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transport planning practice 
 

Hampden Fields, Aylesbury 

Review of the Draft Aylesbury Transport Strategy 
 

1. Transport Planning Practice (TPP) have been instructed by Hampden Fields Action Group 

(HFAG) to review the Draft Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) carried out in support of 

the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). 

Documents downloaded from Aylesbury Vale District Council website 

2. The documents previously received and reviewed, in order of their publication, were as 

follows: 

 Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Technical Note, Stage 1: Introduction and Context, 

AECOM on behalf of Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC), 5 April 2016. 

 Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Stage 2 Report: Existing and Future Conditions, 

AECOM on behalf of BCC, 10 May 2016. 

 Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Technical Note, Stage 3: Issues and Opportunities, 

AECOM on behalf of BCC, 13 May 2016. 

 Countywide Local Plan Modelling, Forecast Modelling Report, Jacobs on behalf of 

BCC, Final Draft 6 July 2016. 

3. TPP have now been asked to review the following additional documents:  

 Draft Aylesbury Transport Strategy, AECOM on behalf of BCC, November 2016; 

and 

 Draft Aylesbury Transport Strategy (2016), Summary (Consultation Leaflet), BCC, 

November 2016. 

4. This note summarises the main relevant points arising from the latter two reports, but 

refers back to the first four reports where appropriate.  

Relevant DfT guidance on transport appraisal 

5. The Department for Transport (DfT) publish guidance for those carrying out the appraisal 

of transport projects. The most relevant WebTAG document in assessing the adequacy of 

the Draft Aylesbury Transport Strategy is The Transport Appraisal Process, DfT, January 

2014. This can be found at the link below. 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/transport-analysis-guidance-webtag 

6. The guidance emphasises the importance of identifying the need for transport 

interventions. Options should be developed through an objective-led and evidence-based 

approach. Transport interventions must be developed in a robust manner, supported by 

“fit for purpose and proportionate analysis”. 

7. There must be a clear rationale for any transport scheme or policy and it must be based 

on a clear presentation of problems and challenges that establish the ‘need’ for a project. 

A range of solutions should be considered across networks and modes. There should be 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/transport-analysis-guidance-webtag
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an auditable and documented process which identifies the best performing options to be 

taken forward for further appraisal. There should also be an appropriate level of public 

and stakeholder participation and engagement at suitable points in the process.  

8. Conceptually transport appraisal is split into three main stages: 

 Stage 1 - Option Development & Sifting 

 Stage 2 - Further Appraisal to support decision making 

 Stage 3 - Implementation, Monitoring and Evaluation. 

9. The main linkages between activities in Stages 1 and 2 are shown in the flowcharts in 

Appendix A to this note. In Stage 1, the four components of the process are:  

 stakeholder engagement – consultation, participation and information;  

 level of design or specification;  

 Costs, risk and optimism bias; and  

 data requirements and analysis. 

10. WebTAG advises that studies need to include estimates of the costs of implementation, 

operation, maintenance and enforcement, to an appropriate level of accuracy to enable 

robust decisions to be made. It would not be cost-effective to spend considerable funds 

designing a scheme in detail, so that its cost could be determined with accuracy, only to 

find that the scheme fails the appraisal criteria and is rejected. Once the initial 

assessment/appraisal results become available, it should be possible to see where the 

cost estimates are critical to the decisions and choices which have to be made and for 

the robustness of the overall recommendations. 

11. With regards to the transport modelling required in this context WebTAG offers the 

following guidance:  

“While the presumption is that more complex models will not be needed for Stage 1, 

existing transport models should be considered where sufficiently contemporary in nature 

and developed to acceptable standards. If an existing transport model does not exist or is 

not suitable for a particular study, consideration must be given to whether to commit 

resources to developing a model at this stage of the process, and to the required 

complexity of that model.” (p7) 

 

12. In Stage 1 the first task is to establish the need for intervention. In assessing the need 

for a local intervention and in developing the case for that intervention, WebTAG 

recommends that planners should present a sound body of analysis to show the local 

problems that establish the need for an intervention. In Stage 1 the following should be 

identified with supporting evidence:  

 current transport-related problems;  

 future transport-related problems; and 

 underlying causes.  

13. DfT caution that it is crucial that the causes of the problems are investigated before 

solutions are generated.  
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14. In Stage 1 it is recommended that an Option Assessment Report (OAR) is produced. This 

report should document the Stage 1 process of identifying the need for intervention and 

the process of option development and selection. The Option Assessment Report, or 

similar, should document the process of option generation, sifting, and assessment. The 

OAR should also document how environmental considerations have been taken into 

account in this process, particularly during the initial sifting stage. The OAR should 

identify the better performing options to be taken forward for further, more detailed 

appraisal in Stage 2.  

15. Stage 2 involves the further appraisal of a small number of better performing options in 

order to obtain sufficient information to enable decision-makers to make a rational and 

auditable decision about whether or not to proceed with intervention. This stage involves 

design development, preparation of indicative costs and estimation of risks.   

16. This stage is typically the longest stage within the overall transport appraisal process. As 

Figure 2 shows, Stage 2 in the transport appraisal process feeds into two decision-points 

in the decision-making process. 

17. The requirements of collecting sufficient data for the modelling and environmental 

analysis work and their implementation is also most substantial at this stage. In addition, 

the duration of this stage may be affected by other factors, such as the time required to 

obtain interim approvals and to obtain statutory powers to implement the proposal, and, 

in some cases, the impact of scheme procurement processes. 

Background 

18. AECOM were engaged by BCC to develop the Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS).  The 

stages of the study are as follows: 

 Stage 1 – comprehensive review of current context; 

 Stage 2 – establish the current baseline situation; 

 Stage 3 – establish current and future transport challenges and opportunities; 

 Stage 4 – develop, test and sift options in consultation with stakeholders; 

 Stage 5 – set out draft recommended transport strategy; and 

 Stage 6 – set out final recommended transport strategy. 

19. A transport strategy for Aylesbury Town is required in order to support and 

accommodate future planned growth. It appears to be acknowledged that a strategic 

plan for transport has been lacking and is now vital for ensuring that opportunities 

associated with the growth of the town and district are realised, including necessary 

infrastructure enhancements. 

20. The area of focus for the strategy is Aylesbury Town, but the strategy is intended to take 

into account the context of the wider Aylesbury Vale area. The study area is formed by 

the Aylesbury Vale District area and a small part of the Dacorum district within 

Hertfordshire. 

Transport modelling tools 

21. AECOM have previously expressed concerns about the available transport modelling tools 

for this area, as summarised below. 
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Countywide Transport Model 

22. AECOM have a number of serious concerns about the Countywide Model which were 

expressed in Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Technical Note, Stage 1: Introduction and 

Context, and are set out below: 

 the trip matrices (traffic demand) are purely synthetic which “...is not 

recommended and without verification against observed data, the validity of the 

demand matrices cannot be ascertained.” (p16, paragraph 5.10). 

 the standard of link flow and journey time validation achieved does not conform 

with DfT guidelines “...The Local Model Validation Report suggests that the 

representation of the model in terms of traffic flows is well below the criteria as 

stipulated in modelling guidance. Journey time validation results also show that up 

to 50% of the journey time routes do not meet the guidance criteria.” (p16, 

paragraph 5.8). 

 junctions in rural areas are not modelled in detail which may mean that future year 

congestion cannot be identified.  

23. Overall AECOM conclude “Hence, it is unlikely that the model can be used to accurately 

identify existing and future transport issues in its current form.” (p16, paragraph 5.10). 

24. However, despite these comments, AECOM note that the Countywide Model will be used 

for the high level assessment of sites for the Draft VALP current Local Plan. No plan or 

programme for enhancing the Countywide Model to improve its suitability to support 

strategic planning is offered, and we are not aware of any subsequent improvements to 

the model.  

25. With regards to the suitability of the Countywide Transport Model, Jacobs (consultants to 

BCC and responsible for the Countywide Model) refer to the National Planning Practice 

Guidance (NPPG) with respect to transport evidence bases in plan making and decision 

taking. This document sets the question “How is the WebTAG approach useful in the 

transport assessment of the Local Plan ?“ In response it is stated that the transport 

assessment for the Local Plan should adopt the principles of WebTAG. However, for most 

Local Plan assessments the full methodology will not be appropriate. 

26. Jacobs comment that: 

“Whilst the updated Countywide model was built according to the principals (sic) of 

WebTAG , it was not a key criterion for the model to fully meet WebTAG standards for 

link and journey time validation. This is accepted practice where broad regional or county 

models are being developed, which focus on strategic, high level impact assessment, and 

is in accord with National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)..” 

27. TPP have checked the NPPG guidance and the wording is somewhat ambiguous. 

However, in the AM and PM peak periods the model validation (in particular the level of 

agreement between model link flows and journey times and observed values) for the 

Countywide Model is considerably below the standards that are outlined in the WebTAG 

guidance. For example, 66% of “within county” link flow comparisons meet the DfT 

criteria in the AM peak hour and 67% in the PM peak. The guidance recommends that 

85% or more of comparisons should meet the criteria. 

28. The journey time validation for the Countywide Transport Model also fell well below the 

standards set out in the WebTAG guidance. The DfT recommend that in 85% of 
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comparisons the difference between modelled and observed journey times should be 

within ±15%. In this case, in the AM and PM peak hours, less than 60% of the modelled 

journey time routes were within ±15% of the observed times. From the report provided 

it is not possible to tell whether there was any systematic under or over-prediction of 

journey times. It is probable that if flows are underestimated then delays will also be 

underestimated. 

29. Jacobs conclude that the current state of validation “..is suitable for a high level strategic 

assessment of the local plan impacts.” (p12, section 2.3). There is some discussion in 

the Jacobs report of improving the Countywide Transport Model for the next stage of the 

Local Plan development. However, to overcome the reservations about the trip matrices 

expressed by AECOM (and with which we concur), would require a major overhaul of the 

model.  Ideally we would expect the transport model for Aylesbury to have been 

developed from a cordon survey where roadside interviews (driver interviews) would be 

conducted – as a minimum - on all of the main radial routes. Such a survey would 

capture the local movements (e.g. commuter and shopping) and long-distance traffic 

movements.  We understand that this is the method that was used to construct the 

previous version of the Aylesbury Traffic Model. An alternative approach which could be 

considered is the use of mobile phone data, which can now be accessed in a format 

which can be used to develop transport models. 

Aylesbury Transport Model 

30. AECOM comment that the Aylesbury Transport Model draws heavily on the Countywide 

Model and so, the criticism they make concerning the synthetic nature of much of the 

trip matrices is equally applicable. 

31. Only two roadside interview surveys were conducted: 

 A41 east of Aylesbury; and 

 A418 East of Aylesbury.  

32. These provided useful origin-destination data for the formation of the trip matrices. 

However, AECOM comment, as follows: 

“..there are no RSI surveys undertaken for the key radial routes to the west and south of 

Aylesbury town, which increases uncertainty in the model demand matrices.” (page 20, 

paragraph 5.17). 

33. This comment is consistent with the concerns that TPP have previously expressed about 

the suitability of the model for assessing the impact of the Hampden Fields planning 

application. 

34. AECOM conclude: 

“From the review of the modelling reports, the Aylesbury Transport Model was developed 

specifically for the business case of the proposed southern section of the Eastern Link 

Road and Stocklake Urban schemes. Limited RSI data was collected for the routes in the 

vicinity of the scheme only, and the forecast year scenarios were developed specifically 

for the business case. The spatial coverage of the Aylesbury Transport Model is also 

limited to the town of Aylesbury only. As such, it is believed that the existing Aylesbury 

Transport Model scenarios are unlikely to be suitable for this study. 
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AECOM has also been informed that the spatial coverage of the Aylesbury Transport 

Model is considered to be inadequate for the current Local Plan test (to be undertaken by 

Jacobs between April and June 2016.” (p20, paragraphs 5.20 and 5.21). 

35. AECOM’s reservations about the available transport models make it difficult to see how 

BCC can achieve any consistency between the approach used for the development of the 

Aylesbury Transport Strategy and the Local Plan work.  

36. It is the Aylesbury Transport Model which was used to support the latest Hampden Fields 

and Aylesbury Woodlands planning applications. However, AECOM and BCC have chosen 

not to draw on this resource in preparing the Draft ATS. 

Conclusion - adequacy of transport modelling 

37. The transport model used to develop the Draft ATS – the Countywide Transport Model - 

has not been developed in-line with DfT WebTAG guidance. Also, it has no capability for 

multi-modal modelling. Such a capability would normally be required to underpin a multi-

modal transport strategy.   

38. Indeed one of the recommendations of the Draft ATS is the following (Draft Aylesbury 

Transport Strategy – Summary, p9 : 

“Transport Improvement 24 – Develop a robust tool to test improvements to transport 

network.” 

39. The development of the Draft ATS has not been supported by a robust transport model, 

as confirmed by a number of points made in the AECOM reports. This raises doubts as to 

the validity of the testing and sifting of options, which is a key part of the process. 

Draft Aylesbury Transport Strategy – Summary (Consultation Leaflet) 

40. The Draft ATS consultation leaflet is a 25 page document which appears to have been 

produced by BCC. It sets out the context in which the document was prepared, 

particularly with respect to the Draft VALP. It states that the ATS will be a plan for 

transport improvements between 2016 and 2033.  

41. The town is sub-divided into four geographical sectors plus the town centre. Hampden 

Fields and Woodlands fall into Sector 3. The proposals for outer link roads (Eastern Link 

Road (ELR) South and South Eastern Link Road (SELR)) are at the top of the list of 

transport improvements proposed for Sector 3. There is also a somewhat vague mention 

of a park & ride site in this sector, linked with bus priority measures along the A41 and 

A413. It is stated that the park & ride and bus priority initiatives are conditional on the 

orbital road links being constructed. 

42. Most of the other proposed improvements relate to walking and cycling, and are 

relatively uncontroversial. 

43. The figure on p22 shows the combined set of proposed transport 

improvements/interventions for the whole town. It should be noted that the main 

features include: 

 a complete ring road around the town; 

 two park & ride sites; 

 bus priority measures; 

 traffic restrictions in the town centre and possibly a low emissions zone (LEZ); 
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 possibly reduced parking provision in the town centre; and 

 enhancement of the pedestrian and cycle networks. 

44. The report refers to a “transport evidence base” which was used to develop the strategy. 

Essentially, much of the evidence base  consists of the various tests that have been 

carried out on different Local Plan scenarios and with differing levels of transport 

investment, using the Countywide Transport Model. 

45. On p25 the leaflet shows a plot from the transport model which purports to show how 

the Draft ATS will reduce traffic flows on various roads in the town in the AM peak hour 

in 2033. We have some detailed observations on this presentation which are explained 

later in this note. 

46. The leaflet excludes any discussion of the costs of the strategy or the proposed means of 

funding the various transport improvements.  On p26 it is stated that further work is 

required on business cases and value for money assessments.  

Draft Aylesbury Transport Strategy – November 2016  

General 

47. The AECOM technical report is 186 pages long, including appendices. The section 

headings are as follows: 

 Background and Purpose 

 Strategy Context 

 Existing and Future Conditions on the Transport Network 

 Issues and Opportunities 

 Local Plan Growth 

 Transport Improvements 

 Monitoring and Review of the Strategy 

 Discussion and Summary.  

48. There are five appendices: 

 Appendix A: Workshop Summaries 

 Appendix B; SWOT Analysis 

 Appendix C: Logic Maps 

 Appendix D: Transport Improvement Pro-formas 

 Appendix E: Countywide Modelling – Additional Information. 

49. In Section 1 it is stated that the strategy is intended to 

“..support and accommodate future planned growth and the upcoming release of the 

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP).” (p1) 

Also, it is mentioned that Aylesbury has been identified as a potential “garden town” as 

part of a government-led initiative, and that it is planned that the town will 

accommodate 15,000 new market and affordable dwellings over the plan period to 2033. 
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50. The ATS is supposed to help prioritise investment in multi-modal transport infrastructure, 

and whilst focussed on the town, should consider the context for the whole District. 

51. It is mentioned that a Technical Note was prepared to describe the process of developing 

a long list of options for the ATS. TPP has as yet not reviewed this document as it 

appears not to be in the public domain. 

52. The planning context is covered in Section 2. This section also covers the Strategy 

Objectives. To recap these are: 

 to improve transport connectivity and accessibility within Aylesbury town; 

 to improve accessibility to other urban centres and new growth areas outside 

Aylesbury town; 

 to contribute to improved air quality by minimising the growth in traffic levels and 

congestion; 

 to improve journey time reliability; 

 to reduce the risk of death or injury on the transport network; and 

 to make it easier and more attractive to travel by active and public transport modes. 

53. Regarding the existing conditions on the transport network and the factors which create 

problems the following key points are made: 

 Employment tends to be concentrated around the town centre, east along the A41 

and to the south around Stoke Mandeville Hospital 

 Car ownership is relatively high at 1.5 vehicles per household (the national average is 

1.2). It is interesting to note that almost 49% of households have 2 or more vehicles. 

Therefore, it is not surprising that public transport usage for commuting is low. 

 The main congestion spots identified are: 

o A413 around Walton Street gyratory 

o A413 around Camborne Avenue junction 

o A41 near Broughton Lane junction and A4157 junction 

o A418 Oxford Road south-west of town centre 

o A41 junctions west of town centre 

o A418/A413 Triple roundabout 

o A418/A4157 junction 

o B4443 Mandeville Road Corridor 

o A413 Buckingham Road/A4157 junction. 

 AECOM comment that car parking provision in the town centre exceeds demand, with 

around 2500 public off-street spaces, and around 2000 spaces provided by retailers. 

SWOT analysis 

54. One of the main issues identified by the SWOT analysis, was that 



Transport Planning Practice 
 
 

 

. 
30858/D/4B  
December 2016 

 
9 

 

 
 

 

“Due to the radial highway network structure, high volumes of through traffic are an 

issue through the town centre.” (p51) 

55. However, there is no analysis of the origins and destinations of this supposed through 

traffic, and the definition of ‘through traffic’ is rather unclear. This term is normally used 

to describe traffic which passes through a built-up area, but has both origin and 

destination elsewhere. Some analysis of trip lengths (e.g. from the census data) might 

have been helpful here. The most probably cause of congestion is that at peak times, 

with high car ownership levels, many people are driving relatively short distances to 

work and/or to deliver children to places of education. 

56. Certainly, on the A41 East and A418 North, in peak periods genuine longer-distance 

through traffic makes up a very small percentage of the traffic on the roads in question. 

The figure below extracted from the Combined Stocklake/Eastern Link Road Business 

Case Model – Local Model Validation Report (May 2015) shows the origins and 

destinations of traffic intercepted at two roadside interview surveys undertaken in 

November 2014 as band widths: 

 A41 East of New Road; and 

 A418 North of Bierton. 

57. Over 2000 interviews of drivers heading towards Aylesbury were carried out during these 

surveys, which were carried out on behalf of BCC. It is clear, from the diagram below, 

that very few of the trips intercepted at these points were passing through to the A413 

and A418 south of Aylesbury. Indeed the vast majority of trips intercepted by the 

surveys terminated close to the inner ring road system or in the west of Aylesbury, 

where many jobs are concentrated. 
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58. AECOM correctly identify that adding highway capacity by building more orbital links 

could lead to higher traffic levels overall. Therefore, they conclude that parking 

restrictions are needed in the town centre. It is argued that the road capacity released 

by these measures could be used to create bus priority measures, and park & ride could 

be introduced. 

59. It is also suggested that the new growth areas around Aylesbury and the associated link 

roads provide an opportunity to 

“..provide high quality shared path infrastructure that will encourage a significant uptake 

of cycling and walking trips among new residents and employees....” (p52). 

60. It is not clear from this statement whether the link roads are really supposed to act as 

bypasses, or to have multiple accesses and crossing-points for pedestrians and cyclists, 

which will tend to slow down traffic. This highlights one of a number of conflicts within 

the ATS strategy. 

Conclusion - evidence base and orbital road proposals 

61. The orbital roads, such as the ELR(S) and SELR are a key part of the Draft ATS, but their 

role is not clearly defined, other than to “enable” development. If the objective is to 

remove through traffic, the evidence base does not show high volumes of through traffic 

(with both trip ends outside the built-up area) across Aylesbury. Also, to make them 

attractive to through traffic and orbital traffic they will need to have reasonably high 
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speed limits and limited access and crossing points. However, this would conflict with the 

objectives of creating an environment conducive to walking and cycling.      

Scenario definition for traffic modelling 

62. AECOM have drawn on the Draft VALP traffic modelling, undertaken by Jacobs, which 

considers four scenarios, which can be described as follows with respect to growth across 

Buckinghamshire: 

 2013 Base Year 

 2033 Do-Minimum (DM) “No-Development” = Base Year + 14,200 dwellings and 

31,900 jobs 

 2033 Do-Something 1 (DS1) = DM + 45,000 dwellings and 7,400 jobs 

 2033 Do-Something 1 (DS2) = DS1 with 4,000 dwellings assigned to Winslow 

instead of Haddenham. 

63. Transport infrastructure improvements, to be included in the DM and DS scenarios, were 

identified for each District. For Aylesbury the improvements identified for inclusion in 

each scenario are shown in Table 1 below. 

Table 1 – Local Plan transport modelling – scenario network definition (Aylesbury) 

 

64. It should be noted that the ELR (South) was excluded from the DM and DS scenarios. 

The rationale for this is not provided. Also, the form of the Stoke Mandeville Bypass 

tested did not provide for a connection between the B4443 and the A413. 

65. The South East Link Road (SELR), through the proposed Hampden Fields development, 

was included in the DS scenario. This appears to be the only difference between the DM 

and DS regarding transport infrastructure. 

Conclusion - inconsistency in assessing development impact 

66. In terms of recent major planning applications to the east of Aylesbury there seems to 

be some inconsistency in the assumptions about major infrastructure with the Draft 

VALP, as shown in the table above. In particular, the assumptions about whether ELR 

(South) should be treated as a committed scheme vary between these studies. These 

variations cause considerable difficulty in interpreting the various transport assessments 

and understanding the likely impact of development traffic. 

 

 

Scheme Abbreviation DM DS 

South Eastern Link Road (through Hampden Fields) SELR  √ 

Stoke Mandeville Bypass (linked  to B4443 SM Bypass √ √ 

Link from Stoke Mandeville Bypass at B4443 to A413    

Stocklake Urban Link Road  √ √ 

Stocklake Rural Link Road SLR √ √ 

Eastern Link Road North ELR(N) √ √ 

Eastern Link Road (South) ELR (S)   

HS2: Realignment of Bicester Road  √ √ 

HS2: Realignment of Station Road  √ √ 

HS2: Realignment of Perry Hill  √ √ 
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Mitigation scenario 

67. In order to take into account the full impacts of the Draft ATS a “Mitigation Scenario” 

was modelled. AECOM’s explanation is as follows: 

“The figures presented in this section (6.3) represent the first iteration of the possible 

mitigation scenario testing for the countywide modelling and further work is being 

carried out. This section should be updated as the further modelling results are known.” 

(p67). 

68. There are 2033 mitigation scenarios for DS1 and DS2. It appears that – to reflect car 

journeys that may switch to cycle, bus or rail when the ATS is implemented – the car 

traffic demand (represented by trip matrices in the transport model) has been factored-

down selectively. This is mentioned in para 6.3.10, but no details are given of the 

method used or the “Data from previous mode shift studies .. was used to inform these 

reallocations.” (p69). 

69. The mitigation scenario includes the following schemes (shown in Figure 6.3): 

 Eastern Link Road (South); 

 An additional link road connecting from the proposed Stoke Mandeville Bypass, 

where it meets the B4443, to the A413; 

 an additional link road between the A418 and A413 to the north of Aylesbury; 

 an additional link road between the Stoke Mandeville Bypass and the A418 west of 

Aylesbury; and 

 bus priority along the A41 between New Road and Aylesbury Vale Station and on 

the A413 North inside the A4157. 

70. It is also implied in para 6.3.18 that a link road between the A418 west and A41 west 

might be required to provide further mitigation, as shown below. 
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71. A number of plots from the traffic model are then used to show that the combination of 

mitigations measures – new road infrastructure, bus priority and some unspecified switch 

of car trips to cycling and public transport will, mitigate the impacts of new development, 

as envisaged in the Draft VALP, on the Aylesbury road network in 2033. 

72. AECOM conclude: 

“Overall, the results indicate how the proposed new link roads around Aylesbury can help 

alleviate traffic on the existing inner roads, providing space for infrastructure to support 

alternative modes on these roads, such as new shared paths or bus lanes. This therefore 

highlights that the infrastructure improvements proposed in this strategy support the 

objectives and are likely to positively support the proposed growth. In conclusion, the 

modelling confirms that many of the Transport Improvements proposed should progress 

further into feasibility and further individual scheme assessments.” (p82) 

73. However, this conclusion is caveated as follows: 

“As model results are indicative, it is recommended that all scheme proposals identified 

in this strategy are assessed using smaller scale more detailed models. This will allow 

more accurate representation of their performance at an operational level to be 

understood. In addition, further assessment and appraisal will be required to determine 

and confirm other factors such as value for money and deliverability.” (p82) 
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Conclusion - evidence base for effectiveness of mitigation measures and public 

transport improvements 

74. Based on the material currently in the public domain, it is our view that the transport 

modelling, and in particular the impact of the mitigation measures which lead to modal 

transfer, has not been adequately reported and justified. Therefore, the evidence base to 

support the ATS is seriously deficient. 

75. Furthermore, the so-called mitigation strategy has not been reported in any of the earlier 

Draft VALP documents. It now appears that a full ring road around Aylesbury is required 

to mitigate the traffic impact of the new development proposed. 

76. In addition to these concerns, the initiatives to encourage bus use in Aylesbury – park 

and ride and bus priority measures – have not been developed in any detail. We 

understand that previous studies have shown that the supply of car parking in the town 

centre would have to significantly reduced, or the costs of parking would have to be 

increased, for park & ride to have any chance of success. Furthermore, doubts have been 

expressed as to whether effective bus priority measures can be introduced in the A41 

corridor. 

77. Indeed, with regard to the public transport assessment, AECOM comment on the need to 

“Develop a transport model that can capture many of the transport improvements 

identified in this strategy to be able to identify both the potential for mode shift, and 

impact on traffic flows in the highway and public transport network. Currently the tool 

available, the Countywide Model, can only model the impact of the highway 

improvements.” (p87 and repeated elsewhere in the document). 

Oxford to Cambridge Expressway 

78. In late-November 2016 the most recent of a number of reports from the Oxford to 

Cambridge Expressway Strategic Study was published by DfT. In the Autumn Statement 

the Chancellor of the Exchequer confirmed the government’s commitment to this 

scheme. There are three possible corridors between Milton Keynes and Oxford which are 

being studied. The most southerly corridor would run quite close to Aylesbury, but all of 

the options have major potential consequences for the Vale of Aylesbury. It appears to 

be possible that the scheme would be delivered within the Draft Local Plan period (to 

2033). It is assumed that both BCC and AVDC would have been consulted during the DfT 

studies. Therefore, it is surprising that this scheme is barely mentioned in the Draft ATS.      

Summary 

79. Ten main points of relevance to the Hampden Fields development arise from this review, 

as set out below. 

80. Limitations of transport modelling - The Countywide Transport Model used to 

develop the Draft ATS has not been developed in-line with DfT WebTAG guidance. This is 

confirmed in AECOM’s Stage 1 Technical Note. Indeed they comment 

“Hence, it is unlikely that the model can be used to accurately identify existing and 

future transport issues in its current form.” (p16, paragraph 5.10). 

81. This comment, from BCC’s own consultants, raises serious doubts as to the suitability of 

the existing transport modelling tools to assist officers and councillors in the decision-

making which is shaping the ATS and the Local Plan.  
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82. Also,  as far as we are aware, the Countywide transport model has no capability for 

multi-modal modelling. Such a capability would normally be required to underpin a multi-

modal transport strategy. Indeed, one of the recommendations of the Draft ATS is the 

following (Draft Aylesbury Transport Strategy – Summary, p9): 

“Transport Improvement 24 – Develop a robust tool to test improvements to transport 

network.” 

83. According to AECOM’s own words, the development of the Draft ATS, so far, has not 

been supported by a robust transport model, which raises doubts as to the validity of the 

testing and sifting of options, which is a key part of the process. 

84. Inconsistency in assessing development impact - In terms of recent major planning 

applications to the east of Aylesbury (i.e. Hampden Fields and Aylesbury Woodlands) 

there seems to be some inconsistency in the assumptions about major proposed 

infrastructure applied in the Transport Assessments with those used in the Draft VALP. In 

particular, the assumptions about whether ELR (South) should be treated as a committed 

scheme vary between these studies. For consultees, these variations cause considerable 

difficulty in interpreting the various transport assessments and understanding the likely 

impact of development traffic. 

85. Lack of information of the development, testing and sifting of options – A key 

report from the ATS study, dealing with the option development, has not been made 

public. This should be made available by BCC as soon as possible. Otherwise the 

consultation process is flawed, since those being consulted have no explanation as to 

how the draft ATS has been developed, and the grounds for including or excluding each 

element of the strategy.  

86. Lack of evidence base for orbital road proposals - The proposed orbital roads, such 

as the ELR(S) and SELR are a key part of the Draft ATS, but their role is not clearly 

defined, other than to “enable” development. If the objective is to remove through 

traffic, the evidence base (from surveys) does not show high volumes of through traffic 

(with both trip ends outside the built-up area) across Aylesbury. Also, to make these 

roads attractive to through traffic and orbital traffic, presumably they will need to have 

reasonably high speed limits (40mph or above) and limited access and crossing points. 

However, this would conflict with the stated objectives of creating an environment 

conducive to walking and cycling.      

87. Lack of evidence base for mitigation scenario - Based on the material currently in 

the public domain, it is our view that the transport modelling, and in particular the 

impact of the mitigation measures which lead to modal transfer (away from the private 

car), has not been adequately reported or justified. Therefore, the evidence base used to 

support the Draft ATS is seriously deficient. 

88. Consultation on mitigation strategy - Furthermore, the so-called mitigation strategy 

has not been reported in any of the earlier Draft VALP documents. It now appears that a 

full ring road around Aylesbury is required to mitigate the traffic impact of the new 

development proposed in the Draft VALP. As far as TPP are aware, this is the first 

document produced for the Draft VALP which suggests that such a major change to the 

transport network is required. We would question whether there has been adequate 

opportunity for stakeholders and the public to respond to these proposals at a relatively 

late stage in the Draft VALP process. 
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89. Evidence base for public transport improvements - The initiatives to encourage bus 

use in Aylesbury – park and ride and bus priority measures – have not been developed in 

any detail. We understand that previous studies have shown that the supply of car 

parking in the town centre would have to be significantly reduced, or the costs of parking 

would have to be increased, for park & ride to have any chance of success. Furthermore, 

there are concerns as to whether effective bus priority measures can be introduced in 

the A41 corridor. 

90. Indeed, with regard to the public transport assessment, AECOM comment on the need to 

“Develop a transport model that can capture many of the transport improvements 

identified in this strategy to be able to identify both the potential for mode shift, and 

impact on traffic flows in the highway and public transport network. Currently the tool 

available, the Countywide Model, can only model the impact of the highway 

improvements.” (p87 and repeated elsewhere in the document). 

91. Therefore, there must be considerable uncertainty about the deliverability and 

effectiveness of the proposed bus and park & ride improvements, which appear to be key 

elements in the Draft ATS. 

92. Scheme costings, cost-benefit analysis and funding – the Green Book (Her 

Majesty’s Treasury, 2003) sets out best practice guidance on assessing and evaluating 

policies, programmes and projects. The Green Book recommends that options should be 

appraised using cost-benefit analysis (CBA). CBA can be defined as analysis which 

quantifies in monetary terms as many of the costs and benefits of a proposal as feasible. 

Therefore, CBA entails presenting as many of the impacts of a scheme or option as 

possible in monetary terms, so that they can be compared in a common unit of 

measurement. 

93. Potential investment in transport infrastructure is usually subjected to cost-benefit 

analysis. Typically, the Value for Money (VfM) of any potential transport scheme or other 

intervention is assessed using the results of the CBA presented in the form of a net 

present value (NPV) or benefit to cost ratio (BCR). The BCR shows the return for each £1 

of cost. 

94. The Draft ATS lacks the following: 

 cost information for any of the transport improvements proposed; 

 cost-benefit analysis to demonstrate that the strategy provides value for money; 

and 

 discussion as to how the various measures would be funded. 

95. Environmental impacts – the Draft ATS does not discuss the environmental impacts of 

the proposed schemes and policies in any detail. AECOM mention the three Air Quality 

Management Areas (AQMA) in Aylesbury. However, at the very least, we would have 

expected to see some consideration of the other main environmental constraints. 

Consideration should also be given to any adverse environmental consequences of the 

various orbital road schemes proposed.  

96. Oxford to Cambridge Expressway - there are three possible corridors between Milton 

Keynes and Oxford which are being studied by DfT. The most southerly corridor is 

located relatively close to Aylesbury, but all of the options have major potential 

consequences for the Vale of Aylesbury. It seems possible that this scheme would be 
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delivered within the Draft Local Plan period (to 2033). Therefore, it is surprising that this 

scheme is barely mentioned in the Draft ATS. If the most southerly corridor is selected it 

would have major consequences for Aylesbury. These have not been adequately 

discussed in the Draft ATS. 

Recommendation 

97. The Draft ATS should not be approved until all of the above points have been 

satisfactorily addressed. In particular, the strategy should be underpinned by a robust 

transport model which has been developed in accordance with WebTAG guidance and 

which meets WebTAG calibration and validation criteria. 

98. A series of orbital road proposals lie at the heart of the draft ATS. These will have major 

costs and major environmental impacts. Therefore, the evidence base used to justify 

inclusion of these schemes must be presented more clearly. For example, how much 

through traffic is there between each of the roads approaching the urban area ? Are the 

point-to-point volumes sufficient to justify the schemes ? Recent roadside interview 

survey data is available for the A41 East and A418 North, but lacking elsewhere.      

99. Assuming that the evidence base is supportive of the orbital roads plan, the strategy 

should also be costed and it should be demonstrated that it provides value for money 

using standard cost-benefit analysis. It should be also be subjected to environmental 

appraisal, so that any negative impacts can be weighed against the benefits to road 

users.  

100. The strategy should take into account, as far as possible, the implications of the 

emerging proposals for the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway.   

101. In the short term, the ATS Stage 4 Report describing how options were developed, 

tested and sifted should be made public.  
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Appendix A: Flowcharts from “The Transport Appraisal Process” (DfT, January 

2014)  
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