ case, and so indicate what happens with development and 
transport mitigation. The ‘Do Something with mitigation’ changes in travel time 
plots compared with the ‘Do Something’ indicate the impact of the proposed 
transport mitigation on the network at the time of the forecast scenario (2036). 
 
Note that the results are presented as percentage changes. If the link affected is 
quite a short distance, this can show a relatively high percentage in increased 
delay even though the actual change in travel time can be minor. Therefore, the 
change in travel time needs to be considered alongside the congestion ratio 
outputs for the relevant settlements in order to provide a more complete 
picture of the likely implications of new growth. 
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Technical Detail Summary Details 

Public Transport 

Within the model, the extent of the public transport network in 
Buckinghamshire has been represented utilising a range of available data sets. 
These include; 
 

• Standard UK “ATCO CIF” files providing information on local bus 
routes/timetables 

• Rail industry MOIRA model for network and timetable information 
• TfB information on local bus stop locations / bus stations. 
• Bus fares information from operators via websites and published 

literature 
 
In the first instance, the overall aim for the model was to provide a robust 
representation of the local public transport network (e.g. bus, rail, and park and 
ride facilities) as a basis for loading public transport demands onto the network.  
This was later validated with reference to any locally available passenger counts / 
surveys on passenger volumes and journey times The model does not however 
include a full Public Transport Demand Model. 

 
 
4.3. Development Scenarios tested in Phases 1 – 3 of the local modelling 
 
4.3.1.  Local Plan Issues and Options testing (Phase 1: Jan 2016 – Nov 2016)  

 
Four development scenarios were provided by Chiltern and South Bucks as part of the Phase 1 
work, each with a forecast year of 2036 (Table 3). These comprised a ‘Do Minimum’ forecast 
scenario plus three ‘Do Something’ (DS) forecast scenarios, which included ‘Do Minimum’ 
development plus a variety of Local Plan sites across the Districts. These were based on the sites 
identified in the Local Plan Issues and Options consultation (January – March 2016). The 
Countywide modelling Phase 1 used the mid–range level of growth (Option B below). 
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Table 3 – Summary of Modelling Scenarios – Phase 1 
 

Future Scenario Summary Details 

Do Minimum (DM) 
“No development‟ 

• Includes only outstanding housing developments and Pinewood employment 
commitments within the Districts; 

 
 953 houses and 0 jobs in Chiltern District 
 1,016 houses and 1,619 jobs in South Bucks District 
 9,416 houses and 24,265 jobs in Aylesbury Vale District 
 2,180 houses and 850 jobs in Wycombe District  

 
• Growth capped to NTEM10 levels outside of Buckinghamshire. 
• Growth in Aylesbury Vale and Wycombe District based on Countywide 

Local Plan Modelling ‘Do Minimum’ scenario. 

Do Something (DS) 
“Option A‟ 

• Includes the addition of the draft Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment (HELAA) sites (as at January 2016) spread across the Districts; 

 
 897 houses and 2,747 jobs in Chiltern District 
 1,364 houses and 2,382 jobs in South Bucks District 
 9,416 houses and 24,264 jobs in Aylesbury Vale District 
 2,180 houses and 850 jobs in Wycombe District 

 
• Employment growth capped to NTEM levels within the Districts 

Do Something (DS) 
“Option B‟ 

As Option A plus;  

• An estimate of new dwellings based on 50% of the Local Plan Green Belt Site 
Options 

Do Something (DS) 
“Option C‟ 

As Option A plus; 

• An estimate of new dwellings based on 100% of the Local Plan Green Belt 
Site Options 

 
 

  

                                            
10 NTEM (National Trip End Model) is administered by HM Government and provides a set of predictions of growth in car ownership and car 
traffic, with associated planning data projections, at any geographical level down to Local Authority Districts. It forms part of the same forecasting 
system as the 1997 National Road Traffic Forecasts (NRTF97). 
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4.3.2.  Local Plan Green Belt Preferred Options Impacts and Mitigation Determination 
(Phase 2: Nov 2016 – Sept 2017) 
 
The Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Green Belt Preferred Options consultation was 
undertaken October - December 2016 and outputs fed into Phase 2 of the Local Plan modelling. 
Land use assumptions for the ‘Do Minimum’ development scenario remain unchanged, and include 
only outstanding housing and employment commitments within the Districts, and the ‘Do Minimum’ 
land use assumptions for Wycombe and Aylesbury from Countywide Local Plan Modelling work (as 
Table 4). However, the ‘Do Something’ scenario was updated to reflect the reassessed Local Plan 
Preferred Green Belt Options scenarios which included the draft HELAA sites from Phase 1, as well 
as the Preferred Green Belt Site Options (October 2016). The Countywide modelling phases 2 and 
3 used the same Phase 2 local modelling data. 
 

Table 4 – Summary of Modelling Scenarios – Phase 2 
 

Future Scenario Summary Details 

Do Minimum (DM) 

“No development‟ 

As Phase 1: 

• 953 houses and 0 jobs in Chiltern District 
• 1,016 houses and 1,619 jobs in South Bucks District 
• 9,416 houses and 24,265 jobs in Aylesbury Vale District 
• 2,180 houses and 850 jobs in Wycombe District 
• Growth capped to NTEM levels outside of Buckinghamshire 
 

Do Something (DS)  

Local Plan Preferred 
Green Belt Site Options 
scenario 

‘Do Minimum’ commitment plus: 

• An additional 3,846 houses and 522 jobs in Chiltern District 
• An additional 4,325 houses and 6,578 jobs in South Bucks District 
• An additional 320 houses in Wycombe District (at one site adjoining 

the Holmer Green Preferred Green Belt Option) 
 

 
 
In collaboration with the Districts, a long list of transport mitigation options was collated. This 
included a number of mitigation options that had already been modelled as part of the Countywide 
Local Plan Modelling work (refer to Chiltern and South Bucks Council Local Plan modelling 
evidence), as well as a variety of other suggestions from Buckinghamshire’s Development 
Management and Transport for Buckinghamshire’s teams. In most cases, the schemes were designed 
to mitigate the predicted rise in congestion and delay in the vicinity of the Local Plan HELAA sites 
and Preferred Green Belt Site Option sites. However, in some cases more general mitigation ideas 
were also included. 
 
The ‘Do Something with mitigation’ scenario uses the same land use information as the ‘Do 
Something’ scenario. By comparing the outputs from the ‘Do Something with mitigation’, the ‘Do 
Something’ and the ‘Do Minimum’ models, one can ascertain the impacts of the Local Plan growth 
scenario and the extent to which they can be mitigated.  
 



 
Buckinghamshire County Council 
Transport Strategy 

 

 
 

Page | 15 

The accompanying Phase 2B report on this stage of the local modelling described the impacts on 
each of the main settlements in the two Districts, both before and after mitigations had been 
applied. The ‘Do Something’ without mitigation showed that the Local Plan growth scenario had 
significant impacts on many of the settlements, and therefore that mitigation was needed. When 
mitigations were applied the ‘Do Something with mitigation’ scenario showed that the impacts were 
reduced.   

4.3.3.  Revision of Planning Data (Phase 3: Sept 2017 – Mar 2018)  
 
For Phase 2, the preferred Local Plan scenario amounted to approximately 8,171 houses and 7,100 
jobs across the two districts, on top of the existing commitments (see Table 5 below).  
 
For Phase 3 of work, however, the HELAA and Green Belt Preferred Option Sites scenario was 
revised and as a result a new ‘Do Something’ Local Plan Development Scenario was developed. This 
was the first time draft employment floorspace data was available for the Green Belt Site Options 
and so was a new input to the modelling. Furthermore, planning permissions data was also updated 
by the Districts and therefore the existing land use quantum for the Phase 2 ‘Do Minimum’ scenario 
was adjusted to incorporate the updated planning data (refer to map 3). 
 

Table 5 – Summary of Modelling Scenarios – Phase 3 
 

Future Scenario Summary Details 

Do Minimum (DM)  

Committed development 
scenario 

As Phase 2 but: 

• An additional 594 houses and 796 jobs in Chiltern District  
• An additional 598 houses and 473 jobs in South Bucks District  
• No change from phase two in Aylesbury Vale and Wycombe 

Districts 
• Growth capped to NTEM levels outside of Buckinghamshire  

 
 

Do Something (DS)  

Revised Local Plan 
Preferred Green Belt 
Site Options scenario 

As Phase 2 but; 

• A reduction of 800 houses and an additional 2,188 jobs in Chiltern 
District 

• A reduction of 882 houses and an additional 4,057 jobs in South 
Bucks District 

• An additional 30 houses in Wycombe District at the Holmer Green 
site 

 
The mitigation options shortlisted for appraisal as part of the Phase 2 works were reassessed for 
the Phase 3 work, and a new ‘Do Something with mitigation’ scenario developed for testing. This 
required the inclusion of the Queensway Link Road, from the latest modelling for the Wycombe 
sites, which was not tested for Phase 2 as information was not previously available. Other new 
mitigations were also tested at Little Chalfont and at Beaconsfield.  
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Map 3 – Green Belt Preferred Options included in Phase 3 of the local modelling 

 
 

4.4. Cumulative Impacts 
 

Table 6 below identifies the Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Site Options included in the 
Phase 3 Local Modelling. They are also shown above on Map 3.  
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Table 6 – Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Site Options – Phase 3 

 
C&SB 
SITE OPTION 

1 North East of Chesham 
2 Area South of Holmer Green 
4 Area South of London Road West, Amersham Old Town 
5 Area South East of Whielden Street,  Amersham Old Town 
6 Area South East of Little Chalfont 
7 National Epilepsy Centre, Chalfont St Peter  
8 Area South East of Chalfont St Peter 
9 Area East of Beaconsfield 
10 Land North of Denham Roundabout 
11 Land North of Iver Heath, South East of Pinewood 
12 Area West of Iver Heath 
13 Area North of Iver Station 
14 Area to the East of Ridgeway Business Park, Iver 
15 Land adjacent to Taplow Station 

NB: Option No 3 was excluded from the Phase 3 assessment. This option was deemed to constitute major 
development within the AONB and the adjoining site in the Wycombe District Local Plan had been deleted. 

 
The outputs from the modelling of the cumulative impacts are displayed in detailed map form in 
Appendices of the respective reports. Key issues for specific settlements are also summarised in the 
reports. Areas of specific impact were divided into three groups in order to provide some 
indication of the severity of impact. As with Phase 1 and Phase 2, a RAG (red, amber or green) 
rating was applied to each area. This is based on an assessment of the overall impact of the Local 
Plan growth, considering impacts at key junctions, links, increased travel time and congestion.  

• Red:  Represents a significant impact  
• Amber:  Represents a moderate impact 
• Green:  Represents a slight impact  

The various modelling runs that have been undertaken demonstrate that, subject to effective 
mitigation (as detailed in Appendix 1 and 2) and the recommendations from more detailed 
modelling in due course, there should be no significant network barriers to the scale of 
development envisaged at the Local Plan Green Belt Preferred Options stage Phase 2 and the later 
Phase 3 Local Transport Modelling stage.  
 
After mitigations were applied some settlement areas have been assigned an amber rating. The 
Councils and the Local Highway Authority, through its Highways Development Management 
function, will require developers to undertake more detailed local modelling at planning application 
stage in order to determine the exact scale of the development’s impact on the network. This will 
be undertaken as part of a Transport Assessment (or Transport Statement for relevant 
applications) and will take into account whether the mitigations proposed will be effective. This 
work can also form part of the evidence for the Local Plan Site Allocation master-planning 
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stage.  The Phase 3B report will be an important evidence base to assist in the testing of detailed 
schemes and their impacts on settlements at these stages. It is important that these processes take 
account of this evidence and also that there is scope for other solutions to be found. 

 
4.5. Mitigation Appraisal and Costings 

 
Jacobs, as framework modelling consultants to BCC, were commissioned to identify indicative 
transport scheme costings for the mitigation options that were tested within the Phase 3 local 
modelling.  
 
Due to many of the schemes being at a prefeasibility stage of development, or reliant upon 
developer funding and appraisal, a number of assumptions have been made regarding the level of 
work required to deliver each scheme. It is important to note that the costs outlined in Appendix 1 
are indicative and reflect the degree of uncertainty at this stage. 
 
The following text describes the work Jacobs undertook to provide indicative costings (or a cost 
range) for the schemes included in Appendix 1 where there was an absence of scheme cost data 
available for the specific schemes included in the local modelling. This included consideration of the 
costs of similar approved / relevant schemes, or elements of such schemes. 
 
Where possible, the indicative costs for road and transport infrastructure have been determined 
from the outturn of completed projects in England since 2009. Where a sufficient number of such 
schemes have been identified, a range of costs were included.  
 
In some cases this information was not available. In these instances, figures have been taken from 
the cost appraisals for similar proposed schemes. For signalisation and roundabout works, recent 
costings have been obtained from the 2017 National Productivity Investment Fund (NPIF) 
announcement of successful bidders for local road funding. Similar schemes were identified and a 
range of costs from these projects has been included. Other indicative costs were obtained from 
published costs on various County Council websites. Where costs are for a known year, these have 
been uplifted to 2018 costs using WebTAG factors.  
 
The cost ranges given for the different infrastructure components of the mitigation schemes are 
contained in Table 7 below. As described above the indicative costings given for transport 
mitigation schemes are representative costs derived from various similar schemes across the 
country. However, it should be noted that individual scheme construction costs for earthworks, 
land purchase, environmental mitigation, design and scoping, can vary considerably from scheme to 
scheme. For that reason these costings are only indicative for the Chiltern and South Bucks 
mitigation schemes.  
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Table 7 – Scheme Costs (Approximate) 
 
SCHEME 
COMPONENT 

COST SOURCE 

New Single 
Carriageway 

£4.9m - 
£10.9m per km 

Based on outturn of delivered major schemes in England opening in 2009 – 
2012, lower and upper quartiles. 

Roundabout £1.7m - £3.4m Based on outturn of NPIF Local Road Scheme Funding 2017 and proposed 
Strategic Transport Study schemes in the UK 

Roundabout 
Upgrade £1m - £2.8m Based on outturn of NPIF Local Road Scheme Funding 2017 and proposed 

Strategic Transport Study schemes in the UK 

Mini Roundabout £43k - £87k Based on outturn of a variety of mini roundabout schemes  

Traffic Calming 
Measures 

£0.1m - £0.2m 
per km 

Assuming 1 small raised table with pedestrian refuge per 100m 
Cost ranges from https://www.trafficchoices.co.uk/ (UWE/Bristol City Council) 

Signalisation £0.7m-£2m Based on outturn of NPIF Local Road Scheme Funding 2017 

Right Turn Ban £4k - £6k Based on estimates of a 2015 proposed No Right Turn Ban by Nottinghamshire 
County Council 

 
All transport mitigation schemes assessed by BCC are listed in Appendix 1. However, for ease, 
Appendix 2 summarises the schemes assessed as needed for each particular Site Option. These 
have been grouped according to the type of intervention required, as shown in Table 8 below. 

 
Table 8 – Mitigation Groups 

 

GROUP EXAMPLES OF POTENTIAL MITIGATION 

PUBLIC 
TRANSPORT 

• Improvements to public transport services where these can be realised e.g. increased 
frequency / changes to routes / increased promotion 

• Improvements to public transport infrastructure, including real time passenger 
information / improved waiting facilities 

• Promotion of effective interchange as an approach to encourage modal shift 

HIGHWAY AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

• Improvements to footpaths and highway access 
• New roads 
• Road widening 
• Junction improvements 

SUSTAINABLE 
TRANSPORT 

• Introduction of cycleways linking key areas of the County 
• Promotion of walking and cycling as a sustainable transport option for employment / 

leisure, especially for short journeys 

TA DEVELOPMENT 

• As part of standard BCC and national planning policy new developments will require 
a Transport Assessment in order to demonstrate the development’s impact is 
acceptable and that access by all modes can be achieved. This is reliant upon 
developers progressing schemes to planning application stage. 

• The TA will aim to ensure that any local impacts of developments are modelled in 
detail. 

 
 

5. RELATED HIGHWAYS ENGLAND TRANSPORT MODELLING 
 

5.1. Summary of Highways England Modelling 
 
Jacobs assessed the highway impacts of the proposed Local Plan development in Chiltern and South 
Bucks. The work was undertaken in a number of phases as the Local Plan developed, and Highways 
England (HE) were consulted throughout. The phases are summarised in Table 9 below. 
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Table 9 – Summary of Highways England Modelling 
 

PHASE INFO 

Phase 1 

Phase 1 was described in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Modelling Report and 
focused on three potential local plan development scenarios, which were assessed using a 
strategic transport model developed specifically for the assessment. No specific HE work was 
undertaken for this phase. 

Phase 2 

Jacobs then focused on the developments identified in the Preferred Green Belt Options of the 
Local Plan, and the draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA). This 
also took into account the development in adjacent areas, such as from Wycombe District 
Council’s emerging Local Plan. 
 
Phase 2 was split into two work streams; Phase 2a (March 2017) was modelling carried out to 
satisfy the requirements of HE to establish a suitable methodology for assessing the Local Plan’s 
impacts on the Strategic Road Network (SRN). Phase 2b (July 2017) focused on the impacts on 
the local road network. The outcomes of the phase 2a and phase 2b assessments are detailed 
in separate reports. 

Phase 3 

As the Local Plan proposals have progressed it was necessary to update the Phase 2a and 2b 
work with the revised proposals for Green Belt Site Options and HELAA sites. This included 
further cordoning and revalidation within the District, to improve the representation of traffic 
flows and journey times in the local area and on the SRN.  
 
Revised work was therefore undertaken in a third stage; Phase 3a (March 2018) and Phase 3b, 
with appropriate reporting. Within Phase 3a a number of strategic motorway junctions were 
identified as experiencing traffic flow increases of a sufficient magnitude to warrant further 
analysis. The Phase 3a report provides further details on some of the assumptions underlying 
this work.  

Phase 4 

Phase 4 included a more detailed assessment of the impacts identified in Phase 3a. This 
included junction modelling, using industry standard software, and merge / diverge assessments. 
As part of this work, the anticipated traffic flow increases due to Local Plan developments 
identified in the phase 3a work were also reviewed and updated. Highways England were 
consulted throughout. The completed report was agreed by Highways England. 

 
5.2. Modelling of Highways England Network 

 
The Highways England highway network provides strategic connectivity to the Buckinghamshire 
road network and its effective operation is essential for the promotion of economic growth across 
the country. As part of the ‘duty to cooperate’ process with HE, it was identified that specific focus 
was needed to understand the potential impacts of Chiltern and South Bucks growth on HE  
junctions. This required BCC and HE to establish a suitable modelling methodology for assessing 
the Local Plan’s impacts on the Strategic Road Network (SRN). This involved the reappraisal of trip 
rates from TRICS software and particular focus of turning movements at HE junctions in the future 
year in scenarios, with and without the Local Plan Site Options11. The modelling platform used for 
this work was the existing Buckinghamshire Countywide Model, which was cordoned and 
revalidated within the Districts to improve the representation of traffic flows and journey times in 
the local area and on the SRN. The requirements and adopted methodology for all phases of work 
were agreed with HE. 
   
At the Phase 2 stage, the specific areas of concern on the SRN were identified by HE as being: 

                                            
11 The outcomes of the Highways England modelling (and Buckinghamshire local road network) are detailed in Chiltern and South Bucks Local 
Plan Modelling Support Local Plan Impacts on the Strategic Road Network (March 2017), and Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan, Phase 2b 
Modelling Report (July 2017). 
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• M25 between Junctions 15 and 18; 
• M40 between Junctions 1 and 3; 
• M4 between Junctions 4B and Junctions 8/9; and 
• A404 / A404(M). 

As the Local Plan proposals progressed, it became clear that the methodology for both the HE and 
main Local Plan (Buckinghamshire) modelling should be updated with the revised proposals for land 
use allocations and their related trip rates. Section 4.3.3 of this report details the work done for 
Phase 3, which included assessment of the Local Plan impacts on the SRN. Compared to Phase 2, 
Phase 3 aimed to reflect the updated Site Options and revised employment trip rates from Chiltern 
and South Bucks District Council, and this was undertaken in agreement with HE. 
 
In terms of traffic flows at key motorway junctions, HE advised that an indicative threshold should 
be used as a guide as to whether more detailed engagement with HE was needed. This threshold 
was an increase of 30 two way trips at any particular junction. 
 
The results from the Phase 3a assessment demonstrated that a significant number of SRN junctions 
would experience traffic flow increases in exceedance of the HE threshold.  However, for seven of 
these junctions the increase represented less than 2% of the estimated flows arising from 
development that had already been granted planning permission, and for four junctions the increase 
was less than 5%. The increase expected at M4 junction 7 was between 5% and 10%, depending on 
time period. Whilst at M40 junction 1 (Denham Roundabout) and M40 junction 2, the percentage 
increase was more significant at around 10%-15%. 
 

5.3. Further Junction Impacts and Assessment of Mitigation Needs (Phase 4) 
 
After reviewing the Phase 3a report, HE advised both Councils that further work was needed. In 
liaison with HE, BCC and Chiltern and South Bucks District Council, Jacobs refined the 
methodology further in order to calculate future year traffic flows through the SRN. 
 
In relation to this, HE identified the following six junctions as requiring more detailed assessment in 
order to understand the potential impacts of the Local Plan on junction performance12: 

• M40 Junction 1 (Denham Roundabout). 
• M40 Junction 1a (M25). 
• M40 Junction 2 (Beaconsfield and Services).  
• M25 Junction 16 (M40 Junction 1a).  
• M25 Junction 18 (Chorleywood). 
• M4 Junction 5 (Langley). 

Two scenarios were tested to assess impacts on these junctions: 

                                            
12 HE advised that the work needed to include the impacts of flows to and from Beaconsfield motorway services, close to junction 2 
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• Scenario 1 - Committed13 and Local Plan development, which comprised the sites in the 
Councils’ draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 2017 and the Green 
Belt Preferred Site Options. 

• Scenario 2 - Committed Development only (i.e. outstanding planning permissions as at 
1.4.2017). 

The comparison between the Local Plan growth scenario and the Committed Development 
scenario will determine the impact of the increased traffic generation from the Site Options in the 
Local Plan on these at-grade SRN junctions.  
 
The refinements to the modelling methodology centred on revised trip distribution assumptions for 
the Site Options. This was to account for the effects of non-commuting trips, which are generally 
considered less likely than commuting trips to use the SRN as they were generally of a shorter 
distance. These refinements and the subsequent outcomes in terms of flows through the motorway 
junctions were agreed by HE. 
 
The methodology drew on data from; 

• Department for Transport (through the TAG data book); 
• BCC (advice on school place demands in specific locations); 
• Chiltern and South Bucks District Council (confirmation of development locations, and 

details of the Nexus Retail and Leisure Needs Assessment - a study of leisure and retail 
evidence for the new Local Plan). 

The refined traffic flows which were derived from this stage of the work were then taken forward 
in the assessment of impacts as follows: 

• Assessment of impacts on ‘at grade’ junctions. 
• Assessment of ‘merge’ and ‘diverge’ capacity. 

This work was needed for both development scenarios and included assessment of all points on the 
specified junctions. It identified the resultant impact on queueing and delays to traffic upstream and 
downstream of these points.  
 
At Grade Junctions14 
 
The four ‘at grade’ junctions (i.e. the roundabouts or signalised junctions of the non-grade separated 
motorway junctions) are: 

• Junctions 1 and 2 of the M40,  
• Junction 5 of the M4  
• Junction 18 of the M25.  

                                            
13 The District Councils as the relevant planning authorities, provided information on committed development. 
14 ‘At Grade’ – A highway intersection / junction where two or more roads meet or cross i.e. cross-roads. This is as opposed to a ‘Grade 
Separated Junction’ (GSJ), which is a junction where the conflicting traffic flows are kept apart, usually by means of a bridge or tunnel.  



 
Buckinghamshire County Council 
Transport Strategy 

 

 
 

Page | 23 

Note that junction 1a of the M40 and junction 16 of the M25 are effectively one junction, which is 
grade separated. Therefore, these junctions did not require initial assessment for ‘at grade’. 

Merges and Diverges 
 
The modelling was also used to assess the impacts on the merges and diverges of traffic entering 
and leaving the motorway, for all of the six junctions. The merge - diverge assessment was 
undertaken using standard methodologies set out in Highways England’s Design Manual for Roads 
and Bridges (DMRB) section TD22/06. 
 
Assessment Findings 
 
Once undertaken, the findings of the assessments for the merges and diverges and for the at-grade 
junctions were shared with HE and Chiltern and South Bucks District Council.   
 
The results showed that there would be impacts to varying degrees at all of these junctions. The 
detailed modelling report sets out information on the existing situation as well as the future 
scenarios with the absence and inclusion of the Local Plan growth, with respect to the capacities of 
the junctions. The report also includes comments on the level of queues and delays expected for 
specific parts of the junctions.  

 
On the basis of the assessment findings HE concluded that they were content that either; the 
impacts of the Local Plan would not require mitigation on the SRN, or that the evidence was not 
sufficiently conclusive to determine mitigation was needed15. 
 

5.4. Other Infrastructure Projects and the SRN 
 
Chiltern and South Bucks District is located close to west London and there are several planned 
and proposed major infrastructure projects which could also have traffic-related impacts in the 
locality. These include: 

• The planned construction of HS2; 
• The proposed Western Rail Link to Heathrow (WRLtH); 
• The proposed Heathrow Expansion; 
• Planned improvements to the Western Mainline for Elizabeth Line (Crossrail);  
• The proposed East West Rail (EWR); 
• The proposed Oxford Cambridge Expressway; and 
• The planned M4 and M25 Smart Motorway upgrades. 

These schemes are not included within the Phase 3 and Phase 4 assessments detailed in this report. 
However, the information provided in the Motorway Junction Modelling Report may be used to 
inform the evidence base for any later assessment of the impacts of those schemes on the six 
identified junctions. 

                                            
15 https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/12805/Motorway-Junction-Modelling-with-Highways-
England/pdf/Chiltern_and_South_Bucks_Local_Plan_impacts_on_SRN_v4_plus_Appendix_C_210119.pdf?m=636843517397630000 
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6. CONCLUSIONS  
 

Work to forecast the cumulative and localised transport impacts of the Chiltern and South Bucks 
Local Plan Site Options, and assessment of the required mitigation measures, has been undertaken 
jointly with Chiltern and South Bucks District Council and Highways England. BCC, as the Highway 
Authority, approves the modelling methodology used to develop the Local Plan evidence base and is 
satisfied that the significant impacts identified can be mitigated through the schemes outlined in 
Appendix 1 and 2.  
 
Three schemes have been identified as ‘critical’ for the Local Plan, meaning they are ‘essential to 
enable or unlock the housing and employment floor space required to deliver the scale of growth 
identified in the Plan’. This is because the particular site allocations (previously site options) linked 
to these schemes are located on the key pinch points of an already highly constrained and 
congested local network. As shown by the modelling, BCC considers the development levels 
proposed at these sites would result in a severe impact, or an unacceptable level of service, on the 
highway network unless appropriate mitigations are secured.  
 
The ‘critical mitigation schemes’ identified (and tested within the modelling) are: 

1. Iver Relief Road (required for delivery of Sites in Iver under policies SP BP 10 – 12, 
formerly green belt options 12, 13, and 14): a new single carriageway relief road south of 
Iver, connecting with Thorney Lane North and Mansion Lane via two new priority junctions.  

2. Access point for the Area East of Beaconsfield site (required for delivery of Site SP 
BP 9, formerly Green Belt Option 9): Suitable junctions to be designed to serve the 
development from the strategic highway i.e. an additional development access point to the 
northern side of the A40 or to the A355 subject to further assessment through the Transport 
Assessment process.  

3. All movements priority junction on A40 at Beaconsfield (required for delivery of 
the southern part of Site SP BP 9, formerly Green Belt Option 9): between Burnham 
Avenue and Pyebush, a new access junction. 

Other mitigation schemes rated as ‘necessary’ or ‘desirable’ in Appendix 1 are required by BCC to 
make the growth expected in the Local Plan healthy and sustainable. These schemes are either 
necessary to enable site allocations that are located on key strategic corridors; in congestion 
hotspots and/or constrained junctions; or where the cumulative impacts of the growth proposed 
have been shown to ‘tip’ the network into an unacceptable level of service (if there are no 
mitigations put in place). Often there are no opportunities to physically provide greater capacity on 
the network (e.g.  providing an extra lane) and so BCC are only recommending relatively modest 
changes to highway design, in order to optimise network capacity.  
 
As required by our statutory Highways function and as set out in our Highways Development 
Management Guidance16 the impacts of major development associated with the site allocations must 

                                            
16 https://www.buckscc.gov.uk/services/transport-and-roads/transport-plans-and-policies/highways-development-management-guidance/ 
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be assessed in more detail at planning application stage. This often requires detailed transport 
modelling which is fully WebTAG compliant, and is normally funded by the development promoter. 
It should be noted that any later detailed modelling will subsequently evolve the nature of the 
recommended mitigation schemes outlined in this report. This further modelling, which will 
progress outside of the Local Plan process, should complement the strategic nature of the Local 
Plan modelling outlined here. 
 
In line with National Planning Policy, transport mitigation should not only include schemes relating 
to highway capacity improvement and traffic management, but also provide for sustainable travel 
and active travel options. Recommendations for public transport improvements have been included 
within Appendix 1, but by their nature they are more difficult to assign to any particular site 
allocation. Therefore, public transport, cycling, and walking options will be given greater 
consideration as part of the later master planning for these sites and via the planning application 
process.  
 
Duty to Cooperate  
 
In the preparation of the evidence base for the new Local Plan the District and County Councils 
have worked closely together and with Highways England. This is an essential part of the work to 
fulfil the statutory requirements for the Local Planning Authorities in relation to the Duty to 
Cooperate. It is important that this work continues as the Local Plan reaches its later stages, 
particularly so that the mitigations identified in the relevant evidence are taken forward.  
 
Buckinghamshire County Council and Chiltern and South Bucks District Council are working to 
appreciate the potential impacts of the forthcoming Slough Borough Council (SBC) Local Plan, and 
will continue to engage and assist with the transport evidence for the development of the Slough 
Local Plan. Although the impacts of any potential growth in SBC are beyond the scope of the Local 
and Countywide modelling, the Councils are keen to ensure that modelling methodology is 
consistent and that outputs are shared.  
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http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/11646/Interim-Draft-Infrastructure-Delivery-Schedule-Post-Preferred-Green-Belt-Options-Consultation-Nov-2017-/pdf/Interim_Draft_IDS_-_Post_Preferred_Green_Belt_Options_Consultation_(Nov_2017).pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/11646/Interim-Draft-Infrastructure-Delivery-Schedule-Post-Preferred-Green-Belt-Options-Consultation-Nov-2017-/pdf/Interim_Draft_IDS_-_Post_Preferred_Green_Belt_Options_Consultation_(Nov_2017).pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/11646/Interim-Draft-Infrastructure-Delivery-Schedule-Post-Preferred-Green-Belt-Options-Consultation-Nov-2017-/pdf/Interim_Draft_IDS_-_Post_Preferred_Green_Belt_Options_Consultation_(Nov_2017).pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/7749/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Infrastructure-Capacity-Study-Report-of-Settlement-Findings-Baseline-Assessment-January-2016-/pdf/Issues_and_Options_infrastructure_report_v050116.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/7749/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Infrastructure-Capacity-Study-Report-of-Settlement-Findings-Baseline-Assessment-January-2016-/pdf/Issues_and_Options_infrastructure_report_v050116.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/7749/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Infrastructure-Capacity-Study-Report-of-Settlement-Findings-Baseline-Assessment-January-2016-/pdf/Issues_and_Options_infrastructure_report_v050116.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/7771/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Local-Plan-Regulation-18-Incorporating-Issues-and-Options-Consultation-Document-Jan-Mar-2016-/pdf/FINAL_Reg_18__Issues_and_Options_Consultation_Paper.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/7771/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Local-Plan-Regulation-18-Incorporating-Issues-and-Options-Consultation-Document-Jan-Mar-2016-/pdf/FINAL_Reg_18__Issues_and_Options_Consultation_Paper.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/7771/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Local-Plan-Regulation-18-Incorporating-Issues-and-Options-Consultation-Document-Jan-Mar-2016-/pdf/FINAL_Reg_18__Issues_and_Options_Consultation_Paper.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/8628/Green-Belt-Preferred-Options-Consultation-Document-Oct-Dec-2016-/pdf/Preferred_Options_Consultation_Document_-_Final.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/8628/Green-Belt-Preferred-Options-Consultation-Document-Oct-Dec-2016-/pdf/Preferred_Options_Consultation_Document_-_Final.pdf
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http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/7788/Draft-Iver-Topic-Paper-January-2016-
/pdf/Draft_Iver_Topic_Paper_-_Final_Jan_2016.pdf 

Odyssey Markides (2016) Iver Transport and Traffic Study  

http://www.buckscc.gov.uk/transport/scheme-and-projects/iver-traffic-and-transport-study 

Jacobs (2007) Chesham and Amersham Transport Study Feasibility Study  

http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/5157/Chesham-and-Amersham-Transport-Study-Feasibility-
Study-Jacobs-November-2007-/pdf/CATS_Report.pdf 

Jacobs Local Modelling Validation report (2014)  

http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/9318/Countywide-Strategic-Transport-Model-Jacobs-October-
2014-/pdf/Countywide_Transport_Model_-_LMVR_Final_Copy.pdf 

Jacobs for BCC and Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils (2016) Local modelling 
report phase 1  

http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/article/7362/Local-Transport-Modelling 

Jacobs for BCC and Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils (2017) Local modelling 
report Phase 2b  

http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/article/7362/Local-Transport-Modelling 

Jacobs for BCC, Aylesbury Vale, Wycombe and Chiltern and South Bucks District 
Councils (2016) Countywide Transport Modelling report (Phase 1) 

 http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/article/7368/Countywide-Local-Plan-Transport-Modelling 

Jacobs for BCC, Aylesbury Vale, Wycombe and Chiltern and South Bucks District 
Councils (2017) Countywide Transport Modelling report (Phase 2)  

http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/article/7368/Countywide-Local-Plan-Transport-Modelling 

Jacobs for BCC, Aylesbury Vale, Wycombe and Chiltern and South Bucks District 
Councils (2017) Countywide Transport Modelling report (Phase 3) 

BCC Local Transport Plan 4 

https://www.buckscc.gov.uk/services/council-and-democracy/our-plans/local-transport-plan-4/ 

BCC Parking Standards 

https://democracy.buckscc.gov.uk/documents/s50399/Parking%20guidance%20final.pdf 

Wessex Economics (2017) Housing Delivery Study for Buckinghamshire 

http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/11348/Housing-Delivery-Study-for-Buckinghamshire-Wessex-
Economics-August-2017-/pdf/Housing_Delivery_Report_for_Bucks_-_Final_Report_-
_August_2017.pdf 

  

http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/7788/Draft-Iver-Topic-Paper-January-2016-/pdf/Draft_Iver_Topic_Paper_-_Final_Jan_2016.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/7788/Draft-Iver-Topic-Paper-January-2016-/pdf/Draft_Iver_Topic_Paper_-_Final_Jan_2016.pdf
http://www.buckscc.gov.uk/transport/scheme-and-projects/iver-traffic-and-transport-study
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/5157/Chesham-and-Amersham-Transport-Study-Feasibility-Study-Jacobs-November-2007-/pdf/CATS_Report.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/5157/Chesham-and-Amersham-Transport-Study-Feasibility-Study-Jacobs-November-2007-/pdf/CATS_Report.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/9318/Countywide-Strategic-Transport-Model-Jacobs-October-2014-/pdf/Countywide_Transport_Model_-_LMVR_Final_Copy.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/9318/Countywide-Strategic-Transport-Model-Jacobs-October-2014-/pdf/Countywide_Transport_Model_-_LMVR_Final_Copy.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/article/7362/Local-Transport-Modelling
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/article/7362/Local-Transport-Modelling
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/article/7368/Countywide-Local-Plan-Transport-Modelling
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/article/7368/Countywide-Local-Plan-Transport-Modelling
https://www.buckscc.gov.uk/services/council-and-democracy/our-plans/local-transport-plan-4/
https://democracy.buckscc.gov.uk/documents/s50399/Parking%20guidance%20final.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/11348/Housing-Delivery-Study-for-Buckinghamshire-Wessex-Economics-August-2017-/pdf/Housing_Delivery_Report_for_Bucks_-_Final_Report_-_August_2017.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/11348/Housing-Delivery-Study-for-Buckinghamshire-Wessex-Economics-August-2017-/pdf/Housing_Delivery_Report_for_Bucks_-_Final_Report_-_August_2017.pdf
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/11348/Housing-Delivery-Study-for-Buckinghamshire-Wessex-Economics-August-2017-/pdf/Housing_Delivery_Report_for_Bucks_-_Final_Report_-_August_2017.pdf
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NOTE TO APPENDICES 

The policy numbering in this Topic Paper and the Local Plan Green Belt Preferred Site Options 
differ slightly from the submission version of the Local Plan. Therefore table 10 below has been 
included in this Topic Paper to assist in the interpretation of the transport requirements. 

 

Table 10 – Guide to site allocation and preferred option numbering 

CHILTERN & 
SOUTH BUCKS 

PREFERRED 
OPTION SITE 

NUMBER 

OPTION 
POLICY NO. IN 

SUBMISSION LOCAL 
PLAN 

LOCATION 

1 North East of Chesham SP BP2 Chesham 

2 Area South of Holmer Green SP BP 3 Holmer Green 

4 Area South of London Road 
West, Amersham Old Town SP BP 4 London Road West Amersham Old 

Town 

5 Area South East of Whielden 
Street, Amersham  SP BP 5 Whielden Street, Amersham Old 

Town  

6 Area South East of Little Chalfont SP BP 6 Little Chalfont 

7 National Epilepsy Centre, 
Chalfont St Peter SP BP 7 North East of Chalfont St Peter 

8 Area South East of Chalfont St 
Peter SP BP 8 South East of Chalfont St Peter 

9 Area East of Beaconsfield  SP BP 9 Beaconsfield 

10 Land north of Denham 
Roundabout SP BP 13 North of Denham Roundabout 

11 Land North of Iver Heath, South 
East of Pinewood N/A N/A 

12 Area West of Iver Heath SP BP10 West of Iver 

13 Area North of Iver Station SP BP 11 North of Iver Station 

14 Area to the East of Ridgeway 
Business Park, Iver SP BP 12 East of Ridgeway Business Park Iver 

15 Land Adjacent to Taplow Station SP BP 14 Land Adjacent to Taplow Station 
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APPENDIX 1 

Transport Mitigation Schemes to support Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 

National Planning Guidance requires key infrastructure projects critical to the delivery of a Local 
Plan to be identified within the Plan (i.e. those infrastructure projects that in their absence would 
make the main objectives of the Plan undeliverable).  

Therefore the transport mitigation schemes listed below have been grouped into three categories: 

1. Critical: Essential to enable or unlock the housing and employment floor space required to 
deliver the scale of growth identified in the Plan. 

2. Necessary: Delivers the Council’s aspiration for sustainable growth in accordance with the 
Plan Strategy, or mitigates the impact of planned development. Whilst the details and timing of 
the schemes may change, the intention would be to deliver the planned outcome. 

3. Desirable: Supports the Council’s aspiration for sustainable growth in accordance with the 
Plan Strategy, where choices can be made about the relative priorities for investment and the 
overall benefit. 
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SCHEME 
NAME SCHEME DESCRIPTION 

SITE OPTIONS 
DEPENDENT FOR 

DELIVERY 
IND’ COST BCC 

RATING BCC REASON FOR RATING 

Iver Relief Road 

New single carriageway relief 
road south of Iver 
connecting with Thorney 
Lane north and Mansion 
Lane via two new priority 
junctions 

Option 12 (W Iver Heath), 
Option 13 (N. Iver Station), 
Option 14 (E Ridgeway 
Business Park) 

approx. £38m Critical 

This road link will provide access into site 13. The Phase 3b Local Transport Modelling 
report clearly identifies that a relief road at Iver would reduce the traffic impact from 
Site Options 13 and 14 on the B470 High Street and surrounding local roads, 
particularly in the PM peak. It should be noted that even with the Iver Relief Road (IRR) 
in place there would remain some significant travel time increases in the AM peak in the 
DS scenario. An IRR would also deliver wider strategic benefits for the area: by 
redistributing traffic onto a purpose built road this would reduce congestion and the 
significant negative impacts of heavy HGV use of the B470 High Street. This would 
improve air quality and reduce the noise impacts experienced by the current and future 
residents of The Ivers. Improved public transport punctuality may also be generated by 
improved access to the village centre. 

Additional 
development 
access point for 
the Area East 
of Beaconsfield 
site 

Suitable access links and 
junction to serve the 
development from the 
strategic highway, including 
an additional development 
access point. 

Option 9 (East of 
Beaconsfield), plus other 
HELAA sites 

£0.84m-
£1.69m Critical 

The Phase 3b Local Transport Modelling report identifies the need for additional access 
onto the development site. Strategically, the A355 corridor forms a key north – south 
link from the north of the county to the M40 and M4 corridors; and at peak times 
several junctions along this corridor, such as the A40/A355, are at capacity. The specific 
design and location of the site access would follow detailed modelling as recommended 
as part of developer discussions with BCC Highways Development.  

Beaconsfield - 
All movements 
priority 
junction on A40 

Beaconsfield - All 
movements priority junction 
on A40 between Burnham 
Avenue and Pyebush - new 
access junction. 

Option 9 (East of 
Beaconsfield), plus other 
HELAA sites 

£420k-£840k Critical 

This scheme would provide improved traffic flow to and from the development site, 
potentially without impacting the highly constrained A40 transport corridor. 
Strategically, the A40 provides a key east – west link between High Wycombe and the 
M40 Junction 2, and as it runs parallel to the M40, also provides some network 
resilience for the motorway. The corridor also links to the A355 which is a key north – 
south link through the County. The convergence of these two routes generates 
significant traffic interactions, with some junctions, such as the A40/A355, at or near 
capacity.  The specific design of the scheme would follow detailed modelling. 

Taplow Station 
Access and  
Improvements 

Additional eastbound traffic 
lane on Bath Road and a 
right turn ban into Berry Hill. 

Option 15 Taplow Station and 
related to overall growth in the 
Local Plan (HELAA and other 
options)  

£0.89m-
£1.97m Desirable 

The need for this scheme is related to overall growth in the Local Plan and the Phase 3b 
modelling report outlines that it is difficult to assign the impacts to any specific site. 
Strategically, this scheme would minimise the general impact of traffic growth on A4, 
but only as part of wider improvements. Taplow Station is to become a stop on the 
new Elizabeth line and demand for this station is expected to increase, therefore any 
access improvements would positively benefit the wider area as well as the 
development sites. The TA process for the Taplow site will need to assess impacts on 
Berry Hill and the A4  in order to appreciate detailed implications and mitigations for 
the A4, which is seen as a main strategic corridor between Maidenhead and Heathrow 
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SCHEME 
NAME SCHEME DESCRIPTION 

SITE OPTIONS 
DEPENDENT FOR 

DELIVERY 
IND’ COST BCC 

RATING BCC REASON FOR RATING 

Schemes 
identified in 
Beaconsfield 
Transport 
Strategy 

Including traffic calming 
measures on several roads 
including Wattleton Rd, 
Burkes Ln, Holtspur Top Ln, 
Gregories Rd, Candlemass 
Ln, and ban of right turns at 
the A40/Broad Lane junction. 

Option 9 (East of Beaconsfield) 
and related to overall growth 
in the Local Plan (HELAA and 
other options) 

£0.7m-£1.4m Desirable 

The Phase 3b modelling report does not identify how much of traffic in the DS scenario 
in Beaconsfield town centre can be attributed to site Option 9. However, the need for 
this scheme can be attributed to overall growth in the Local Plan. Strategically, 
Beaconsfield is impacted by north - south traffic on the A355; east – west traffic on the 
A40, and through traffic from High Wycombe utilising both these routes. As a result, 
the centre of Beaconsfield suffers from significant congestion and rat-running which is 
deemed to impact the local area and economy. Schemes such as traffic calming within 
the Beaconsfield residential areas will therefore alleviate such traffic impacts.  

Improvements 
to A413/Gravel 
Hill Junction, 
Chalfont St 
Peter 

Upgrade the junction to 
improve traffic flow and 
reduce capacity constraints  

Option 7 (NSE), and Option 8 
(SE Chalfont St Peter) £360k-£990k Desirable 

Site Option 7 is the National Epilepsy Centre and specialist residential accommodation, 
and as such would be a low traffic generator, and therefore is unlikely to justify any 
improvements. However the traffic from Site Option 8 would likely impact this junction. 
However the extent to which improvements are required is uncertain (this would need 
to be considered within a Transport Assessment). It should be noted that additional 
traffic signals could also add delay to the A413 strategic link, so further assessment is 
required to ascertain the overall benefit. 

Additional 
capacity at 
A413/Joiners 
Lane 
Roundabout, 
Chalfont St 
Peter 1 

Upgrade existing roundabout 
to include an additional lane 
on approach from the 
eastern arm.  

Option 7 (NSE), and Option 8 
(SE Chalfont St Peter) 

£0.55m-
£1.33m Desirable 

Site Option 7 is the National Epilepsy Centre and specialist residential accommodation 
and as such would be a low traffic generator, and therefore is unlikely to justify any 
improvements. However the traffic from Site Option 8 would likely impact this junction. 
However the extent to which improvements are required is uncertain (this would need 
to be considered within a Transport Assessment).The modelling shows that these 
capacity improvements are not expected to add delay onto the A413, however the 
design requires careful consideration. Note - HS2 is proposing improvements which 
would need to be taken into account as part of this process. 

Additional 
capacity at 
A413/Joiners 
Lane 
Roundabout, 
Chalfont St 
Peter 2 

Upgrade existing roundabout 
to include an additional lane 
on the approach from the 
northern arm. 

Option 7 (NSE), and Option 8 
(SE Chalfont St Peter) £295k-£650k Desirable 

Site Option 7 is the National Epilepsy Centre and specialist residential accommodation 
and as such would be a low traffic generator, and therefore is unlikely to justify any 
improvements. However the traffic from Site Option 8 would likely impact this junction. 
However the extent to which improvements are required is uncertain (this would need 
to be considered within a Transport Assessment).The modelling shows that these 
capacity improvements are not expected to add delay onto the A413, however the 
design requires careful consideration. Note - HS2 is proposing improvements which 
would need to be taken into account as part of this process. 

White Lion 
Road/Stanley 
Hill 
Roundabout 
Improvements, 
Amersham 

Widening of the traffic lanes 
on the approach from A404 
Stanley Hill. 

Option 6 (Little Chalfont) £390k-£870k Desirable 

Aims to improve traffic flow along the corridor to mitigate against any adverse traffic 
impacts as a result of the development site. The 3b Modelling report identifies 64 
vehicles impact the junction at AM peak as a result of Site Option 6 - this seems 
moderate. In a detailed Transport Assessment this figure could be different and the 
resultant impact on queueing and delay would need to be demonstrated to understand 
how the operation of the junction is impacted. 
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SCHEME 
NAME SCHEME DESCRIPTION 

SITE OPTIONS 
DEPENDENT FOR 

DELIVERY 
IND’ COST BCC 

RATING BCC REASON FOR RATING 

A413/Stanley 
Hill/A355 
Roundabout 
Improvements, 
Amersham 

Widening the approach lanes 
from the A404 Stanley Hill.  

Options 4 and 5 (Amersham) 
and Option 6 (Little Chalfont) £390k-£870k Desirable 

The Phase 3b Modelling report identifies a relatively low number of development trips 
from Site Options 4, 5 and 6 impacting the roundabout. However this scheme would 
improve traffic flow along the A404 corridor to mitigate against any adverse traffic 
impacts as a result of the combination of the 3 development sites. Note - HS2 is 
proposing improvements which would need to be taken into account as part of this 
process. 

Capacity 
improvements 
at the 
Hazlemere 
Crossroads 

Double roundabout to be 
upgraded to include two lane 
approaches on all arms. 

Option 2 (Holmer Green) £0.79m-
£1.79m Desirable 

The Phase 3b Modelling report indicates a moderate increase in travel time on the 
approach to the junction (Amersham road) and on Park Lane as a result of trips from 
Site Option 2. Local junction modelling will be needed at planning application stage to 
determine the full impact of the reported delay and inform scheme design. The latest 
position on the Wycombe Local Plan and its evidence on transport will also need to be 
taken into consideration. 

Junction 
improvements 
at Potkiln Lane, 
Beaconsfield. 

Junction improvements at 
Potkiln Lane, Beaconsfield. 

Option 9 (East of 
Beaconsfield), and related to 
overall growth in the Local 
Plan (HELAA and other 
options) 

£215k-£600k Desirable 

This scheme would relieve congestion and queuing on Potkiln Lane.  Currently traffic 
uses Longbottom Lane / Ledborough Lane to avoid Potkiln Lane junction during peak 
periods. Therefore, improving Potkiln Lane will create effective mitigation for 
Longbottom Lane, especially if also providing improved access onto the A40 (related to 
Site Option 9). This scheme does not directly relate to the traffic impacts from any 
particular single development site, but strategic need could be related to overall growth 
in the Local Plan. 

Hazlemere - 
Queensway 
Link and 
Eastern Dene/ 
A404 

Improvements to provide 
new roundabout. Option 2 (Holmer Green) £1.67m-

£3.38m Desirable 

This is a congestion improvement scheme. With the Preferred Green Belt Site Options 
in place the modelling shows that there are travel time increases on Amersham Road 
and Park Lane as a result of traffic reassignment and the additional demand flow 
generated by the new development, especially from Site Option 2. The full extent of the 
impact on this junction and the scheme design will need to be determined by a 
Transport Assessment. The latest position on the Wycombe Local Plan and its evidence 
on transport will also need to be taken into consideration. 

Sustainable 
transport 
schemes 

Improvements to public 
transport/walking and cycling 
links to improve sustainable 
transport options between 
employment, services, 
housing and onward travel 
options to encourage healthy 
communities 

Relevant to all options and 
HELAA sites, associated with 
the level of development and 
s106 reasonableness tests 

TBC Desirable 

Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
District. Strategically focusing cycling and walking improvements on short trips (less 
than 2km) to employment / education or to other key transport interchanges. Longer 
trips could benefit from improved public transport infrastructure, where routes are 
available/justified. 

Sustainable 
transport 
schemes in Iver 

Improvements to pedestrian, 
cycling and bus infrastructure  

All options in Iver - 12 , 13 and 
14 TBC Desirable Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the area. 

(as recommended in the Iver Traffic and Transport Study, 2016) 
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SCHEME 
NAME SCHEME DESCRIPTION 

SITE OPTIONS 
DEPENDENT FOR 

DELIVERY 
IND’ COST BCC 

RATING BCC REASON FOR RATING 

Rail station 
capacity 
enhancements 

Capacity and access 
improvements to railway 
stations including measures 
to enhance links to other 
sustainable transport 

Related to overall growth in 
the Local Plan (HELAA and 
other options) 

TBC Desirable 
Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
Districts. Improving access to the Chiltern Railway and/or London Underground links 
into London and other connections from and within Bucks.  

Parking at 
stations 

Improvements to parking 
facilities at Gerrard’s Cross 
and Beaconsfield Stations 

Related to overall growth in 
the Local Plan (HELAA and 
other options) 

TBC Desirable 

Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
Districts. Improving car and cycle parking would encourage greater use of the Chiltern 
Railway and/or London Underground. The implications of changes to parking at stations 
should be assessed in order to ensure that traffic reallocation impacts are minimised.   

London 
Underground 
station capacity 
enhancements 

Improving Chesham Station 
Interchange to improve 
sustainable transport options 

Related to overall growth in 
the Local Plan (HELAA and 
other options) 

TBC Desirable 
Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
Districts. Improving car and cycle parking and bus facilities would encourage greater use 
of the London Underground line.  

Electric vehicle 
charging 
infrastructure 

Charging Points and 
Infrastructure for electric 
vehicles in town centres, 
new employment areas and 
other appropriate locations 

Related to overall growth in 
the Local Plan (HELAA and 
other options) 

TBC Desirable Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
Districts. 

Bus Stops and 
PT 
Infrastructure 

Bus stop infrastructure and 
RTPI for Option 1 (NE 
Chesham) 

Option 1 (NE Chesham) £25k Desirable Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
Districts through promotion and improved access to the public transport network. 

Bus stop infrastructure and 
RTPI for Option 2 (Holmer 
Green) 

Option 2 (Holmer Green) £25k Desirable Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
Districts through promotion and improved access to the public transport network. 

Upgrading of bus stops on 
London Rd West to include 
shelters and RTPI displays 

Option 4 (London Rd West) £30k Desirable Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
Districts through promotion and improved access to the public transport network. 

Upgrading of bus stops on 
Whielden St. to include 
shelters and RTPI displays 

Option 5 (Whielden St) £20k Desirable Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
Districts through promotion and improved access to the public transport network. 

Bus stop infrastructure and 
RTPI displays Option 6 (Little Chalfont) £60k Desirable Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 

Districts through promotion and improved access to the public transport network. 
Bus stop infrastructure to 
serve Option 7 (NSE) Option 7 (NSE) £30k Desirable Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 

Districts through promotion and improved access to the public transport network. 
Bus stop infrastructure with 
RTPI displays to serve 
Option 8 (SE Chalfont St 
Peter) 

Option 8 (SE Chalfont St 
Peter) £45k Desirable Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 

Districts through promotion and improved access to the public transport network. 
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SCHEME 
NAME SCHEME DESCRIPTION 

SITE OPTIONS 
DEPENDENT FOR 

DELIVERY 
IND’ COST BCC 

RATING BCC REASON FOR RATING 

Bus stop infrastructure and 
RTPI displays to serve 
Option 9 (East of 
Beaconsfield) 

Option 9 (East of Beaconsfield) £60k Desirable Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
Districts through promotion and improved access to the public transport network. 

Bus stop infrastructure and 
RTPI displays to serve 
Option 10 (North of 
Denham Roundabout) 

Option 10 (North of Denham 
Roundabout) £23k-£28k Desirable Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 

Districts through promotion and improved access to the public transport network. 

Improvements to existing 
bus stops or provision of 
new stops including RTPI 
displays and shelters to serve 
Option 12 (W of Iver Heath) 

Option 12 (W of Iver Heath) £35k Desirable Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
Districts through promotion and improved access to the public transport network. 

Bus interchange for Iver 
Railway Station Option 13 (N Iver Station) TBC Desirable Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 

Districts through promotion and improved access to the public transport network. 
Improved bus stop 
infrastructure and RTPI 
displays to serve Option 13 
(N Iver Station) 

Option 13 (N Iver Station) £20k-£30k Desirable Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
Districts through promotion and improved access to the public transport network. 

Improved bus stop 
infrastructure to provide 
shelters and RTPI displays to 
serve Option 14 (E of 
Ridgeway Business Park) 

Option 14 (E of Ridgeway 
Business Park) £30k Desirable Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 

Districts through promotion and improved access to the public transport network. 

Small bus/rail interchange 
point with shelter and RTPI 
to serve Option 15 

Option 15 (Taplow Station)  TBC Desirable Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
Districts through promotion and improved access to the public transport network. 

Gore Hill 
Roundabout 
Improvements 
- Amersham 

Capacity improvements at 
the junction including a new 
left turn slip from the A355 
south. 

Options 4 /  5 (Amersham) and 
Option 6 (Little Chalfont), 
related to overall growth in the 
Local Plan (HELAA and other 
options) 

£100k-£220k Necessary 

Site Options 4 and 5 are relatively small sites and will have low traffic generation. The 
Phase 3b Modelling Report identifies a negligible impact from Site Option 6 at the 
junction. However this is a key arterial route between Amersham and M40 and forms 
an intersection between Amersham and the north – south A355 corridor and so 
improvements are needed even with this level of estimated flow. Note - HS2 is 
proposing some improvements which would need to be taken into account as part of 
this process. 

Little Chalfont - 
Burtons Lane 
Junction 
Improvements 

Replace current priority 
junction with mini 
roundabout.  

Option 6 (Little Chalfont) £40k-£90k Necessary 
This is a congestion improvement scheme.  It is anticipated that Site Option 6 will have 
an access onto Burtons Lane, and as such development traffic would directly impact this 
junction. Improvements to this junction will therefore likely be needed. 
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SCHEME 
NAME SCHEME DESCRIPTION 

SITE OPTIONS 
DEPENDENT FOR 

DELIVERY 
IND’ COST BCC 

RATING BCC REASON FOR RATING 

Ledborough 
Lane / 
Longbottom 
Lane 
Roundabout, 
Beaconsfield 1 

Existing staggered priority 
junctions to be replaced with 
a four arm roundabout with 
two lane approaches and a 
two lane circulatory. 

Option 9 (East of 
Beaconsfield), plus other 
HELAA sites 

£1.67m-
£3.38m Necessary 

There may be road safety issues associated with Beaconsfield development sites and 
mitigation schemes routing traffic along the A355 and through Beaconsfield town 
centre. This mitigation is particularly linked to the Potkiln lane improvement junction 
which would enable traffic to access the A40 / M40 corridors and assist in diverting 
traffic away from Beaconsfield town centre onto the A355 north – south corridor. It is 
difficult to ascertain from the modelling (see Phase 3b Modelling Report) what level 
traffic from Site Option 9 would route through the town. This will need to be assessed 
within a Transport Assessment through detailed modelling. If traffic volumes were 
deemed to be significant through the town this would need to be mitigated.  

Ledborough 
Lane / 
Longbottom 
Lane 
Roundabout, 
Beaconsfield 2 

Left turn filter lane on new 
roundabout from 
Ledborough Lane to the 
A355. 

Option 9 (East of 
Beaconsfield), plus other 
HELAA sites 

£250k-£550k Necessary 

There may be road safety issues associated with Beaconsfield development sites and 
mitigation schemes routing traffic along the A355 and through Beaconsfield town 
centre. This mitigation is particularly linked to the Potkiln lane improvement junction 
which would enable traffic to access the A40 / M40 corridors and assist in diverting 
traffic away from Beaconsfield town centre onto the A355 north – south corridor. It is 
difficult to ascertain from the modelling (see Phase 3b Modelling Report) what level 
traffic from Site Option 9 would route through the town. This will need to be assessed 
within a Transport Assessment through detailed modelling. If traffic volumes were 
deemed to be significant through the town this would need to be mitigated in 
conjunction with the Ledborough Lane / Longbottom Lane scheme, Beaconsfield 1. 

Capacity 
improvements 
at Pyebush 
Roundabout, 
Beaconsfield 1 

Upgrades to include a new 
left turn filter lane from 
A40E to A355S, an additional 
lane on approach from 
A40W and an additional lane 
on approach from A355 
relief road. 

Option 9 (East of 
Beaconsfield), plus other 
HELAA sites 

£1.03m-
£2.29m Necessary 

This scheme would improve access to the site and aims to improve traffic flow to the 
M40. The Phase 3b Modelling report states that 'The Area East of Beaconsfield Option 
contributes a large amount of additional traffic at the roundabout due to its close 
proximity to the junction, particularly on the approach from the north'. However a 
proportion of the increase in traffic is also generated from other Local Plan 
development sites'.  On this basis it seems likely the development will need to deliver 
part/all of the recommended improvements.  How much the development will impact 
on this junction will be determined within a Transport Assessment. 

Capacity 
improvements 
at Pyebush 
Roundabout, 
Beaconsfield 2 

Additional lane on approach 
from A355(S). 

Option 9 (East of 
Beaconsfield), plus other 
HELAA sites 

£330k-£870k Necessary 

This scheme aims to improve traffic flow on approach from A355S and traffic flow to 
the M40 J2. The Phase 3b Modelling report states that 'The Area East of Beaconsfield 
Option contributes a large amount of additional traffic at the roundabout due to its 
close proximity to the junction, particularly on the approach from the north'. However 
a proportion of the increase in traffic is also generated from other Local Plan 
development sites'.  On this basis it seems likely the development will need to deliver 
part/all of the recommended improvements.  How much the development will impact 
on this junction will be determined within a Transport Assessment. 
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SCHEME 
NAME SCHEME DESCRIPTION 

SITE OPTIONS 
DEPENDENT FOR 

DELIVERY 
IND’ COST BCC 

RATING BCC REASON FOR RATING 

Junction 
improvements 
of the 
A416/Park Rd 
Roundabout, 
Chesham 

Junction improvements of 
the A416/Park Rd 
Roundabout, Chesham 

Option 1 (NE Chesham), plus 
other HELAA sites 

£720k-
£1.98m Necessary 

This scheme aims to improve traffic flow through Chesham, which is severely congested 
at peak times. Potentially relieves bottle necks in the town centre. Junction capacity 
improvement needed, choice of improvement to be confirmed. The Phase 3b Modelling 
report identifies The Greenbelt Site Options and HELAA sites result in approximately 
130 additional two-ways trips on the A416 in the AM peak.  Observing the direction of 
travel of new trips within the current strategic modelling it appears that impacts from a 
significant proportion of these trips at this site are not directly generated by Site Option 
1. It is therefore suggested that further detailed modelling is required as part of site 
development in order to appreciate these causal impacts (Transport Assessment). 

Widening of A4 
Bath Road and 
signal 
optimisation of 
A4 / 
Huntercombe 
Lane Junction, 
Burnham 

Widening of carriageway and 
roundabout to two lanes in 
both directions, signal 
timings to be improved. 

Option 15 (Taplow Station) 
and related to overall growth 
in the Local Plan (HELAA and 
other options) 

£725k-
£1.63m Necessary 

The A4 is a key transport corridor providing links between Maidenhead, Slough and 
South Bucks and it is severely congested at peak times. This scheme potentially relieves 
congestion problems due to background traffic growth by increasing capacity. The Phase 
3b Modelling report states that the observed travel time impacts are directly linked to 
the flow on the Bath road as a result of additional development, in particular Site 
Option 15.  The modelling estimates the Site Option 15 generates 115 development 
trips through the junction in the AM peak, which results in significant travel time 
increases. This will need to be considered in detail within a Transport Assessment. 

Junction 
improvements 
to A416/Broad 
St Junction, 
Chesham 

Junction improvements to 
A416/Broad St Junction, 
Chesham 

Related to overall growth in 
the Local Plan (HELAA and 
other options) 

£720k-
£1.98m Necessary 

This scheme aims to improve traffic flow through Chesham and potentially relieves 
bottle necks in the town centre. However, this cannot be directly linked to any of the 
Site Options. 

A412 
Improvements 
at the Five 
Points 
Roundabout, 
Iver 

A412 Improvements at the 
Five Points Roundabout, Iver  

Related to overall growth in 
the Local Plan (HELAA and 
other options) 

TBC Necessary 

The A412 is a critical strategic link and is a key link for the surrounding area (Iver 
Heath, Iver and beyond to Denham and Slough).  This scheme addressed traffic impact 
of Local Plan developments in addition to current baseline traffic conditions, including 
opportunities for it to benefit / support other transport improvements proposed in the 
Iver area associated with the Local Plan, e.g. as part of the wider context for the Iver 
relief road.  
 
Note: Whilst currently this scheme is committed to be delivered through the 
Pinewood S106 agreement, consideration has been made which supports 
Pinewood to investigate and submit a planning application to open and upgrade 
Seven Hills Road as an alternative. Therefore the Five Points Roundabout 
improvements may not be delivered as a committed scheme.  It is possible the 
local plan sites may achieve a proportionately small funding contribution towards 
this scheme and as a consequence, the scheme would remain undelivered within 
the local plan period.   Given the financial significance of the Five Points 
signalisation scheme; BCC’s view is that the scheme should be delivered under the 
CIL regime. 
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SCHEME 
NAME SCHEME DESCRIPTION 

SITE OPTIONS 
DEPENDENT FOR 

DELIVERY 
IND’ COST BCC 

RATING BCC REASON FOR RATING 

Enhancements 
to bus routes 

Diversion of bus route 730 Option 1 (NE Chesham) TBC Necessary 
Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
District. This scheme is needed to mitigate the impact of the development, where there 
isn’t an attractive level of service at present. 

15-20 minute frequency 
service Monday to Friday to 
serve Option 2 (Holmer 
Green), possibly through 
extension of routes 1, 31 or 
48 

Option 2 (Holmer Green) £360k, over 5 
year period Necessary 

Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
District. This scheme is needed to mitigate the impact of the development, where there 
isn’t an attractive level of service at present. 

Extension of bus routes 
71/73 or 336 to provide 20-
30 minute frequency service 
Monday to Saturday 

Option 6 (Little Chalfont) 
£520k, over a 

5-8 year 
period 

Necessary 
Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
District. This scheme is needed to mitigate the impact of the development, where there 
isn’t an attractive level of service at present. 

Enhance and extend bus 
route 335 

Option 7 (NSE) and Option 8 
(SE Chalfont St Peter) £180k-£250k Necessary 

Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
District. This scheme is needed to mitigate the impact of the development, where there 
isn’t an attractive level of service at present. 

20-30 minute frequency 
service to Beaconsfield 
Town Centre, Station and 
High Wycombe, either 
through extension of existing 
service 336 or provision of 
new service 

Option 9 (East of Beaconsfield) 
£900k, over a 

5-10 year 
period 

Necessary 
Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
District. This scheme is needed to mitigate the impact of the development, where there 
isn’t an attractive level of service at present. 

Significant enhancement of 
bus route 583 to a 30-60 
minute frequency service 
Monday to Friday to serve 
Option 13 (N Iver Station) 
and Option 14 (E of 
Ridgeway Business Park) 

Option 13 (N Iver Station) and 
Option 14 (E of Ridgeway 
Business Park) 

£490k, over a 
5-8 year 
period 

Necessary 
Aims to improve the sustainable travel options of people living and working in the 
District. This scheme is needed to mitigate the impact of the development, where there 
isn’t an attractive level of service at present. 
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APPENDIX 2 

Transport Mitigation Schemes linked to Local Plan Site allocations (previously Green Belt 
Preferred Site Options) 

SITE 
ALLOCATION/  
GREEN BELT 
PREFERRED 
OPTION 

BCC TRANSPORT EXPECTED REQUIREMENTS  GROUP AREA 

Site SP BP 2  
Chesham 
(Option 1) 
 

Diversion of 730 interurban bus route  PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Bus stop infrastructure and Real Time information displays (£25,000) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Potential to create a walking and cycling link onto the publicly maintained highway along 
Hillcroft Road where practicable.  

SUSTAINABLE 
TRANSPORT 

Retention of existing footpath alignment HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Upgrade footpath CHS/37/1 to bridleway in order to allow cycling from the Option 
into Hilltop and onward to Chesham Town Centre where practicable. 

HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Potential junction and highway improvements of the A416 / Park Road roundabout in 
Chesham to assist mitigate traffic impacts. Further detailed modelling is required as part 
of site development in order to appreciate causal impacts of traffic 

HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is acceptable and access by all modes can 
be achieved.   TA DEVELOPMENT 

Site SP BP 3 
Holmer Green 
(Option 2)  

Bus stop infrastructure and Real Time information displays (£25,000) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Modification of existing bus routes (1, 31 or 48), and subsidy (£360,000) over a 5-yr 
period to achieve 15-20 min frequency service Mon – Sat PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Hazlemere - Queensway Link and Eastern Dene / A404 (£1.67m-£3.38m) HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Capacity improvements at the Hazlemere Crossroads (£0.79m-£1.79m) HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is acceptable and access by all modes can 
be achieved.   TA DEVELOPMENT 

Site SP BP 4  
Amersham Old 
Town -  London 
Road West  
(Option 4) 

Upgrade bus stops on London Rd West to include shelters and RTPI displays (£30,000) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Ensure good walking access to bus stops on Gore Hill and London Road West, 
including suitable crossing facilities 

HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

A413/Stanley Hill/A355 Roundabout Improvements, Amersham (£390k - £870k) HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Pedestrian footway improvements HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Gore Hill Roundabout Improvements – Amersham (£100k - £220k) HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Retention of footpaths AMS/18 and AMS/17/1 along existing alignments to link residents 
with Amersham Old Town and the train station 

HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is acceptable and access by all modes can 
be achieved.   TA DEVELOPMENT 

Site SP BP 5  
Amersham Old 
Town – South 
East of 
Whielden Street 
(Option 5) 

Upgrade existing bus stops on Whielden St to include RTPI displays (£20,000) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

A413/Stanley Hill/A355 Roundabout Improvements, Amersham (£390k - £870k) HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Gore Hill Roundabout Improvements – Amersham (£100k - £220k) HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Pedestrian footway improvements HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is acceptable and access by all modes can 
be achieved.   TA DEVELOPMENT 

Site SP BP 6  
Little Chalfont 
(Option 6) 

Modification of existing bus routes (71/73 or 336) and subsidy (£520,000) over a 5 to 8-
yr period to achieve 20-30 minute frequency service Mon to Sat  PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Bus stop infrastructure and Real Time information displays (£60,000) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Footway/cycleway to link with nearby station and other local amenities SUSTAINABLE 
TRANSPORT 

White Lion Road/Stanley Hill Roundabout Improvements, Amersham (£390k-£870k) HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
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SITE 
ALLOCATION/  
GREEN BELT 
PREFERRED 
OPTION 

BCC TRANSPORT EXPECTED REQUIREMENTS  GROUP AREA 

Little Chalfont - Burtons Lane Junction Improvements – Introduction of a Mini 
Roundabout (£40k – £90k) 

HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

A413/Stanley Hill/A355 Roundabout Improvements, Amersham (£390k - £870k) HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Access to provide 5.5m wide carriageway with separate 3m wide shared 
footway/cycleway 

HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Widening of Lodge Lane and implementation of priority scheme under existing railway 
bridge IF employment use is intensified 

HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Gore Hill Roundabout Improvements – Amersham (£100k - £220k) HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is acceptable and access by all modes can 
be achieved.   TA DEVELOPMENT 

Site SP BP 7   
Chalfont St 
Peter - North 
East  
(Option 7) 

Enhance and extend existing bus service (335) (£180,000 - £250,000) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Provision of bus infrastructure close to dwellings (£30,000) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Improvements to A413/Gravel Hill Junction, Chalfont St Peter (£360k-£990k) HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Additional capacity at A413/Joiners Lane Roundabout, Chalfont St Peter (Eastern Arm 
£0.55m - £1.33m: Northern Arm £295k - £650k) 

HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Pedestrian footway improvements i.e. Improvements to footpaths CSP/7/1 and 
CSP/12/1 

HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is acceptable and access by all modes can 
be achieved.   TA DEVELOPMENT 

Site SP BP 8  
Chalfont St 
Peter – South 
East  
(Option 8) 

Enhance and extend existing bus service 335 (£180,000 - £250,000) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Provision of bus stops with shelters and RTPI (£45,000) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Speed limit reduction along Denham Lane HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Improvements to A413/Gravel Hill Junction, Chalfont St Peter (£360k-£990k) HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Additional capacity at A413/Joiners Lane Roundabout, Chalfont St Peter (Eastern Arm 
£0.55m - £1.33m: Northern Arm £295k - £650k) 

HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Pedestrian footway improvements i.e. Retention of footpaths CSP/26/1 and CSP/47/1 HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is acceptable and access by all modes can 
be achieved.   TA DEVELOPMENT 

Site SP BP 9 
Beaconsfield 
(Option 9) 

Provision of a new bus service to Beaconsfield Town Centre, Station and  High 
Wycombe or extension of existing service 336 PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Suitable access for buses into, through and from the option PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Subsidy (£900,000) over a 5-10 year period to provide a 20-30 minute frequency bus 
service Monday to Saturday PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Bus stop infrastructure and Real Time information displays (£60,000) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Provision of a walking / cycling link to Seer Green SUSTAINABLE 
TRANSPORT 

Suitable junctions to be designed to serve the development from the strategic highway 
i.e. additional development access point (£0.84m-£1.69m); all movements priority 
junction on A40 (£420k-£840k) and Junction improvements at Potkiln Lane, 
Beaconsfield (£215k - £600k). 

HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Beaconsfield Transport Strategy schemes inc. traffic calming measures and right turn 
bans on several roads. (£0.7m - £1.4m) 

HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Ledborough Lane / Longbottom Lane Roundabout, Beaconsfield - Existing staggered 
priority junctions to be replaced with a four arm roundabout with two lane approaches 
and a two lane circulatory (£1.67m - £3.38m) and Left turn filter lane on new 
roundabout from Ledborough Lane to the A355 (£250k - £550k) 

HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Capacity improvements at Pyebush Roundabout, Beaconsfield - Upgrades to include a 
new left turn filter lane from A40E to A355S, an additional lane on approach from 
A40W and an additional lane on approach from A355 relief road (£1.03 - £2.29m) and 
Additional lane on approach from A355(S) (£330k - £870k) 

HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Upgrading of footpath BEA/17/1 and BEA/44 to provide a cycling route HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
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SITE 
ALLOCATION/  
GREEN BELT 
PREFERRED 
OPTION 

BCC TRANSPORT EXPECTED REQUIREMENTS  GROUP AREA 

Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is acceptable and access by all modes can 
be achieved.   TA DEVELOPMENT 

Site SP BP 10  
Iver Heath 
(Option 12) 

Provision of a 30 minute service to Slough and Uxbridge (£350,000 over 3-5 years) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Sustainable transport schemes in Iver - Improvements to pedestrian, cycling and bus 
infrastructure 

SUSTAINABLE 
TRANSPORT 

Site design to minimise walking distances to Church Road, or to access via Longstone 
Road for Pinewood Shuttle bus 

HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Improvements to existing bus stops or provision of new stops including RTPI and 
shelters (£35,000) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Pedestrian footway improvements i.e. Retention of footpath IVE/4/2 HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Iver Relief Road (Approx. £38m) HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Provision of a link to Black Park with a commuted sum towards maintenance of trails HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is acceptable and access by all modes can 
be achieved.   TA DEVELOPMENT 

Site SP BP 11 
N of Iver Station 
(Option 13) 

Significant enhancement to existing bus route 583 to achieve 30-60 minute frequency 
service Monday to Saturday (£490,000 over 5-8 years) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Possible bus interchange at rail station and wider parking restrictions PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Improved bus stop infrastructure and Real Time information displays (£20,000 - 
£30,000) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Sustainable transport schemes in Iver - Improvements to pedestrian, cycling and bus 
infrastructure e.g. provision of a direct walking and cycling link to Iver train station 

SUSTAINABLE 
TRANSPORT 

Iver Relief Road (approx. £38m) HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Improvements to footpaths IVE/15A/1 and IVE/17 HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is acceptable and access by all modes can 
be achieved.   TA DEVELOPMENT 

Site SP BP 12  
E Ridgeway 
Business Park 
Iver 
(Option 14) 

Extension of 30mph speed limit HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Sustainable transport schemes in Iver - Improvements to pedestrian, cycling and bus 
infrastructure 

SUSTAINABLE 
TRANSPORT 

Proportional contribution to bus route serving Option 13 PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Improvements to nearest bus stops to provide shelters and RTPI (£30,000) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Pedestrian footway improvements i.e. Improvements to footpaths IVE/30/2 HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Iver Relief Road (approx. £38m) HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is acceptable and access by all modes can 
be achieved.   TA DEVELOPMENT 

Site SP BP 13 
North of 
Denham 
Roundabout 
(Option 10) 

Reduction of speed limit along Denham Court Drive HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Possible diversion of service 581 (£50,000 over 3-5 years) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Possible bus stop shelter on site (£8,000) and upgrades to bus stops on A40 to include 
RTPI (£15,000-£20,000) PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is acceptable and access by all modes can 
be achieved.   TA DEVELOPMENT 

Site SP BP 14  
Adjacent to 
Taplow Station 
(Option 15) 

Site design to facilitate bus access to/from station, and to include small bus/rail 
interchange point with shelter and RTPI PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

Taplow Station highway access and improvements (£0.89m-£1.97m) HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Widening of A4 Bath Road and signal optimisation of A4 / Huntercombe Lane Junction, 
Burnham (£725k-£1.63m) 

HIGHWAY and 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Transport Assessment to demonstrate impact is acceptable and access by all modes can 
be achieved.   TA DEVELOPMENT 
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GREEN BELT 
PREFERRED 
OPTION 

BCC TRANSPORT EXPECTED REQUIREMENTS  GROUP AREA 

Please Note: 

1.     Public transport comments are made irrespective of any specific service operators on the routes referred to and should not be 
interpreted as a preference for a particular operator 
2.     The PUBLIC TRANSPORT comments are based on conditions as at mid-2018 and are therefore subject to change 
3. In a few cases the mitigations apply to more than one site. In these cases the Councils’ Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) has been used to 
provide an indicative cost on a pro-rata basis for each site allocation alongside other infrastructure costs. Please refer to Appendix 2 of the 
IDP for more information. More detailed information on the cost of mitigations will arise at a later stage as a result of the TA process. 

 

 


