
    

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

     

      

 

  

    

  

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

            

 

      

 

            

               

                

            

EXAMINA ION IN PUBLIC OF 

 HE BASINGS OKE & DEANE LOCAL PLAN 

FUR HER SUBMISSION 

ON BEHALF OF 

 HE BASINGS OKE 

SOU H-WES AC ION GROUP (SWAG) 

Hearing Session(s): Issue 9 –  ransport - Fiveways Junction 

Hearing Dates: 11 November 2015 

Addressing: Inspector’s Questions 19.1.3 Is the proposed improvement of the Fiveways 

junction at Kempshott justified; will the increased capacity cater for likely traffic flows up to 

2029; and how user-friendly will it be for both pedestrians and cyclists? Links with MF23 work 

requested by Inspector at Manydown session on 20 October and 5 November 
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EXAMINA ION IN PUBLIC OF 

 HE BASINGS OKE & DEANE LOCAL PLAN 

FUR HER SUBMISSION OF MICHAEL HENRY BSc CEng MICE 

ON BEHALF OF 

 HE BASINGS OKE SOU H-WES AC ION GROUP (SWAG) 

Covering objections to  ransport Assessment and Sustainability of proposed allocation at 

Area 6A Manydown Policy SS3.10 Clause ‘u’. 

Introduction 

1.1 This additi nal evidence  n behalf  f SWAG updates up my previ us submissi n 

(PS/04/56/e 30 Oct ber 2015) relating t  traffic assessments  f the signal c ntr lled 

juncti n kn wn as ‘Fiveways Juncti n’ between Pack Lane, Buckskin Lane and Kempsh tt 

Lane. My update resp nds specifically t  the J int Technical N te by the LHA LPA and 

SS3.10 Area 6A pr m ters dated 06 N vember 2015
1
; and acc rdingly the f ll wing text is 

referenced t  the paragraph numbering  f that d cument. F r c mpleteness I request that 

my new evidence (this d cument) and my previ us evidence  n the matter (PS/04/56/e) 

are read t gether. 

1.2 Given the very late and piecemeal way in which the auth rities and site pr m ters have 

prepared and submitted evidence t  this L cal Plan EiP, I have been unable t  discuss  r 

clarify with them the many technical queries arising fr m the data pr vided, n r have I 

been able t   btain a g  d deal  f essential data that their published d cuments  mit. I 

have theref re been unable t  agree any c mm n gr und ahead  f the EiP discussi ns 

pr grammed f r Wednesday 11 N vember. I ap l gise f r this unsatisfact ry situati n 

which arises entirely as a c nsequence  f acti ns bey nd my,  r SWAG’s, ability t  c ntr l. 

1.3 In these c mments I refer t  the current pr p sals f r the juncti n as being sh wn  n 

AECOM drawing FIVE-ACH-00-SK-CE-00002 P1. AECOM’s latest rep rt als  refers t  

drawing FIVE-ACH-00-SK-CE-00005 P1 (issued 06 n vember2015), which fr m my reading 

sh ws the same carriageway impr vements but is different  nly in as much as it adds n tes 

and sh ws the highway b undary surr unding the juncti n. 

1
PS/0 /23 a0 – c) 
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Summary and Conclusions 

2.1 All parties t  this EiP agree that impr vements are required at this busy b ttleneck t  

acc mm date adjacent devel pment pr p sals. There are h wever numer us 

straightf rward err rs inc nsistencies and impracticalities in the current r ad scheme 

submitted t  this EiP which render it uns und n t  nly in terms  f its traffic capacity 

analysis but als  its sustainability f r pedestrians and cyclists, as well as the physical ability 

t  build the pr p sed lay ut with ut rec urse t  adj ining third party land  wnership. 

2.2 Theref re despite the p st fact  rati nalisati n n w being undertaken t  supp rt the draft 

all cati n  f 300 h uses at Area 6A, I remain  f the view that the p tential f r deliverable 

traffic capacity impr vements at Fiveways juncti n, c nsistent with LP p licies f r 

accessibility and sustainability, still remains pr blematic. 

2.3 I submit theref re that the L cal Plan sh uld either delete Area 6A fr m its draft h using 

all cati n,  r at the very least p licy SS3.10 u) sh uld be drafted circumspectly t  rec gnise 

that the am unt  f any residential devel pment pr p sed  n Area 6A  ff Pack Lane sh uld 

be pr scribed by the degree t  which a dem nstrably deliverable package  f r ad 

impr vements can be pr vided at Fiveways by the Area 6A. These w rks sh uld be 

designed in a manner that enhances traffic capacity sufficiently with ut c mpr mise t  

pedestrian and cycle cr ssing facilities. 

2.4 At present even if the Fiveways juncti n pr p sals n w put f rward  n behalf  f the 

pr m ters  f Area 6A are accepted as feasible and deliverable n  transp rt case has yet 

been made t  justify m re than 300 h uses  n this land. At the very least theref re P licy 

SS3.10 u) sh uld be curtailed t  limit Area 6A t  a yield  f “no more than 300 units.” 

2.5 If Area 6A is t  be devel ped the LP sh uld als  clarify the intenti ns f r vehicular access t  

the site thr ugh D rset Crescent. 
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 raffic Data and Modelling 

3.1 The f ll wing c mments refer t  the J int Technical N te dated 06 N vember by HCC 

entitled “BDBC L cal Plan Examinati n Fiveways Juncti n Update.”
2 

3.2 Para 7  f HCC’s N te is misleadingly inc rrect in implying that the manual traffic c unts 

undertaken  n 09 September at Fiveways are fully c nsistent with DfT guidance in webTAG 

Unit M1.2 Data S urces and Surveys. The precise guidance given in para 3.3.6  f that 

d cument specifically excludes dates in September inv lving sch  l h lidays  r return t  

sch  l weeks. (my underlining); I have previ usly n ted the start  f term times (para 1.30, 

PS/04/56/e)  f the l cal sixth f rm c llege and  f BC T which b th  ccurred in the week  f 

the AECOM survey. I d  n t kn w the impact that this has  n the base data used by AECOM 

but as als  n te previ usly I suspect that neither HCC n r AECOM have either. 

3.3 The difficulty I have with clarificati n given in para 8  f PS/05/23 a) ab ut the c nfusi n in 

the  riginal AECOM rep rt between design years 2017 and 2021 is that fr m the published 

data there is abs lutely n  way  f checking its veracity. AECOM have still t  pr vide the 

traffic numbers, let al ne the build up  n which all it subsequent interim design year signal 

analyses are based. 

3.4 M re generally, I am surprised that such an  bvi us discrepancy  r c nfusi n ab ut which 

year was t  be tested in the AECOM rep rt was either all wed t  g  entirely unn ticed 

until I p inted it  ut,  r that neither AECOM n r HCC th ught t  clarify matters in their 

 riginal texts. Either way it d es n t p int t  a particularly careful examinati n by HCC 

ahead  f its rapid end rsement (16 Oct ber 2015)  f the AECOM rep rt c mpleted the 

previ us day. 

3.5 The latest technical n te repr duces the  riginal AECOM capacity assessment  f present 

day c nditi ns (Table 1) based  n 2015 traffic data and n w pr vides a revised summary 

table (Tables 2) f r 2021 t  replace that  f Table 6 in the earlier rep rt. It als  gives a new 

summary assessment (Table 3) f r the 2029 scenari , all with the assumpti n that Area 6A 

is devel ped and delivers impr vements t  Fiveways Juncti n. 

3.6 Other than n ting the rem val  f the previ us 11% leakage  f site generated traffic thr ugh 

D rset Crescent, which self evidently w uld increase traffic thr ugh the juncti n, n  full 

explanati n is given as t  why the LINSIG assessment c ncluded in Oct ber f r 2021 differs 

fr m that undertaken a few weeks later. N tably I cann t explain why the “headline” 

2
PS/0 /23 a) 
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practical reserve capacity (PRC) in b th peak h urs has impr ved slightly by ab ut 1% 

between the tw  tables 

3.7 Unf rtunately, I am unable t  verify any  f the findings in these tables, and in this regard I 

suggest that unless it is privy t  unpublished data I am in exactly the same p siti n as HCC, 

because n ne  f the AECOM w rk pr vides any  f the underlying traffic numbers  r  ther 

input parameters used in any  f their LINSIG assessments. This is imp rtant because 

with ut the  pp rtunity t  undertake a th r ugh independent scrutiny  f these data, 

which I suspect HCC has yet t  d , it is imp ssible t  accept that they present a r bust 

analysis  f future c nditi ns. 

3.8 The uncertainties I have ab ut the r bustness  f the assessments bef re this EiP are 

reinf rced when I examine the entirety  f the evidence base available t  this EiP, which 

includes the  riginal w rk by PB set  ut in pages 106-109  f the LP Transp rt Assessment
3
. 

In d ing s  I am struck by the wide variati n in the m delled  utc mes presented f r 

Fiveways Juncti n. Capacity assessments f r the juncti n are repeatedly presented with 

great precisi n  nly t  be then discarded in fav ur  f new m re recent f recasts claimed t  

be the  utc me  f better input data. 

3.9 Refinement  f traffic f recasts is n rmal as part  f a r bust assessment pr cess but I am 

n t persuaded in this case that these changes, presented with abs lutely n  supp rting 

data t  all w any ne t  validate its c nclusi ns, give adequate c nfidence  n which t  base 

the present LP p licies f r Area 6A. 

3.10 The Inspect r and th se like me seeking t  scrutinise the evidence as presented are 

theref re faced at this late stage  f the EiP pr cess with n   ther ch ice than t  simply 

trust the c nclusi ns reached by the c nsultants unreservedly. I express n  d ubts ab ut 

the integrity  f th se inv lved in this but it is clearly an unsatisfact ry situati n which leads 

t  the inevitable c nclusi n that there has been a lack  f rig ur in the matter which sh uld 

have led HCC (unless it has evidence it has n t shared with the public) t  be m re 

circumspect ab ut its end rsement  f the current traffic f recasting at this juncti n. 

3.11 On the basis  f current TEMPRO m delling I n te that all the f recasts at Fiveways sh w 

c nsistent Degrees  f Saturati n in excess  f 100%, negative PRC, and n table mean 

maximum queues (MMQ) w rsening appreciably t  the end the LP peri d. 

3.12 In mitigati n  f this  utc me, PB f r BDBC refer frequently t  the fact that their TEMPRO 

m delling has been such that it inevitably results in a w rst case traffic data base f r 

analysis which then excuses their assumpti ns ab ut l w trip rates and subsequent 

3
Examination Library TR01 
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decisi ns ab ut the quantum  f r ad impr vements needed at individual juncti ns thr ugh 

the B r ugh. The implicati n  f the repeated assurances (see para 20 MF23) ab ut 

replacing PB’s TEMPRO w rk with the much awaited N rth Hampshire Transp rt M del 

(NHTM) is that this m re s phisticated m del when it is c mpleted will effectively disperse 

the traffic pr blems  f Basingst ke thereby reducing the mitigati n measures required f r 

the LP devel pments planned in the emerging LP. In s me areas that might turn  ut t  be 

the case, equally the new m del may thr w up new issues that are n t fully appreciated at 

present. Either way n   ne can predict such  utc mes with any certainty, and it seems t  

me that placing reliance  n particular  utc mes fr m the new m delling in establishing LP 

p licies w uld be unwise. 

3.13 I urge cauti n theref re and ask  nly that HCC sh uld withdraw what has all the hall marks 

 f being a hastily drafted end rsement  f juncti n impr vements at Fiveways and that the 

l cal c uncil in putting f rward Area 6A in its draft h using all cati n sh uld take due 

regard  f the uncertainties that still apply t  the traffic m delling  f this juncti n. 

Cycle and Pedestrian Provision 

4.1 I d  n t understand in any meaningful way AECOM’s c mment in para 31 which emphasises 

what I take t  be a previ us reference in the rep rt (presumably para 27) as t  h w cyclist 

pr visi n is treated in the vari us design year scenari s tested in their LINSIG w rk. In my 

experience all juncti n capacity m delling is carried  ut  n the basis  f a highway design 

that illustrates the feasibility  f the pr p sals and all ws all the required ge metric 

parameters t  be measured  ff f r input int  the c mputerised m del 

4.2 The plans bef re this EiP h wever clearly sh w substantial m dificati n t  cycle pr visi n 

at the juncti n (drawing CE-000005 P1 helpfully lists them all) but the text  f the rep rt 

avers that n ne  f them are taken int  acc unt by the m del. Such gr ss inc nsistency is 

n t creditable, and in my experience is utterly uns und practice. Regardless h wever  f 

whether  r n t this stricture is accepted, it immediately begs the questi n as t  why a plan 

sh wing the actual m delled intenti ns at Fiveways is n t presented at this EiP. 

Unf rtunately, as I have n ted previ usly in respect  f traffic fl ws, the AECOM claim ab ut 

h w it has treated cycle pr visi n in its m delling (i.e. it has n t changed it by  ne i ta) is 

n t verifiable fr m the data pr vided in its rep rt. 
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4.3 Unless HCC is privy t   ther unpublished data  n the matter I cann t understand why it has 

n t queried this an maly  r h w it has been able t  satisfy itself ab ut the adequacy  f the 

juncti n f r cycle pr visi n. 

4.4 In my earlier, (PS/04/56e 30 Oct ber), submissi ns  n this matter (page 7 para 1.24) I 

referred t  the fact that the appr ved plan was inc mplete and that it did n t even sh w 

the back edge  f the pr p sed f  tways. I described the plan as sketchy, p inting  ut as 

well that it had n  regard t  level difference between the highway and the adj ining land 

that w uld make c nnecti ns t  s me existing driveways pr blematic. 

4.5 I and  thers have theref re repeatedly requested and have been pr mised better 

inf rmati n ab ut the AECOM pr p sals s  as t  c nfirm that adequate f  tway pr visi n 

c uld be pr vided within highway limits and that private access t  adj ining pr perties 

c uld be retained satisfact rily. 

4.6 N  such plan has yet been f rthc ming. Even the latest plan FIVE-ACH-AH-00-SK-CE-00005 

dated 06 N v 2015 pr vides n  further highway detailing  ther than that already sh wn  n 

the plans it prepared in September (FIVE-ACH-AH-00-SK-CE-00002). 

4.7 The misgivings I have expressed theref re ab ut this scheme being impracticable within 

highway limits remain as yet unres lved. 

4.8 Finally, I p int  ut that the plan FIVE-ACH-00-SK-CE-00002 P1 appr ved by HCC d es n t 

acc rd with relevant secti ns  f the Traffic Signs Manual which pr vides nati nal guidance 

f r the r ad markings at signalised juncti ns. N rmally I w uld n t be c ncerned with such 

detail at this stage but it affects the safe p siti ning  f st p lines at the juncti n, and this 

fundamental err r  nly strengthens my suspici ns that this plan has n t been c mpetently 

prepared and has n t yet been adequately checked and audited f r technical  r safety 

sufficiency. 
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