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1 Summary of Findings

1.1 Introduction

This report has been produced to address the daifi Transport issues for Cookham in the
next 5-10 years.

1.2 Scope
The topics covered are:-

Road Safety

Parking (including the Parade)

Flooding (insofar as it affects roads and access)
Cycling

Public Transport

The Pound

Full reports are attached.

A review of schools parking and related congestwdhbe undertaken in September.

1.3 Key Assumption

The Group has not adopted a specific target fdficrgrowth but it is assumed that traffic
volumes will not grow substantially. The Parish @oily however, felt that there would be an
increase in through traffic as a result of extrenke planned for Maidenhead.

1.4 Key Issues

It is widely accepted that there should be a switon private to public transport. It is also
widely accepted that climate change is likely wr@ase the likelihood of flooding.

1.5 Conclusions and Recommendations

1.5.1 Road Safety

The purchase of an electronic Speed Indicator Datéor use in Cookham, which could be
moved around the area speed “hot spots” — Sutt@ud R&hyteladyes Lane, Dean Lane and
Maidenhead Road etc.
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1.5.2 Parking

Optimise current parking (additional capacity isgmtially available in Cookham Village and
Cookham Rise).

Set up groups to organise funding for and implemehirbishment of the Cookham Mopr
and Parade car parks.

Investigate ways of reducing long term parking enver Road.

Establish the legal position with regard to thetiStacar park, in order to understand whether
car park charges could be introduced.

1.5.3 Flooding

Ensure that in the event of flooding the Causeway be used by light vehicles for
emergency access to Cookham Village. This requirastaining the Fleet Bridge, carrying
out any remedial work, having contingency plansplace to manage traffic flows and
keeping the channel clear so that water can flosleuthe bridge.

1.5.4 Cycling

The Group examined whether it would be possiblexiend the cycle way from Lightlands
Lane to the Bourne End railway bridge. There aablems with all the potential routes and
there are no plans for a cycle track from Bourné.Ehe Group concluded that it is not
feasible to extend the route until the current f@ots can be overcome.

The Group recommends providing cyclists with logkfacilities in the Parade/Cookham
station area and improving the access point t€Cthekham-Maidenhead cycle path.

1.5.5 Public Transport

The Group recognises that the Parish has a linmibdel in developing public transport.
However, it can lobby on behalf of Cookham.

There needs to be encouragement to switch to ptriaiisport. This could be achieved by
publicising routes and fares. In the future, the bnd train companies need to work together
to provide complementary services rather than caoimgewvith each other. The existing
public transport provision in Cookham Rise and Gk Village is not adequate to achieve
the switch and is virtually non-existent in CookhBx@an.

The Parish Council should liaise with the Marlowilfenhead Passengers’ Association about
public transport.
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1.5.6 The Pound

A traffic survey was carried out which showed tinaffic volumes in The Pound are high and
that the current humps are successful in limitnadfit speeds.

After reviewing several options, the Group recomasehat a feasibility study be carried qut
on widening the pavement at its narrowest poiniewang easier passage for pedestrians
without narrowing the road itself. This is the besmpromise. The Group also recommends
that the slope up to the pedestrian crossing (knawmhe attack angle) is restored and the
installation of a fourth hump to further restrictaffic speeds (the fourth hump proposal is hot
recommended by some members of the Group).

The Parish Council concurs with the recommendationcerning widening the footpath.
However, the Parish Council is assured by RBWM tihatpedestrian crossing is a legal and
legitimate piece of street “hardware”. The Paristohcil does not consider that a fourth
hump is required.

1.6 Implementation

The Group recommends that a permanent Traffic amghsport Group be set up o
implement the recommendations and to monitor traffiCookham. This Group could either
have a Parish Councillor at its head or could refgoa nominated Parish Councillor.

This Group could:-

Progress the detailed recommendations containtédsimeport.
Work with other organisations to improve aspect$afffic and Transport.

Assist in practical ways with improving car parks.
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2 Introduction and Background

2.1 Background

Following the decision by Cookham Parish CounciP@} in March 2008 that the

Cookham Plan needed to be revisited, the CPC bibgaprocess of recruiting members
of the Cookham community to undertake this workhe TCTPC decided that the most
urgent requirement was to revisit Traffic and Tgors, and accordingly the Traffic and
Transport Working Group (TTWG) was established firs

2.1.1 Recruitment

At and after the Pinder Hall meeting on February), 18e CPC asked people to volunteer
to revise the Cookham Plan. By April, twenty-oesidents had offered to be involved
and the CPC decided that all those who voluntestexild be entitled to participate.

Subsequently, three of the original 21 have withwlraand the remaining 18 are listed in
Appendix A.

The volunteers comprise residents from Cookhanmalydl Cookham Rise and Cookham
Dean and broadly reflect the population mix of timee Cookhams.

2.1.2 Remit

A remit was drafted by the group and submittecheo@PC for approval. The CPC made
some amendments and the revised version was igeut® TTWG in April. This is
attached as Appendix B. The TTWG has followed teiit and has not sought any
changes to it.

2.2 Strategic Overview

2.2.1 Time scale

The original Cookham Plan took 20 years as its seede. In the opinion of the TTWG,

it is very difficult to look 20 years or even 10aye ahead. The concerns about climate
change, the escalation of fuel costs and new tdobies relating to transport in general
and cars in particular mean that transport in 2067&éme could be radically different.

2.2.2 Key Assumptions

New housing is one of the key drivers to the growthtraffic. Cookham Rise in

particular has seen a substantial amount of additibousing over the last five to ten
years. The signals for the future are mixed -RB&/M is being tasked with identifying

more sites for house building. However a receatestent by Teresa May, MP for
Maidenhead, supported greater autonomy at local lsee July 24 copy of Maidenhead

Advertiser) so this policy might not survive a cgarof government.

In preparing this report, the Group has not adoptegecific target for traffic growth but
it is assumed that traffic volumes are unlikelygtow substantially.

9
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2.2.3 Key Issues

One of the important issues to be considered msatké change. It is widely accepted that
there should be a switch from private to publio$@ort. 1t is also widely accepted that
climate change is likely to increase the likelihaddlooding.

2.3 The scope of the project

The TTWG reviewed the work of the Traffic and Traod section of the previous
Cookham Plan (the Group includes one member fraretrlier team). As well as the
subjects covered previously, the TTWG identified assearched other issues, which are
also covered in this report.

2.3.1 Interfaces with other groups

The results from the previous working groups hagenbstudied for interfaces and these
have been taken into account as far as they cailbeever, the TTWG is the first group

to report on the revisited Cookham Plan, so it w#l the responsibility of the other

working groups to liaise with members of the TTW&arh as and when necessary. It is
possible that the TTWG report will need some rewisafter the other groups have

reported.

2.3.2 Evidence based approach

The TTWG approach has been to seek evidence ansulcomidely. Appendix C
contains a list of the people and organisations phavided input. Having studied the
evidence, the group studied the options and foraredpinion as to which of the options
was the most attractive or least unattractive. /e were unable to reach a consensus,
the opinions of the minority are also included alehrly identified.

We have attempted, wherever possible, to reflecttincerns and wishes of the people of
Cookham (as analysed in the market research semtyts all Cookham households) in
the work and recommendations of the TTWG. Withthus, the work of this group
would have no legitimacy.

2.3.3 Topics covered
The issues covered by the TTWG are listed belowt@deport contains sections on:-

Road safety

Schools congestion

Parking (including the Parade)

Flooding (insofar as it affects roads and access)
Cycling

Public transport

The Pound

10
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2.4 The Cookham Survey

2.4.1 Cookham Residents’ opinions and aspirations

A survey was carried out as part of the originabklmam Plan. A questionnaire was
mailed to all Cookham households. The response wets 23% (good for a postal
survey) and the sample of 644 is sufficiently rakldosgive confidence that the results do
reflect the opinions of Cookham residents.

In summary, the Group regards itself as workingtfier CPC on behalf of the residents of
Cookham.

The full results of the survey are on the Cookhaebsite. An extract of the relevant
results is as follows:-

General attitude to Cookham

Q4. What do you like about % of all
living in the Cookhams Count | respondents
Pleasant rural environment 627 97.4%
Convenient geographical

location 464 72.0%
Good transport links 297 46.1%
Facilities in nearby towns 286 44.4%
The village primary schools 148 23.0%
A caring community 299 46.4%
Local employment opportunities 30 4.7%
Plenty to do 173 26.9%
Other 94 14.6%
Total number of respondents 644

These results show that Cookham residents abovevaile the pleasant rural
environment. Its location and transport links ateo major attributes that Cookham
residents like. With regard to future developméme, following statements are relevant.

11
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Future development

The Cookhams should

remain a semi-rural In general, the

environment with a strictly undeveloped open areas

limited increase in housing should be protected from

stock development

Q8A % Q8B %
Strongly Agree 79% Strongly Agree 81%
Agree 16% Agree 14%
No opinion 1% No opinion 1%
Disagree 1% Disagree 0%
Strongly Disagree 0% Strongly Disagree 0%
None 4% None 3%
Total 100% Total 100%

These results indicate that Cookham residents witkédfuture housing development to
be strictly limited and open spaces sustained.

This was reinforced by the responses to questiowHith asked:- Do you think there
are areas that should be protected from developme®t This was an open-ended
guestion which was completed by 466 respondent$o),/Zand the overwhelming
majority of responses were concerned with protgctime green belt/green areas in
general and Poundfield in particular.

It follows from the above, that solutions to traffic problems that would lead to or be
likely to lead to housing and building on open area would not be acceptable to
Cookham residents, unless there were overwhelminghefits for the village.

12



With regard to traffic and transport, the releviadults are:-
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Q15 To what extent do the following affect you?

Congestion affects 69% of respondents to a greatlsser extent. Safety was a greater
issue, with 72.8% expressing concern. Finallyb%y of residents were to some degree
concerned about parking. However, the questioartid not ask for the specific location

of the problem areas.

13

Safety (speeding,

Traffic accident Lack of

congestion blackspots etc.) parking

Q15A % Q15B % Q15C %
Significant | 24.70% Significant 32.60% Significant  20.20%
Some 44.30% Some 40.20% Some 37.30%
No/none 31.10% No/none 27.10% No/none 42.50%
Total 100% Total 100% Total 100%
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3 Road Safety

3.1 Remit

The main topics investigated by this group werealreafety in general, speed limits, road
signs and the extent of footways in the CookhaRwlated aspects, such as parking, have
been dealt with by other groups. For completengassjrvey of pavements was carried
out which is shown at the end of this section.

3.2 Summary

Overall, the Cookhams constitute a relatively safea, having a very low reported
accident rate. There are some locations wheredspeés felt to be an issue affecting
road safety.

Some areas which are perceived by some as dangeuls as The Pound, appear to
have no recorded traffic or traffic/pedestrian deits and only one incident involving
vehicles. In The Pound, in particular, this ig tel be due to the restricted width, which
obliges drivers to proceed slowly and with cautidm)s lowering the possibility of
collisions and allowing pedestrians and driversetino take evasive action when
necessary.

The Dean has many narrow lanes and few pavemaittagain it seems that low traffic
speeds, plus the inhabitants’ awareness of dapgés bave resulted in a statistically safe
road environment.

An analysis of reported traffic accidents in theoKlmams, for the five years up to 31 May
2008, was obtained from the Royal Borough of Wimdsad Maidenhead. This can be
summarised as follows:

There were a total of 36 reported accidents, otiuhi

- None involved fatalities.

- 2 involved serious injury.

- These were vehicle to vehicle incidents and didmatlve pedestrians or cyclists.

- 5 involved pedestrians, of which 3 were the resttiars reversing into pedestrians.
- 2 involved cyclists at junctions.

- 1 involved a person being clipped by a wing mifrothe High Street.

- 1 occurred when a family was crossing the roaditegdp to the bridge on the road
to Bourne End.

- 2 involved drivers who either were, or were suspeétd be, inebriated.
- 2 involved drivers who were using mobile phones.

15
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- The vast majority of accidents were the result rafttention. e.g. rear shunts,
vehicles turning right.

- 3 occurred in Whyteladyes Lane, all involving vééscturning. Speed was not a
factor. There have been no accidents in Whytelatlg@e in the last three years.

- 1 occurred in the Pound, when a motorcyclist agdrecollided at the junction with
Terry’'s Lane. Again, speed was not a factor.

- Over the reported period, Winter Hill Road, Switabk Road and Sutton Road had
slightly more accidents than other locations.

The conclusions drawn from the data are that:-

a) The Cookhams enjoy a statistically lower accidaate than other parts of the
Borough; although this should not be a cause forptacency.

b) There is no statistical evidence of actual riskeédestrians using The Pound.
c) There is no statistical evidence of actual rispédestrians in Whyteladyes Lane.
d) Neither of the roads has been the site of any antsdn the last three years.

Discussions with PC de Haan, drawing on his expegeover a longer time frame,
indicated that there are, however, a number oftioea where he feels that excessive
speed is potentially dangerous and in some of wiiele have been serious accidents.

3.3 Suggestions
1. Sutton Road

Historically, this seems to have incurred a rekdtivhigh accident rate.

The TTWG recommends that thought be given to sigrthe 30mph speed limit
further from Cookham Village, and lowering the spémit across Widbrook.

2. Maidenhead Road
The section of Maidenhead Road to the east ofdéheetery is quite narrow.
The TTWG suggests that the speed limit is reviewed.

3. Whyteladyes Lane

As detailed above, none of the three accidentsriegaluring the last five years
was considered speed related or classified asotsg€ti Nevertheless, the Group
understands that there has been some concern giErding in Whyteladyes Lane,
and a survey carried out by RBWM in April 2008 slealithat approximately 50%
of traffic exceeded the 30mph limit. The majoraf speeding traffic is in the

31mph — 35 mph range.

The Group suggests enforcement of the speed Ipugsibly by Speed Indication
Displays (SIDs).

16
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4. Dean Lane

Dean Lane is currently a 40mph zone, which is dbyu#oo fast for a narrow,
winding, through road carrying a substantial volume traffic. The Group
understands that RBWM will shortly impose a 30mestniction, which it is hoped
will improve road safety. {subsequent to the pragan of this report, this has been
implemented}

Anecdotal evidence suggests that parking on theé near Cookham Dean Village

Hall has caused several near misses. The Grougestiggthat the provision of

alternative parking be investigated, with a vievb&mning roadside parking near the
hall.

5. Speed Indication Display

The Parish Council might consider acquiring a Spketication Display, which
could be sequentially sited at perceived speedatgspots for appropriate periods.
It is understood that these are most effectiveifieft in one place for too long.

3.4 Issues Covered Elsewhere in this Report

Other concerns which have been noted, but whidhwiigthin the remit of other working
groups (relevant groups in brackets):-

The parking situation in Lower Road seems to hatertbrated, possibly as a result
of new housing development, which does not appednalve adequate parking
spaces. (Parking)

Sometimes several large vehicles delivering to @gatore arrive simultaneously,
parking on both sides of the road, with predictaueerse effects. (Parking)

As noted above, The Pound is perceived as dangevqesestrians, particularly in
respect of the restricted pavement width at somietqo (Traffic Flow and The
Pound)

3.5 Conclusion

Notwithstanding the recommendations above, the TTN®S not been able to envisage
any major initiative, within our remit, that woulgreatly improve road safety in the
Cookhams, without harming the pleasant, semi-rasglect which is so valued by the
residents.

17
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4 School Parking Congestion

This section is intentionally blank.
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5 Parking and the Parade

5.1 Background

Parking was reported to be a significant problem Z20% of Cookham residents, with a
further 37% reporting some problems. The Parade mvantioned as being an area that
needed a facelift. It is recognised that Cookhaads its retail outlets, and shop viability is
the key to maintaining the range of retail outlat€ookham Village and Cookham Rise (this
is less of an issue in Cookham Dean). Solutionsatiing problems need to recognise this,
and the proposals contained in this report shoolddamage the viability of existing retalil
outlets.

Responsibility for the enforcement of parking reguns was transferred from the police to
RBWM earlier this year. It is too early to evakiathether this has resulted in a change to
parking behaviour.

5.2 Remit

The remit of this working group was parking and Berade, but please note that it did not
include parking problems related to schools. Tleeebeing reviewed by a different team.

The Group has identified areas where parking cbaltetter utilised. This would require an
agreement between the Parish Council and the witers/operators. Such an agreement is
beyond the scope of this team and the authorithi@Parish Council would be required prior
to any discussions taking place.

5.3 Methodology
The team reached its conclusions and recommenddtiving:-

Surveyed the three areas comprising the three Googh
Observed when and where parking is problematical.

Interviewed those directly involved (e.g. retai)ensith the exception of the National
Trust, whose opinions had been obtained by thequewvorking group.

5.4 Specific areas
The parking “hot spots” are:-

Cookham Village.

The Moor.

The Parade and the Station car park (includingab&th House).
Lower road, particularly around the Medical Centre.

Around Cookham Dean Village Hall.

22
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5.4.1 Cookham Village

There is a general shortage of parking in Cookhdliage. Parking is required by shops and
businesses, residents, shoppers and touristsgydarty those visiting the Spencer Gallery.
While some businesses do have their own parkingKi Arms, the Crown, the Ferry,
Malik’s), the majority do not. A partial solutidior residents had been agreed prior to this
study that would allow the introduction of residgmgermits, in return for a small increase in
on-street parking.

There is a small public car park on Sutton Road ¥8rcars, and private parking for
approximately 25 cars behind the Parish Centreuserby the Parish Centre) as well as some
on street parking. Parking is allowed on the nsrtte of Cookham High Street, but not on
the south side. Nevertheless, delivery vans anerstfrequently park on the yellow lines on
the south side, creating congestion.

There are no opportunities to increase parkingankbam Village itself. However, the car

park behind the Parish Centre is sometimes undeérugerovided that the Parish Centre
agrees, parking on the High Street could be edseubrie local retailers were allowed and
encouraged to park here rather than elsewhereeiVillage, and particularly on the High

Street. Signage to the car park is non-existenit, is unlikely that many visitors use this car
park. The car park does not have parking bays edadut, so the parking space is not
efficiently utilised.

Subject to the agreement of the Holy Trinity Parac@hurch Council, the recommendations
of the group are:-

To mark out spaces on the Parish Centre car park.

To encourage more local retailers to use this agt.p

5.4.2 Holy Trinity School

The previous Cookham Plan recommended a feasilsilitgty into a new road and car park
from Sutton Road to the field behind the schools mentioned above, issues related to
parking and Holy Trinity school (essentially droff and collection of pupils) will be dealt
with separately.

This Group does not recommend a feasibility stuathe following reasons:-

The parking and congestion problems relating tg-ab and pick-up of pupils do not
require the construction of a permanent car park.

The Stanley Spencer Gallery does not support parérin that position as it is too far
away and is not acceptable for disabled accesscl@s park away from the village in

23
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Boulters Lock car park and satisfactory arrangemang in place. Appendix E is a
letter from the Stanley Spencer Gallery statingr ghesition.

The car park would be too far away from the village usage would be likely to be
minimal while alternative parking (e.g. on Suttoodd and Cookham Moor) is closer
to the village.

The construction of the road and car park wouldbegreen belt land and therefore
would bring with it the threat of housing developrhe

5.4.3 Cookham Moor

The car park on the Moor has the parking capactyabout 35-40 cars. It appears to be
primarily used by people heading for the river, lius also used as an “overflow” car park
for visitors to Cookham Village. The capacity bétcar park is adequate the majority of the
time but it is not adequate to meet peak demantis ®ccurs from late morning to late
afternoon on Saturdays and Sundays (and Bank Hs)davhen the weather is fine and/or
sunny. At these times, cars use the north entleotar park (this can accommodate around
10 cars), and on the Moor opposite the entrancendgocar park. The photograph below
shows these areas.

Photograph 1 - The car park on Cookham Moor. Notke
overflow onto the southern area
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There is a gate at the north end of the car patlictwleads into Marsh Meadow. This
entrance is occasionally used for events such @sCibokham Regatta, when parking is
permitted on parts of Marsh Meadow.

The Moor car park has been criticised as beinggintisi It is owned by the National Trust,
which is responsible for its maintenance. It isognised that the National Trust has opposed
extending the car park (even though it is usedngsam an ad hoc basis), and that funding is
an issue.

A previous proposal recommended a new car park @amsiv Meadow, behind the Fire
Station, and the closure of the Moor car park.

Because parking problems are limited to weekendsnvthe weather is fine and sunny, the
proposals of the group, which would be subjech®agreement of the National Trust, are as
follows:-

Extend the car park to incorporate the area imntelgiaorth of the car park, up to the
gate leading into Marsh Meadow (outlinedmimotograph 2).

Resurface the car park and mark out parking spates needs to be done using the
appropriate materials and markers — the group isgeemmmending tarmac. The way
forward could be for the Parish Council, the Natlofirust and local residents to find a
way of funding improvements, in return for extergdthe car park.

It is not recommended to proceed with the Marsh ddeacar park as previously
proposed.

Photograph 2 - Note the area to the north (top) whiis
discussed above
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5.4.4 The Parade and the Station Car Park
The capacity of the car parks is as follows:-

Network Rail 50 places.
— west of the station:

Network Rail 21 places (it appears that an additional

_ east of the station: 8 places could be made available).

The Parade: 42 places.
Total: 113places (potentiall{21)

This area is the commercial heart of Cookham Ri®gnership is complex. Network Rail
owns the car park west of the station, togetheh wie area east of the station and the road
leading up to the station. The remainder of thregpaak is owned by some of the retailers, the
principal one being the owner of Country Stores ti#e land is privately owned, the RBWM
have no responsibility for parking.

The Group has spoken to some of the retailershasitnot been able to contact the owner of
Country Stores.

A summary of the issues is as follows:-

The capacity of the car park is generally considéoebe adequate. Nevertheless, there
are times when parking overflows onto the surrongdoads.

The retailers do not have the income or incentivepay for the car park to be
improved. They pay a sum per annum to the ownérsse responsibility it is to do
this.

It is generally agreed that the Parade car parkmnged of resurfacing. The surface has
potholes, the pavements are cracked and the cér gmaces need better marking.
However, the appearance needs to be balanced atengability of the businesses.

Since the introduction of car parking fees at Beulemd station, it is alleged that some
rail commuters are driving over to Cookham, whaeytcan park all day free of charge
in the Parade car park. As a result, retailerstten Parade have been monitoring
parking and have left polite notes on cars parllediag, pointing out that parking is for
customers and is limited to two hours. The ultentitreat is clamping and a release fee
of £125. This appears to be being effective.

It has been rumoured (no more) that Network Ralil wiroduce parking fees at
Cookham. This would put pressure on the Paradarnmarif commuters then park in
these spaces rather than opt to pay the fees. sifunion is further complicated by
uncertainties with regards to the status of the paak west of the station. This is
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reported to be protected by a Covenant allowingleeds facing the car park to use it
for free. At the time when the current restausaas the Railway Tavern, the car park
sign included a reference to being also for theafigeailway Tavern customers.

The Parade also provides access to parking at#reof the shops and flats. There are
recycling bins at the south-western corner.

The proposals of the group are as follows:-

As with the Moor car park, a group comprising theners, the retailers the Parish
Council and local residents should be conveneddwdip plans for upgrading the car
park (please note that upgrading the shops theesebs outside the remit of this
group), and devise ways of funding the work (secti®6 funds could be one source).
This would probably need to involve Network Railhe drawings contained in the
previous plan could provide a starting point, e current number of places should be
maintained or increased.

The status of the Network Rail car park west of steion needs to be established, so
that the legal position is clear should NetworklRabpose to introduce charges. This
will probably require the services of a lawyer, antieyond the remit of this group.

5.45 Elizabeth House

Elizabeth House is the day centre for the elderl¢ookham. Cookham Voluntary Services
provides transport for the elderly and disablecatal from Elizabeth House and to local

hospitals and other services. It is importantydfoge that the area in front of Elizabeth

House is kept clear. The entrance is frequentiyd s a U-turn and occasionally as parking
for people using the cash machine outside the Natote office. The manager of Elizabeth

House has raised this with RBWM in the past butrieager received a reply.

It is recommended that the Parish Council raiseifsue with the RBWM.

5.4.6 Lower Road

This is the area with the most intractable parkingblem. It contains the Medical Centre,
two halls and several retail outlets, including tfteemist. There are double yellow lines
along the south side of Lower Road from the junctth High Road to the chemist, and on
the north side from the railway to the Post Offacel from the Medical Centre car park to the
junction with New Road. There are double yellomel at the entrances to Grange Road and
Coxborrow Close. As these are public roads, resipdity for parking enforcement lies with
the RBWM (except for the Medical Centre, which is/gte property).

The Medical Centre car park is for the use of pasiend medical staff and there is a formal
agreement with the Pinder Hall Management Commtitiae users of the Hall can also park
there.
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The surrounding roads, Coxborrow Close and GrangadRare used for parking, if no

spaces are available on Lower Road itself. Theranecdotal evidence that the Medical
Centre car park is used by non-patients and thaescar owners park all day on Lower

Road. On one occasion, a car was left for two wewkile the owners went on holiday.

This has resulted in retailers leaving polite neticon cars, similar to those by Parade
shopkeepers, but without the threat of clamping.

There is no way that parking capacity can be irsgdaon Lower Road or in the immediate
vicinity. However, the Catholic Church has indezhtthat it would be willing to allow
parking in its car park when it is not in use bg @hurch. This is less than five minutes walk
from the Medical Centre.

Long term day time parking needs to be discouragBde group, therefore, would like the
following proposals to be considered:-

Clarification regarding parking in the Catholic @blu car park needs to be discussed
with members of the Church. If agreement can laehed, the availability of parking
would need to be publicised.

The Parish Council should consider the introductadnday-time parking limits to
discourage all day parking, which would be enforogdhe RBWM. This would apply
during office hours (say 8a.m. to 6p.m.) — parkougside these hours would not be
affected. Discussions with residents and retailarsld need to take place.

5.4.7 Cookham Dean

Parking problems at Cookham Dean Junior SchoolHewlies School are the subject of a
separate study. The only other area of Cookhanm Dt a parking problem appears to be
outside Cookham Dean Village Hall and the Women&itute Hall.

There are blind bends on the road approaching Gookbean Village Hall, and the road is
narrow. Beyond the Village Hall, the road is mopen but is still too narrow to allow two
way traffic to pass if there are cars parked altmgroad. When events are held at the
Village Hall, cars park along the road and on C@wkiDean Common.

Although there are no reported accidents involvuimjgry, it would be prudent to formalise
parking and ensure that traffic negotiating thedlbends approaching the Village Hall are
not confronted with parked cars on the left andoomiag traffic. As this is primarily a road
safety issue, it is covered in the Road Safetyntepo

28



Section 6 — Flooding and the Impact on Traffic anansport

SECTION 6

FLOODING — IMPACT ON TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT

29



Section 6 — Flooding and the Impact on Traffic anansport

6 Flooding — Impact on Traffic and Transport

The last significant floods in Cookham were in 2088er the Jubilee River was built. For a
time, the only access to Cookham Village, othenthg boat or helicopter, was across the
Causeway and Cookham Fleet Memorial Bridge (alsswknas the Causeway Bridge). The
roads across Widbrook Common, the Moor and intorBetnd were all impassable.

Although it is not possible to say for certain ththere will be floods in the future,
contingencies for flooding need to be in place endny case, the impact of climate change
may mean that there is an increased risk of flagpdirthe future.

Commercial vehicle crossing the Fleet Memorial Bgd. 2003

The Fleet Bridge was inspected in 2001 (Babtie @raoaport B1236/AR), and the
conclusions were that some remedial work was redquirThese repairs have subsequently
been carried out. The bridge was found to be dapaftcarrying only 3 Tonnes Assessment
Live Load, because of the limitations of the capaoif the side spans. The bridge could
therefore be used, in a flooding emergency, toydaaffic not exceeding 3 Tonnes.

It is essential that this link is maintained, asamtingency, to allow access to Cookham
Village in the event of a flood cutting off accesa other roads. Traffic lights would be
required to control alternate traffic movement is tias been done in the past, although there
were problems because of the distance betweerrdfie fights. It is understood that the
RBWM stores signage and temporary traffic lightthat Tinkers Depot.
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Drivers ignoring the 2-way alternate traffic flow

During the last floods, the signage did not aleivets to the flooding, resulting in non-
essential traffic crossing into Cookham Villagehe$e provisions would be unlikely to be
required for more than two or three days.

The recommendations of this group are:-

that the bridge is inspected on a regular basjsesary five years or immediately after
flooding.

that any necessary repairs resulting from the etgpeare carried out in order to
maintain the bridge as an emergency link to Cookkdlage.

that RBWM Highways Dept. provides suitable tempyptaaffic controls and signage.

that the Fleet is kept free of weed and obstrustiorenable the water flow.
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7 Cycling

7.1 Background to the suggestion of a Sustrans Cycl e Route through
Cookham

The previous Cookham Plan proposal, now under wewiecommended an extension of
the existing Sustrans’ cycle track from MaidenhgéadCookham, with the plan to

continue its course through Cookham to Bourne Emdl lzeyond. The track currently
ends at its most northerly point, at the Strandeellaghtlands Lane junction. There is no
official cycle track in Bourne End.

Sustrans, which is an organisation promoting cgglwants a track to run northwards

into Bucks as part of a plan for a network of cyadaites throughout the country. An

extension from Lightlands Lane to Bourne End hasnbaiscussed with Sustrans in the
past. Although there is no legal obligation tovpde such a route, Cookham attempted to
co-operate. However, there were objections abautpttential impact of cyclists upon

the riverside and other amenity routes already lyidsed by residents, ramblers etc.
Consequently, meetings over several years betwastra®s, Cookham Parish Council,

The Cookham Society, the National Trust, other tryside organisations and the

landowners have never been able to establish @eagoute. The Ramblers’ Association
representatives were unhappy at the prospect dfensakharing existing footpath routes
with cyclists and issues have also arisen aboutctmstruction of such a cycle track

detracting from the timeless and exceptional natbeauty of the Cookham riverside

landscape.

Sustrans’ own specification is for this cycle rotaebe two metres wide, with a slightly
raised surface (types of surface vary), which sthdnd separated from both pedestrians
and motorists. In certain conditions which couldoabpply here, Sustrans recommend
wider, double tracks with a raised division betwegding/pedestrian usage.

7.2 Remit

The new Traffic and Transport Working Group (heterafcalled the Group), three-
guarters of whom are keen cyclists, has undertakeaview the validity of this proposal
and look at possible alternatives to this route angt other ways to help cyclists in
Cookham.

7.3 Potential Routes

The Group examined all the previous proposals dsasecarrying out its own research
into potential routes. All the routes start at #ml of the current Maidenhead-Cookham
cycle track at Strande Lane and all terminate atréhlway bridge linking Cookham to
Bourne End. The map at the end of this secticghefteport shows all the routes.
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7.3.1 Green Route

The Green Route is the existing aforementioned r&ust cycle track, which runs
between Strande Lane in Cookham, and Maidenheadoifter green track shown on the
map is an existing route along Switchback Road.

7.3.2 Red Route

This is the previous Cookham Plan proposed roukegiwwould leave the Green Route
in Strande Lane and continue northwards along Mdidad Road, crossing the
roundabout to continue up Poundfield Lane. At tbgmend of the Lane, the route would
cross Terry’s Lane diagonally to reach the traedieg towards the golf course. Before
reaching the golf course, it would turn eastwamd proceed downhill towards Marsh
Meadow to connect with the Sustrans’ Blue Route (selow and on map), eventually
diverting towards the railway line and running mevards, parallel to it, until reaching
the railway bridge crossing.

The north end of this designated route remainsuiistom the towpath until it reaches

the river railway bridge, so would cause minimasrdption to pedestrians using the

towpath. It would also be largely out of sight ®dpstrians and river users. However, the
landowner has raised objections on the groundstthsitarea is dedicated as a nature
conservation area and is also boggy, which he \mdievould make a cycle track

impractical.

7.3.3 Blue Route

This is Sustrans’ own preferred route through Caokhand the preferred choice of The
Cookham Society.

It leads from Strande Lane, across the fields tieausite of Strande Castle to Cookham
Moor, continuing from the north side of the Mooidaaiong the existing footpath around
the golf course. From this point, the route divéotshe towpath on the riverbank, where
it proceeds until reaching the railway river bridgessing into Bucks.

However, the Group was informed that no agreeneiihé plan can currently be made
with the owner of the field south of the Moor, wihimmeans that the Blue Route will
contain a gap (dotted in Blue on the map) untihstime that this becomes possible.

7.3.4 Mauve Route

This is the route from the Moor car park to theerierossing, which is favoured by the
land owner. It runs along the line of an existiogtpath crossing the centre of Marsh
Meadow towards the riverbank, then runs westwaildagathe entire length of the

towpath from Marsh Meadow to the railway/pedestrizer bridge crossing to Bourne

End.
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7.4 Evaluation of the routes

Bearing in mind Sustrans’ own specification for ycle route, the Blue Route could
potentially be acceptable. The link between Stranaiee and Cookham Moor could be
established, were it not for the objections of alaner of the field south of the Moor. At
its northern end, a compromise would be for thelecyrack to be routed behind the
pollarded trees parallel with the towpath at thprapch to the Bourne End river railway
bridge. This would avoid the marshy route alongsigerailway line, while the riverbank
path would be for the use of pedestrians.

The Red Route would not achieve the Sustrans’ Bpatwdon. The route is initially along
Maidenhead Road, which would also require cyclistsross this road, and is therefore
not separate from traffic. The Poundfield footpathiery narrow, is well used by walkers,
and a cycle track would require the destructiontrees and hedgerows. There have
recently been instances of groups of cyclists gdiangerously fast down the hill of the
footpath in Poundfield Lane, resulting in near4sodins between cyclists and pedestrians.
There are similar potential problems with the setof the route downhill alongside the
edge of the golf course. The long crossing poimbosx Terry’'s Lane, from the end of
Poundfield Lane, is diagonal and uphill, which wiblle dangerous for a young family
pushing cycles to cross, due to traffic using Teryane and a blind bend in each
direction. Finally, the Red Route proposes to fellthe railway line, which the land
owner believes is too boggy and is a nature coasiervarea.

The Mauve Route would be likely to produce the sashgections from countryside
organisations as did the original proposals.

In short, there are problems with all the potentmaltes, which would appear to be why
no agreement was ever reached.

7.5 The Bourne End Link

The Group has been in contact with Bucks County n€ibuFootpaths Officer and
Wooburn and Bourne End Parish Council regardingiptes plans for continuation of the
proposed Sustrans’ cycle route from the Bourne &vefside. At present, there are no
plans to establish a cycle track from this poimbtigh Bourne End and the Group was led
to believe that, due to lack of availability of aitable route, there is little likelihood of
such a link being established in the foreseealiedu

Therefore, if an extension of the Sustrans’ cydek was constructed across Cookham, it
would terminate at the river bridge crossing to B@uEnd.

7.6 Recommendation

For the reasons above, the Group proposes thattanseon of the existing Maidenhead-
Cookham cycle track should not be pursued at tesgmt time. This could be reviewed if
(a) Sustrans provide a complete cycle track lirdarfrthe river railway bridge, through
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and beyond Bourne End and (b) if the owner of thklfat the south side of Cookham
Moor is willing to allow the track to cross thisear(the Blue dotted route on the plan).

The Group is also concerned that a cycle track Idhawnly be built if it does not affect
Cookham residents’ enjoyment of the river and surding countryside in being able to
feel safe and unrestricted and allowing childred dags to roam freely, without danger
from cyclists. It is also recognised that consinrciof a cycle track would bring some
urbanising, detrimental changes to the landscapt) through Cookham and by the
riverside and that, prior to any decision on tth®, public should be made fully aware of
the potential visual impact.

The Group recognises that a Sustrans cycle tratikely to be of far more benefit to
cyclists passing through Cookham, than to Cookhesidents. The Group noted earlier
concerns that, once a track through the villageaisonally advertised by Sustrans on its
maps and websites, the volume of cyclists may arcably increase, at the inconvenience
of Cookham residents. Another fear, expressed ateating with Sustrans, was that
cyclists (who are often in groups) would be unljked stay on the designated track and
would take their own routes along the Cookham s, which is also part of the
Thames Path.

7.7 Other Cycling matters in Cookham

The Group believes that, to
encourage cycling by Cookham
residents, there should be adequate
lockable cycle parking available,
particularly in the area of the railway
station and shopping parade.

There is no other road within
Cookham that is suitable for the
addition of a parallel cycle track,
such as already exists in Switchback
Road.

There have been complaints that
the existing Sustrans’ cycle track
from Maidenhead contains barriers
which require redesigning as they do
not allow some cycles through.
Rectifying this would increase usage
and particularly enable parents and
children to cycle between home and
schools in Cookham and
Maidenhead.

Barrier requiring redesign
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The Group believes that the matter of cycling iregrfor children is important, but it
is understood that this subject is covered in threiculum at Cookham schools.

7.8 Map of Potential Cycling Routes

Please refer to the next page for a map of potesyciing routes
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7.8.1 Map of Potential Cycling Routes
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8 Public Transport - Report Summary

The TTWG considers the overarching requiremenrisookham to be provided with an
adequate level of public transport facilities.

In general, the TTWG considers that the curren¢lle¥ service, provided by the public
transport operators, offers a only a very basiellebarely adequate to local needs and,
with the exception of the limited M1 bus servicepypdes absolutely no coverage to
Cookham Dean. We believe that the bus servicaesotiprovide a frequency of service
that will encourage people to use public transpmtiead of cars.

The TTWG considers that Cookham'’s interests in taaiing adequate public transport
services can best be met by active co-operation iamolvement with the Marlow-
Maidenhead Passengers’ Association (MMPA) whicla i®ng standing and respected
pressure group and has ongoing business-like aakdtips with the transport providers.
With this in mind, we recommend formal represeptain the MMPA by the Cookham
Society and also the assignment of a Parish Cdontl local transport policy.

In this report we describe the public transportvgion for Cookham and how this
matches expectations. We also identify speciftepiial threats to service provision and
make recommendations to mitigate these threats.

In Cookham there are two forms of public transport:

Train services
Bus services

There is also a taxi service, which regularly uSeskham station as a pickup and drop
down point.

Additional transport facilities are provided by ariety of schemes, supported by
voluntary organisations and the Borough. Theséud®c the Borough Taxi Voucher
programme, the People to Places and the Cookhammt&oly Services schemes.

Recreational river transport is provided alongThames during the summer season.
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8.1 Summary of Recommendations

The following list summarises our recommendatioNge describe in later sections the
background to these issues and our findings, asasel more detailed explanation of the

recommendation.

#1: Cookham and the
MMPA

#2: Ralil service
reliability

#3: The Bourne End
viaduct

#4:. Community
Railways

#5: Crossrail

#6: Buses — new
contracts

#7: Transport hub

#8: Bus service & Train
co-ordination

Formal representation in the MMPA by the Cookham
Society and also the assignment of a Parish Cdantl
handle local transport policy matters.

Lobby First Great Western for better and reliable
connections at Maidenhead

Lobby First Great Western for a full programme of
maintenance and decoration of the viaduct.

Maintain vigilance of any resurgence of the Deparnn
of Transport Community Railway scheme.

Maintain vigilance and review the emerging plans fo
Cross Rail and provide a rapid response strategy to
Network Rail on any adverse impact on the branof li

Ensure that Cookham'’s local transport bus requingésne
are raised during the re-tendering process, wisich i
already underway.

Recommend that this proposal is not pursughde
Parish Council, however, wishes to carry out a
feasibility study into this proposal}

No further action on this topic should be underteke
unless Arriva ceases its commercial operation aft&o
37, on the Berkshire segment.
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8.2 Objectives
The TTWG defined the following objectives:

To identify potential improvements in rail and Besvices (possibly supplemented by an
on-demand taxi service from the station).

a) To estimate how the Crossrail project will impantrail services.
b) To establish whether rail and bus services carobwdinated.

c) To try to find out whether FGW intends to introdyzarking fees at Cookham and
whether there are concerns over the viability efMaidenhead-Marlow line.

d) To establish whether there should be a “transpolt” loutside Cookham railway
station.

The TTWG believes that these objectives shouldie&ed within the general context of
the provision of adequate public transport service€ookham. With this in mind, the
Group established contacts with all the major senproviders as well as the Royal
Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead (RBWM) and the RA/

8.3 Findings — Current services
Provision of public transport to Cookham is curhgas follows:

8.3.1 Train services:

Rail services to and from Cookham are providedt@nNlaidenhead to Marlow branch
line and are operated by First Great Western.  Finst Great Western franchise,
awarded by the Department for Transport (DfT) comoeel in April 2006 and is
contracted to run for seven years, plus a posaitdiional three years.

8.3.1.1 Services

Currently, FGW provides an “each-way”
hourly service along the line from
Maidenhead to Marlow on a daily basis
with a slightly reduced timetable on
Sundays. This service is referred to as the
“Marlow Donkey". Onward journeys
towards London or Reading require a
transfer at Maidenhead, although a
“through” service to London Paddington is
provided at peak times on weekday
mornings with “through” return services

_ ) operating at peak times in the Ilate
FGW Train at Cookham Station afternoons.
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“Marlow First train Last train First train Last train

Donkey” service from from from from
Cookhamto Maidenhead Cookhamto Marlow to
Maidenhead to Cookham Marlow Cookham

Monday to Friday 06:19 23:45 05:33 00:11

Saturday 07:20 23:35 06:43 00:11

Sunday 10:14 21:40 09:41 00:05

“Through” From From

service: Cookham to Paddington to

Cookham- Paddington Cookham

Paddington

Depart 07:27 17:44

Depart 08:28 18:44

We note that three early morning weekday trainmfidaidenhead to Bourne End pass
though Cookham (at approximately 05:55, 06:38 add @ without stopping, due to
platform length restrictions. This means that ¢hisrno service between Cookham and
Bourne End between the 05:33 and 07:49 servicesgapaof more than 2 hours!
However, after discussion with the station manager,believe that this is not causing
inconvenience for Cookham passengers.

8.3.1.2 Facilities

Cookham Station provides a booking office, waitrogm and toilet facilities. However,
these are only open during the morning periods:

From To
Monday to Friday 6:50 11:30
Saturday 8:00 11:30
Sunday Closed

Limited parking is provided for rail passengerstrently free of charge. A local taxi
service provides a collection service outside thgan on a booking basis.

A public telephone booth is not provided within te&tion buildings or immediate
adjacent areas, however a phone booth is availatd¢ed across the level crossing at the
entrance to the Station Car Park.
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8.3.1.3 Service Quality

First Great Western’s published performance figioeshe period from 25th May to 21st

June 2008 are shown below.

London -Thames Punctuality
Valley Service

Actual Performance 77.7%
Target Performance 92.0%
Trigger Percentage 89.0%

Manual operation of the points at
Bourne End

Reliability

99.0%
99.0%
98.0%

Note that these figures are for the London-
Thames Valley service sector of the FGW zone
and not specifically those of the Maidenhead to
Marlow branch line. However, it does show
shortfalls in punctuality, which is particularly

critical to Cookham passengers scheduling
connections at Maidenhead.

In particular, we are aware that the technical
problems associated with the points at Bourne
End cause many delays and cancellations,
despite point switching having been recently
converted from manual to electrical operation.

Returning journeys from Paddington are also
hampered by poor scheduling which can require
passengers to deliberately start their journeys 15
minutes earlier to guarantee a connection at
Maidenhead. Together with poor and

inconsistent  signage, as well as the
inconvenience of a long (and often last minute)
walk to the dilapidated platforms 13/14, the

general perception is of a run down service

compared with the more “glamorous” facilities o#drto the long distance expresses and

the Heathrow bound trains

Commuting to Paddington

Additional criticism concerns synchronisation wittondon bound trains during the
commuter time of day. Frequently, trains from Caank arrive at Maidenhead only for
passengers to watch the scheduled connection tddmoalready leaving from platform 4.
Sadly, some commuters are now even travelling @cBesfield to use the Chiltern Line

as the preferred route into London
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Commuting between Maidenhead and Paddington ispleatsant. Peak-time services
between Maidenhead and Paddington operate aboireste# capacity with a seating

format of three seats on one side of the aisletandon the other. Seats are frequently
narrower in width than their occupants (this is nogant to be a criticism, implied or

otherwise, of the occupants). Standing is routifiee on-train environment is noisy.

Almost all trains between Maidenhead and Paddingtonon the relief (slow) line and
take approximately 34 minutes. Consequently, srédiom Cookham to Paddington (and
vice versa) are scheduled as approximately foxg fhinute journeys. In comparison,
the fewer non-stopping high speed trains betweenlé&taead and Paddington run on the
fast line and provide a 20 minute journey. Alds branch line connections between
Cookham and Maidenhead rarely synchronise withetlf@ster trains. The relatively few
“faster” Cookham-Paddington trains, stopping atdewtermediate stations, still run on
the relief line and are routinely held up when sovall stops' trains run late.

The Maidenhead-Paddington service is inferior mReading-Paddington service; where
trains run on the fast line, travel time is versmgar to Maidenhead-Paddington. These
are much more frequent, the seat format is twossei#tter side of the aisle and the on-
train environment is much quieter. We attach @meceport in the Daily Telegraph (and
reported elsewhere in the press) which reports #4188 am from Bourne End to
Paddington as one of the 10 most overcrowded srwicthe Country.

8.3.2 Bus services

Cookham is served by a variety of routes, howether,vast majority of bus passenger
needs are met via the Arriva Route-37 (High Wyconidmairne End, Maidenhead) which

passes through Cookham Village and Cookham Risdditidnal services are provided

by Courtney Coaches under the auspices of the RBWM.

We have been informed that the Courtney Coaches$r&xns up for renewal next year
(2009) with tenders due out in July for contraetristn January. It is understood that
RBWAM is using Peter Brett Associates (PBA) as ctiaats. The TTWG recommends
that, via the Parish Council and the Cookham Sypci@bokham’s local transport bus
requirements are raised during this tender procen¢dm
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8.3.3 Services
Route-37

Arriva operates this service as an
extension to the Route-35 (High

Wycombe to Bourne End) service,

which operates under registration
from Buckinghamshire County

Council. The Bourne End to

Maidenhead leg of Route-37 is

operated by Arriva as a commercial
operation and receives no direct
subsidy from RBWM. The route

passes over Cookham Bridge, along
the High Street, past the Railway
Station, along Lower Road and then
Arriva bus 37 approaching the High Street along Whyteladyes Lane, to

Switchback Road and thence through
Furze Plat into Maidenhead. During the day, anrlgoservice is operated in each

direction, with a slightly more frequent servicepstak times. The service operates on
weekdays and Saturdays, however, there is no Suselayce. There are no services
after 7 p.m. on any day.

Route-37 First bus from Last bus from First bus from Last bus from
Cookham  Maidenhead to Cookham High
High Streetto = Cookham High Streetto Wycombe to
Maidenhead  High Street High Cookham
Wycombe High Street
Monday to 06:30 18:50 07:15 18:15
Friday
Saturday 07:03 18:45 07:51 18:15
Sunday N/A N/A N/A N/A
Route-M1:

Courtney Coaches operates this service (Marlowsh&n - Cookham - Maidenhead) on
Mondays and Thursdays and collects pre-booked pgseee only (01344 482200). The
route follows the Winter Hill route from Marlow, gsing through Cookham Dean
Bottom, where it stops to pick up local passengers.

The M1 service was created as part of the GoverhriRural Bus Challenge” which
started about 5 years ago.
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The project was initially
“Epump primed” by central
government but is now funded
by the Borough. Within this
framework, RBWM “shared” a
bus (2 days) with Wokingham
(3 days) however, Wokingham
has since pulled out of the
scheme. The service is
operated only by pre-booking
and will not run unless there are
pre-booked passengers. It was
designed to provided @asic
service to the more isolated
M1 bus at the Chequers small communities where there
is a“social need”, for example
banking / pension, weekly shop. The service ngasts for itself, in fact the service is
almost 100% .used by holders of Concessionargd"jr bus passes. A small coach,
accommodating 8 passengers is used and providem@ortant, but limited, service
within our community.

Route-7S

Courtney Coaches, under the RBWM “Borough Bus” safieoperates this Sunday-only
service as an extension of the other Route-7 s&svidt provides a link into Cookham
from the Woodlands Park area of Maidenhead, wittulb round trips arriving in
Cookham and returning at:

11:00, 12:00, 13:00, 15:00 and 16:00.

This service is intended for leisure, social andifa visit purposes.

8.3.3.1 Service Quality

Although Route-37 does not operate during the exgear on Sundays, it is well used by
the local Cookham community. Similarly, the M1lpet a very small and limited
service, is also used by the local community — @sfig elderly passengers. The Group
does not have any available utilisation data ferZB service at this stage.

Despite the importance of these services, Rout@&@$sengers complain about poor
reliability and uncomfortable vehicles. This issbd on verbal evidence obtained by
limited and informal questioning of passengers wwgifor the bus on the High Street and
is backed up by direct experience of members oafmip. Arriva has said that it has no
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specific strategy in place to furnish Route-37 witbre modern buses from its fleet and
there is the real feeling that travelling on Ro8%eould be a more pleasant experience.
The comfort of the ride is not helped by the pamad conditions that prevail in parts of

the Borough. However, aggressive driving is olianajor factor.

We do not have any current published figures fovise levels on Route-37, however we
have received reports from local passengers tlahturly service sometimes fails to
arrive. Clearly, this is a major inconvenienceéssengers bearing in mind the frequency
of the service and total lack of shelters or segatiArriva is introducing new technology
on several of its routes that provide waiting pagses with real-time information, such
as the estimated time of arrival of the next bwilst it might not be possible for Arriva
to implement the necessary systems to supportithell districts, we would like to
investigate the possibility of up to date informatiusing an 0800 number which
passengers could call.

8.3.3.2 Environmental impact

It has been observed that large road vehicles, ssclcoaches have difficulty in
negotiating certain areas such as the High Stmettlze Pound and are responsible for
localised congestion. The TTWG encourages theotisenaller road vehicles by public
transport providers to lessen their impact on thage road infrastructure.

8.3.3.3 Bus and Train Fares

Contrary to some beliefs, the fares charged onhihe and train services between
Cookham and Maidenhead are broadly similar. THeViing table illustrates this
comparison

Arriva #37: Cookham High Street Single Return

to Maidenhead Town Centre £2.70 £2.80

FGW: Cookham to Maidenhead SingleOff peak return Open return
£2.20 £2.50 £2.80

This is not surprising in view of the open competitbetween FGW and Arriva over the
span of this route
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8.3.4 Taxi services

A local taxi operator regularly delivers and colec
passengers to / from Cookham station. Althoughetlzze
many taxis operating in the Borough in generak fileasing
to see one that provides a service that helps tordioate
with the local train services. The poster illuttthis clearly
posted at the station office entrance.

We note, however, that there is no public phonditiaat
the station itself although a phone booth is pregidear the
entrance to the station car park, across the @esking.

8.3.5 Special Needs Transport Facilities

Additional transport facilities are provided by ariety of schemes, supported by
voluntary organisations and the Borough. Theskid®

Cookham Voluntary Services

Based in Cookham at Elizabeth House, this is d ldzarity, which provides car transport
to villagers who have specialist needs, such ass\slocal hospitals.

People-to-Places:

This is a charity run scheme where a membershipsfebarged and a collection / drop-
off is offered by prior arrangement for a small fe journey.

Taxi Voucher System:

This is run by the Borough on the back of the cesmmary fares scheme and is age /
disability dependent. It is controlled by the Ib8acial Services. The voucher system as
originally implemented was subject to abuse and mwin on the basis of a £100 pa
payment into personal bank accounts out of whible, asers must pay for all their
additional taxi / transport costs.

8.3.6 River Transport

A summertime leisure service is provided by Salt8teamers, linking Cookham to
Maidenhead and Windsor and operates on Mondays$-addys only, from mid-May to
Mid-September

The starting point of these services is at Marladjacent to Higginson Park and the
boarding point at Cookham is at the small landitage, which is accessed from the
towpath approximately 100 metres from Cookham lajagear Holy Trinity church.
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This service passes through what is widely coneti¢o be some of the most beautiful
scenery on the Thames before finally finishing faelbbe magnificent hilltop castle at
Windsor.

It seems amazing that the service does not rureek@nds when leisure demand would
be at its greatest. Is there a missed opportiuaigncourage tourists to arrive by boat?
This service could benefit from better signage addertising of services, times and
prices. The Parish Council has recently joinedTthames Alliance and may be able to
make use of their services and website to pront@aise of Salters Steamers. Increased
use may make a weekend service a viable optidmeiisammer.

Salters Steamer passing the Cookham Pier

8.4 Local Authority Responsibilities

8.4.1 Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead

The RBWM implements support for local transport dseehrough its “Passenger
Transport Team”. Neil Beswick is the Principal ioéir for Passenger Transport and we
are grateful for his help in providing useful baakgnd material.

RBWM policy for the provision of local transport thin the Borough is set out in its
Local Transport Policy (LTP). The following paraghs summarise the Borough’s
published LTP’s objectives and strategy
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8.4.2 RBWM Local Transport Plan

The Royal Borough of Windsor & Maidenhead produdeel final version of its Local
Transport Plan (LTP) in March 2006 and represeris/@ar strategy and implementation
plan for transport in the Royal Borough, coverihg period from 2006/07 to 2010/11. It
sets out how the Royal Borough intends to work ‘do¥g achieving its long-term vision
for transport, developed in association with Iatakeholders”.

“The Borough anticipates that the LTP will contintee
evolve over the coming 5-year period. In particuthe
Accessibility Strategy and the Air Quality ActioriaR
will be the subjects of significant development ko
The Council will also seek to respond positively|to
challenges that may arise and will seek to invadlle
relevant stakeholders in developing antgplementing
effective solutions, informed by public consultatia
where appropriate.”

=

The RBWM further defines its LTP Objectives andagtgies:

Objectives

The objectives for the LTP are consistent with oral and regional
priorities, namely:

To maintain transport assets;

To improve safety for all transport users;

To improve journey reliability and address congesti
To reduce the impact of transport on the envirortmen
To improve access to everyday facilities.

O g B8R
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Strategy

The strategy has been developed around the folpwoore
components:

Mobility Management. A variety of low cost, suppog
measures (e.g. information services, ticketing d@ravel plans),
which enhance the effectiveness of investment imgmy transport
services and infrastructure (e.g. bus servicededsioes, etc).

Network Management: Measures designed to increhse t
efficiency of transport networks, maintain thenatsuitable standard
protect sensitive environments and improve roacketgafor all
transport users.

Improving Sustainable Transport Options: Measuresighed
to improve access to public transport, walking epcling and reduct
dependency on the private car for everyday travel.

Demand Management: Measures that discourage umaldt
transport patterns by limiting parking for new deysnents ana
effectively managing public car parking.

1%

8.4.3 Buckinghamshire County Council Local Transport Plan

We have included the following extract from Buck€'€ LTP mission statement
because:

a) Arriva Route-37 (High Wycombe to Maidenhead) faifgler its remit.

b) It provides an interesting comparison with the RBWIP

Travel Planning - Bus

“We are committed to supporting public transport in
Buckinghamshire in a number of ways:”

Providing socially necessary local bus services
Providing the network of school transport services
Part-funding the Traveline telephone enquiry servic
Publishing comprehensive timetables
Supporting community transport schemes
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8.4.4 Local Transport Plans — Comment

Whilst the RBWM'’s LTP included provision for publiconsultation is welcome, a

comparison with the Bucks CC mission statemenseful. The Bucks CC LTP has very

specific statements on thegrovision of transport services, whereas the RBWM is
concerned with more abstract (maybe no less worttoncepts, such as safety,
environment and access. We feel, however, tHatks the conviction of direct support

of public transport within the Borough. Additiohalit does not explicitly address the

co-ordination of “cross-boundary” routes, suchhasArriva Route-37.

8.4.5 Local Pressure Groups

8.4.5.1 Marlow — Maidenhead Passengers’ Association (MMPA).

Elsewhere in this report we have made recommendafmr a greater involvement with

the MMPA in order to help to address Cookham’s publansport requirements. In

particular, we note that the MMPA holds a uniqusipon of influence with transport

providers and maintains an enormous level of skiid knowledge that would be of great
use to Cookham. Specific recommendations are relzég/here in this report.

Excerpt from the MMPA constitution:

“The aims of the Association are the retentipn,
improvement and greater usage of the Maidenheaou+® End
— Marlow branch railway and the retention, improestand
greater usage of bus services in the MaidenheadynBoEnd,
Marlow and High Wycombe areas and such other t@hspms
as appear to the Association’s Committee from tionéme to be
suitable for the Association to support.”
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8.5 Recommendations

Strategy: The Cookham Society is the best placed and mostlyigcognised and
respected guardian of the interests of all of Caokls residents. Furthermore the Society
has good communications capabilities via its neveets.

This WG recommends that a senior member of the RamokSociety should also be a
member of the MMPA tasked by the Society with resplaility for Cookham residents’

interests regarding MMPA business and ensuring #imgt threats to Cookham’s ralil
services are communicated to Cookham'’s residents.

The WG formed the view that theairrent level of public transport service provision is
adequate to therery basic needs of Cookham. However, there are areas where
improvement is needed.

Rail Timetable: Early morning travel into London is frequently fiiated by the late
arrival to Maidenhead station of the 8:00am tragpafture from Cookham. Note that
this should link with the high speed connectioroihbndon but is frequently missed.
Whilst duration of the Maidenhead to London legcoinmuters’ (on the high speed
service) journey is adequate, the overall journeyes (Cookham > London) become
excessive.

Recommendation: Within the overall recommendation for greater Caakh
participation in the MMPA (Marlow-Maidenhead Pasgers’ Association),apply
constant pressure on First Great Western for the aplication of better and reliable
connections at Maidenhead.

8.5.1 Rail and Bus timetable co-ordination

This group has not been asked to establish whethleand bus serviceshould be co-
ordinated: in the group’s view it is not an imperat However, whether such co-
ordinationcould be achieved is a different matter. This WG hadkep with Arriva, who
operate the Route-37 service (High Wycombe to M#hdad through Cookham and
stopping slightly West of the railway crossing) this matter. Their position is that they
operate the Berkshire side of the route entirella@ommercial basis. As such they view
the rail services as competition.

Recommendation: As the need for co-ordination has not been estaalisand that
Arriva sees the rail service as competition, the dd@siders thaho further action on
this topic should be undertaken If, however, Arriva should cease its commercial
operation of Route-37, on the Berkshire segméen ts is highly likely that the RBWM
would need to incorporate a Cookham service intoBbrough Bus scheme. If this were
to happen, then there could be an opportunitydpeg this topic.
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8.5.2 A “Transport Hub” outside Cookham railway station.

The Group considered various ideas put forwardttier implementation of a transport
hub outside Cookham railway station.

Relocation of westbound bus stop

The current Maidenhead bound bus route stops ok\Vigstern side of the level crossing
and has resulted in passengers, alighting for td#os, to miss their connection due to
barrier closures. Westbound buses pass over tha @wessing, requiring alighting
passengers to walk back over the crossing to #testplatform.

Constructing a bus stop alongside the station Img&] for example a lay-by on the
immediate approach, from the East, to the levetsimy. However, it is highly unlikely
that this idea would meet safety requirements dubkd proximity to the crossing gates.

Improved access to Taxi Services

The Group considered whether the availability ofalotaxis could be improved, for
example by providing a taxi booking service frone station or nearby. However, the
Group has not been able to identify any demandaéiafitional taxi facilities from the
station. There is currently one taxi that regylgstovides services to rail users and
probably meets local needs satisfactorily.

Even in an era where most of the population caraesobile phone, there may be

occasions when passengers need access to a tradpioone outside the station. The
current phone facility is located at the stationark on the other side of the track and its
position is not obvious to passengers alightingCabkham station. Relocation of this

phone to the station buildings would provide be#tecess but the chances of vandalism
would be increased. There are of reports of “ysuthAnging around” the station in the

evenings. The appearance of graffiti and damagbd@latform shelter are evidence of

anti-social behaviour. Marlow station equipmens ladso been subject to late evening
vandalism.

Recommendation: The case for a transport hub is not proven aqmg but should be
reviewed if there was a drive to co-ordinate tramsprovision so that the emphasis is on
providing a service rather than competition. Insthelays of trying to get people to use
public transport rather than the car, surely thick@s sense.

8.5.3 Threats

Whilst the remit of this Group is to identify needenprovements to the services, the
TTWG considers that there are more serious issishweed addressing and concern
possible threats to the future of the line. Thomesidered are as follows:
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8.5.3.1 Threat #1: The condition of the Bourne End Viaduct

The condition of the Bourne End viaduct (“the raiwbridge over the Thames”): A
member of the Group visited the bridge and hasywed photographs showing the poor
state of the ironwork. Whilst Network Rail has ldeed the bridge “adequate for
passenger trains” and “no significant renewal wigkplanned”, it has stated that “a
proposal has been made for the viaduct to be mhimté that it is the subject of funding
approval”. The WG is not aware that such fundiag lget been approved which raises
our concerns on the future of the viaduct. Withdle viaduct, there will be no
Maidenhead to Marlow rail service.

Recommendation: Within the overall recommendation for greater Caakh
participation in the MMPA, apply constant pressore First Great Western for a full
programme of maintenance and decoration of theuciad

8.5.3.2 Threat #2: Community Railway Scheme

On its website (http://www.networkrail.co.uk/asp8®aspx ) Network Rail lists 24
designated Community Rail routes, excluding the ddahead-Marlow branch.
Originally it was proposed that the Maidenhead-Marbranch line should be considered
for similar classification It is understood that these proposals were encedragder the
then Minister for Transport (Alistair Darling) analthough the Maidenhead-Marlow
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branch line is no longer in consideration, thereaipotential that the policy may be
revisited in the future. There is widespread dcegmh of this policy in respect to the
Maidenhead-Marlow branch line and is perceived dial people as a first step to the
running down of this service.

The following extract from the Network Rail suredgnds out a warning:

“Assessment of community railway proje¢ts
gives the opportunity for all concerned |to
assess whether these lines can be put pn a
sustainable basis by bringing costs and
income closer together. In managing thgse
lines, particular care needs to taken that §fhey
are not over specified”

Recommendation: Within the overall recommendation for greater Caakh
participation in the MMPAmaintain vigilance of any resurgence of the Department of
Transport Community Railway scheme.
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8.5.3.3 Threat #3: The Crossrail Project
Project Overview

Timescales: Construction is due to start in 2010 and the first
trains should start running in 2017.

Declared Taking into account inflation, costs of finance

Costs: and contingency provisions which provides the
cost of building Crossrail estimated at between
£7bn - £11bn (2002 prices).

Costs & The £16bn cost of Crossrail is to be funded from

funding: a combination of sources. A substantial portion
of the cost will come from central government,
with another portion coming from the Mayor [of
London]. The remainder is comprised of both a
levy on business taxes, and a collection of lump-
sum contributions from key beneficiaries -
including £800m from Canary Wharf Group,
£200m from BAA (the operators of Heathrow
Airport) and £250m from the City of London
Corporation.

Source: Crossrail

Whilst there is some doubt about the final Westerminal to Crossrail, the current plan
is to terminate in Maidenhead (there are strongcatwns that Reading will be the final

choice), there remain concerns and potential threathe Maidenhead-Marlow branch
line. The following extract from Crossrail plansosvs the proposed layout of new track
to the West of Maidenhead station.
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Whilst the WG has no actual evidence at hand, conbas been expressed that the
redevelopment of the network at Maidenhead statosupport the Crossrail project
could lead to the closure of the local branch linkhe WG has been told (again, we
have no concrete evidence at hand) that the Cibpsogect had considered building a
marshalling yard in the general area West of trenddn line spur from Maidenhead
station. Potentially, this would bring it into dbat with the current branch line route.
Certainly the current plan diagrams show track tgreents in this area but they also
show the existing branch line intact.

“Crossrail services will use the relief lines (sldwes) undel
normal operation. Inter City and outer suburbaivises use
the fast lines.”

“Because of the frequency of Crossrail trains Ea$f
Maidenhead, the entire relief line service betwReading and
Paddington has to be recast. There are planned tewdtrains
an hour from Reading to London calling at princigttions
(Twyford, Maidenhead, Slough, Hayes and Harlingtomd
Ealing Broadway). Some of these trains could sthsir
journey to the West of Reading (e.g. Oxford). Idiidn there
will be two trains an hour between Reading and &tocalling
at all stations. Again some of these trains rhay
originate/terminate to the West of Reading. Thesegises arg
planned to be complementary to Crossrail serviges$ the
expectation is that they will be franchised coniamlly by
the Secretary of StateSource: Crossrail
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There is also a wider concern that the Maidenhedandon route will take on additional
stops and lead to a poorer end to end timetablthoégh this is probably strictly outside
the remit of this WG we mention this as an adddiaoncern.

Given the service description above, it is inevgaihat we would lose direct services to
Paddington. There is not likely to be capacityhe timetable and, unless the branch line
is electrified (too expensive) our diesel units Wdgprobably be too slow to fit in with the
other services. The branch line would thereforeob®e an anomaly and susceptible to
closure if passenger numbers drop.

Recommendation: Within the overall recommendation for greater Caakh
participation in the MMPAmaintain vigilance and review the emerging plans for Cross
Rail and provide a rapid response strategy to NetviRail on any adverse impact the
branch line.

8.5.3.4 Threat #3: Continuation of the Arriva service to Maidenhead

The Arriva Route-37 is an extension of the Routed3mh Wycombe to Bourne End)
service and is contracted by Bucks CC and Arrivaosks to maintain the extension to
Maidenhead on purely a commercial basis. BucksdG€> not provide financial support
for the “Berkshire” leg of Route-37

The ongoing threat is that, should Arriva no longensider the Berkshire extension to be
commercially viable, the service could be withdraRBWM has indicated that it would
have to consider implementing a substitute setagarovide Cookham with an adequate
bus service. Whilst this could lead to a bettevise in certain ways (e.g. circular route,
smaller vehicles), the loss of a connection intgh-NWWycombe would be an unacceptable
loss.

8.5.3.5 Threat #4: Courtney Coaches — contract renewal

The contract between Courtney Coaches (who run ofasie Maidenhead bus services)
and the RBWM is up for renewal next year (2009).

The threat to Cookham is that the new contractddcbave an adverse impact on the
provision of the M1 service which, although venyilied, does provide a lifeline to some
Cookham residents in areas not covered by the &bus and FGW rail services.
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8.6 Timetables and Fares

8.6.1 Courtney Coaches M1 service — Marlow to Maidenhead
Timetable

Marlow to Maidenhead

Marlow (Railway Station) ... 11:00 13:10
Bisham (The Bull P.H.) 09:25 11:10 13:20
Cookham (The Chequers) 09:30 11:15 13:25
Maidenhead (Frascati Way) 10:00 11:45 13:50
Maidenhead to Marlow
Maidenhead (Frascati Way) 10:10 12:00 14:00
Cookham (The Chequers) 10:35 12:25 14:25
Bisham (The Bull P.H.) 10:40 12:30 14:30
Marlow (Railway Station) 10:50 12:4(

8.6.2 Arriva and FGW Fares — Cookham to Maidenhead

Arriva #37 Single Return
Cookham High Street to
Maidenhead Town Centre

£2.70 £2.80

FGW Cookham to Maidenhead Single Off peak Open
return return

£2.20 £2.50 £2.80
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8.6.3 River Transport — Salters Steamers, Summer service

Current timetable
Marlow to Windsor

Marlow (Higginson Park)

Marlow Lock

Cookham Landing Stage
Maidenhead (by Boulters Lock)

Windsor Bridge
Windsor to Marlow
Windsor Bridge

Maidenhead (by Boulters Lock)
Cookham Landing Stage

Marlow Lock

Marlow (Higginson Park)

Current fares

dep.

arr.
dep.

arr.

a.m.
9:30
9:45
10:15
11:15
1:15
p.m.
2:15
4:00
5:15
5:45
6:00

Single

Return

From Cookham
To: Maidenheac
To: Windsor
To: Marlow

Adult

Snr

Chil

£6.70 £6.40 £3.
£11.40 £10.90 £5.¢
£6.50 £6.20 £3.2

d Adult Snr Chil
50 £9.80 £9.30 £4

30 £17.40 £16.60 £8.

0 - - -
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8.8.3 Report from The Daily Telegraph, 5" August, 2008
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SECTION 9

THE POUND
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9 The Pound

9.1 Introduction

The Pound forms part of the B road, the B4447. FPband has been the subject of many
reviews and studies over a long period of timefe years ago, three humps were installed,
at each end and in the middle of The Pound. Mecently, the eastern hump was replaced
by a raised pedestrian crossing, close to theipmetith Terry’s Lane.

9.1.1 Road and Pavement

The distance of the road and pavement from Spemnaekachor Court is around 180 metres.
The Group has mapped the pavement width (seeichartiening The Pound section). At its
narrowest part, the pavement is 62cm wide, butntidgeh varies at different points along its
length.

9.1.2 Traffic Survey

At the request of the TTWG and Councillor Stretttm RBWM Highways Department
carried out a traffic survey. This took place betw Saturday 4June and Monday 23
June. The most significant data relates to thegdrom Monday 18June and Friday 20
June. The survey used digital cameras which nigt @unt the vehicles; they also measure
vehicle length and speed. The survey was conduitéd and this was during school term
time. The week therefore was typical of peak tinadéfic. The cameras measured traffic in
both directions.

The traffic flows are shown in the table below. e$& cover the five working days 16-20
June 2008.

9.1.3 Traffic Flows

Westbound

Time Mon | Tue Wed Thu Fri Mon-Fri | Average
24 Hrs 5198 | 5154 5207 5505 564 26706 5341
7-19 4349 | 4233 4322 4492 4609 220056 4401
8-10 765 750 717 790 776 3798 760
Peak (8-9) 443 440 460 458 482 2283 457
16-18 1011 978 884 1005 1037 4915 983
Peak (17-18) 584 533 494 544 562 2717 543
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Eastbound

Time Mon | Tue Wed Thu Fri Mon-Fri | Average
24 Hrs 4910| 4981 4171 4347 4341 22750 455(
7-19 4157 | 4183 4171 4347 4341 21199 424(
8-10 891 953 883 971 904 4602 920
Peak (8-9) 496 571 538 593 54Q 2738 548
16-18 782 730 694 744 841 3791 758
Peak (17-18) 394 382 360 402 430 1968 394

This shows that over a working week, there are @®\®ehicle movements. 43,000 of these
are between 7a.m. and 7p.m. At the morning peak Ba.m.-9a.m., there were 457 vehicles
passing from west to east and 548 from east to,veesodtal of 1005, or one every 3.6
seconds. At the evening peak between 5p.m. amd.6fhe west bound flow averaged 543
vehicles and eastbound 394 vehicles, a combined ¢6t937 vehicles, or one every 3.8

seconds.

9.1.4 Vehicle Length
The figures for vehicle length for the same pemaeae as follows:-

Vehicle length %

Up to 5.2m 92.7%
5.2-6.5m 7.1%
6.5-11.5m 2.0%
Over 11.5m 0.2%

To put these lengths into context, please notelithensions of the vehicles below:-

Ford Fiesta 3.9Mtrs

Ford Mondeo 4.8Mtrs

Ford Transit (shortest) 4.8Mtrs
Ford Transit (longest) 6.5Mtrs

42 seat single decked bus (Optare Tempo) 12.6Mtrs
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9.1.5 Speed

The table below shows the average speed for dfictrplus the % of traffic travelling
between 20-25mph and those above 25mph. No texttieeded 30mph.

Time Average speed (mph) % 20-25mph % over 25mph
24 Hrs 15.8 7.3 0.5

7-19 15.5 6.6 0.3

8-10 14.9 5.0 0.1

Peak (8-9) 14.5 3.8 0.0
16-18 15.0 5.2 0.2

Peak (17-18) 14.5 4.5 0.2

9.1.6 Conclusions from the traffic survey
The weekday traffic flows through The Pound areviie@t peak times around a
vehicle every 3.6 seconds) and do not vary subatgnirom day to day.

The vast majority of vehicles are cars, and thezevary few vehicles over 11.5 metres
and only 2% above van size.

The average speeds are below the speed limit dndie® exceeding 25mph were less
than 1%. No vehicle exceeded 30mph.

9.1.7 Safety

A survey was carried out among parents of childi#ending Holy Trinity School in 2005.
16 parents reported concerns about the proximityaffic when walking through The Pound.
There were no reports of actual accidents.

The RBWM Highways Department has no reports ofdetis involving personal injury, and
this was confirmed by PC de Haan. However, thereetbeen reports of pedestrians being
clipped by wing mirrors.

The Pound is not on the RBWM list of potential decit black spots.
9.1.8 Conclusions relating to traffic and safety

There is an anomaly between the fears of pedestaad actual accident statistics. The
conclusions are:-

Traffic for the most part flows steadily throughelRound, at speeds below the 20mph
limit. The traffic calming measures are effective.
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The pavement is narrow in parts, and leads to faareng some users, particularly
those with children.

The narrowness of the road and pavement appednavie created a self-regulating
environment.

9.1.9 Objectives and areas for study

It is clear that a safer environment for pedessriaould be desirable, while at the same time
maintaining traffic flow and avoiding creating casgion.

The objectives for the team studying The Pound wefmed as:-

To widen the footpath and provide easier accespddestrians, particularly those with
pushchairs.

To maintain traffic flows.
The potential solutions to be evaluated were:-

A southern bypass.

A Gyratory system through Poundfield.

A footpath north of The Pound.

Widening the footpath and narrowing the road.
Limited widening of the footpath at its narrowestrns.
None of the above (the status quo option).

The remainder of this section of the report evasi@ach of these options in turn
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9.2 Southern Bypass

9.2.1 Background

This was one of the options examined by the previbaffic and Transport team, which did
not recommend that a feasibility study be carried o

9.2.2 The Route

The previous Traffic and Transport team did notlesi@ a specific route. There appear to be
two routes to consider.

The first would run west from Sutton Road (A4094),a point north of Sutton Cottage,
joining Maidenhead Road at a point north of Lightla Lane and to the north of
Cannondown railway bridge.

The second would run from the A4094 at a pointh® south of Widbrook Common to the
B4446 at a point probably just east of the railveaiglge to the north of Furze Platt station,
and would be a slightly longer route.

Each route would bypass The Pound for traffic mohg to Cookham Rise.

Both routes would traverse Green Belt land andStrande stream, and both would have a
minimum distance in excess of 1000 metres. The obgoad building is estimated at
between £500 and £1500 a metre for the road aldwaglitional costs would be incurred for
land purchase and the building of bridges as thiger would traverse the flood plain. A
southern bypass has been proposed in the pasg, finamced by a developer, in return for
permission to build houses.

If this road was built, the volumes of traffic tugh The Pound would be reduced, but it
would not, by itself, provide a safer environmeotr fpedestrians, who would still be
negotiating a narrow path adjacent to traffic. tdéffic volumes through The Pound
decreased, traffic speeds might increase, althtlughraffic calming measures appear to be
working, as shown by the traffic survey resultsethappear earlier in this report.

9.2.3 Summary

9.2.3.1 Advantages

None. It does not improve pedestrian safety.
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9.2.3.2 Disadvantages

It would cut across green belt, with potentiallyrhéul environmental effects.

It might reduce safety in The Pound, if it resulted in higher fimépeeds.

It would be expensive, well in excess of £1m, egdgdor the longer southern route.
It would risk adjacent land being used for housiegelopment.

Litigation could arise from householders close ithex route, whose property values
would be reduced.

9.2.4 Recommendation

This group endorses the conclusion of the preweniking group that this option would not
achieve the objectives and that a feasibility stsiolyuld not be undertaken
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9.3 Gyratory System

9.3.1 Background — Recommendations from the previous Cookham Plan

Pages 10 and 11 of the Cookham plan set out thkgtmod and made a number of
recommendations:

No.1: A feasibility study on the construction of@w road across Poundfield to Terry’s
Lane being part of a clockwise one way Gyratoryesys

No.5: Considerations of the financial implicaticofsthe proposals given the scale and
that the sites are privately owned.

Page 7 of the Cookham Plan (Summary of Major Recenaation) recommended (Point
No. 1) that a comprehensive feasibility study ebad across Poundfield to Terry’s Lane be
carried out.

9.3.2 Remit

The TTWG was tasked with reviewing the validity angpact of the Gyratory road proposal
routing through Poundfield, The Pound and Terrngsé.

9.3.3 Executive Summary

The Gyratory Road is not a valid solution to thelgsrian safety and congestion problems.
It would be difficult to meet the RBWM road widtlequirements on some sections of the
route, namely Terry’s Lane.

If implemented, the Gyratory Road would not brirgnéfits justified by the cost and would
significantly urbanise The Poundfield area. It Wbbring pollution and it would have a

detrimental impact on the wildlife, local amenitgritage, tourism and residents. It would
also open up the possibility for the developmerthefwhole of The Poundfield area.

9.3.4 Routing

The precise positioning of the path of the new rmatthe original Cookham Plan is unclear —
the map was described as an indicative route. stigagion by this team identified two
possible routes.

The first route would run along the existing Poueldf Land past Anchor Court, up the hill,
past the front of three houses before bendingdaitint across open fields and cutting down
through several hedges before meeting Terry’s Lartes route runs across land owned by a
local farmer. It would also absorb part of thedienown as “the pony field”.

An alternative route would again commence at thteaene to Poundfield Lane continuing
past Anchor Court before bending to the right amdtimg across the field in front of

Englefield House. It would then pass through pgelyaowned land belonging to several
residents to join Terry’s Lane. This route is $éobut would involve the co-operation of
these residents, who have expressed concern amp@osed to selling land for this purpose.
This route would therefore require complex and espe compulsory land purchase in
accordance with the Planning and Compulsory PuecAas 2004.

The arguments presented in this report are appéicatboth routes.
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The Gyratory routes reviewed are marked in grey.heTblue route relates to &
footpath to the north of The Pound and is discusseldewhere in this report.

9.3.5

Impact

The proposed Gyratory route commencing at the jonaf The Pound and Poundfield Lane
was examined. The following points were noted:-

9.3.6

1.
2.

Urbanisation:
The proposed Gyratory Road would cut across artiegi€onservation Area.

Poundfield lane is an unmade road providing acoedg to residential properties

before reducing to a narrow footpath. It is flalkey hedging amongst much of its
length. The Gyratory Road would require this lané footpath to be upgraded to a
“B” road, involving removal of hedgerows, to widerio 6m, plus the installation of a

2m wide pedestrian pavement on both sides (totallidém) and would probably

require lighting to be installed along its entiength at 10m — 20m intervals to
comply with RBWM planning policy (see Appendix A).

The mini roundabout near the Nursery school wouttbably need to be re-sited and
enlarged resulting in the loss of green verge om ¢brner of The Pound and
Maidenhead Road.

The proposed Gyratory Road would join Terry’'s lambjch is currently a narrow
country lane supporting low traffic volumes. Ingorating Terry’s Lane into the
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Gyratory system would require upgrading it to a “B®ad, widening it to 6m and
installing a 2m wide pavement and also possibliatingg on both sides. In some
places, the construction of the road to meet RBWMrent width specifications
would encroach on residential properties and gad@stricting their width, with the
likelihood of incurring further compulsory purchased compensation costs.

The Gyratory Road would run along the existing yeriLane to join The Pound.
The bottom of Terry’s Lane is very narrow and atiarrowest point it is flanked by a
listed wall (the boundary wall of the Old Farm Heus To accommodate the
Gyratory Road the listed wall would have to be nibback several metres and the
garage building of The Old Farm House demolished.

The proposed Gyratory Road would open the oppdstdar the development of the
whole of The Poundfield area which has always bswongly opposed and was
previously overturned in 1990 by the then Secretdrptate for the Environment,
Michael Heseltine.

9.3.7 Wildlife:

Poundfield Lane hedgerows and the surrounding nvesdare currently designated a
conservation area, which is abundant with wildirfeluding deer, rabbits, foxes and a huge
array of birds, butterflies and insects. The psgubGyratory Road would result in the loss
of hedgerows which form the backbone of wildliféohat.

9.3.8 Amenity:

Poundfield Lane currently provides access to thenagpace at Poundfield, the golf course
and the river beyond. This public right of wayused by many walkers, horse riders,
tourists, children walking to school, cyclists aaghblers. The local nursery school uses the
lane as a safe nature walk to observe wildlife ti@dchanging seasons. It is an invaluable
and important part of the Cookham scene. Upgrathiglane and footpath to a “B” road
would greatly reduce the amenity of the lane ferrimgjority of users.

9.3.9 Heritage and Tourism:

The proposed Gyratory Road would cut through tleevwof Poundfield across to Cliveden
captured by the celebrated local artist, Sir Starfipencer and threatens to destroy a
significant piece of Cookham'’s artistic historyourists are attracted to Cookham for, among
other things, its Stanley Spencer heritage, itsvsjdranquillity and beauty. This would be
compromised by the Gyratory Road.

9.3.10 Pollution:

1.

2.

Traffic travelling from Cookham Village and headed Poundfield Lane and Terry’s
Lane would be forced through The Pound by the Gyyadystem.

All vehicles travelling from Station Hill and Maideead Road would drive up
Poundfield Lane and down Terry’s Lane, effectivdbubling the distance travelled.
This would significantly increase pollution fromnfies and noise in The Poundfield
area and there would be increased light pollutidighting were installed.
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9.3.11 Residents:

1. The proposed Gyratory Road would run very closseteral houses along the route,
as well as the Anchor Court flats.

2. Residents living along the route of the proposedatayy Road would be significantly
inconvenienced by major road works and possiblyachgd by light pollution from
street lamps.

3. Residents living along the whole route would bensigantly inconvenienced by
restricted one way access to their properties.

4. Residents living along The Poundfield Lane and yertane sections of the route
would be impacted by noise and fumes pollution finoreased traffic volume.

5. Residents living along the north side of The Poand in any houses in Poundfield
Lane or Terry’'s Lane enclosed by the Gyratory Reanlld be living on a large
traffic island.

6. Several properties would suffer considerable detadn resulting in probable
litigation.

9.3.12 Cost

The RBWM Highways Dept. has provided the Traffid diransport Group with an estimate
of the cost of road building. It is a broad ranfjem £500 the £1500 per metre. The road
length is estimated to be between 490 and 620 meikeng a cost of between £0.3m and
£0.9m for the road alone. Additional costs wouddilcurred for remedial upgrading of the
road surface and pavements on The Pound and Tdrayig, re-siting of the electrical
infrastructure and the sewers. There would behéuricosts from litigation, compulsory
purchase and compensation. It is likely that thests would be prohibitive unless paid for
by a property developer in return for building tigim The Poundfield area.

9.3.13 Validity

The Gyratory Road was proposed in the original @aok Plan as a solution to the
congestion and pedestrian safety issue in The RPotlihd pros and cons of this are explored
below:

9.3.14 Pros:

1. A one way Gyratory Road through The Pound wouldvala wider pavement to be
constructed.

2. Traffic in The Pound would reduce, because it wdaddbne way.

9.3.15Cons:

1. The Gyratory Road would have a significant envirental impact — urbanisation,
increased light and noise pollution and loss of sdwabitat, particularly hedgerows.

2. The cost would be high — construction costs, itfuasure costs, compulsory
purchase, compensation and legal expenses.
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3. There would be additional risks to pedestrians gisihe Pound due to the
requirement to cross the Gyratory Road at Pourtifigine and the likelihood of
higher traffic speeds in The Pound resulting frame way traffic.

4. The quality of life of residents living adjacent tbhe Gyratory Road would be
reduced.

5. There would be the risk of housing developmenthe Poundfield area.
6. There would be fierce opposition from the local conmity.

9.3.16 Conclusion and Recommendation

The Gyratory Road proposal, on balance, has m@addantages than advantages. This
proposal should be dropped. A full feasibilityduas set out in Recommendation No.1 of
the withdrawn Cookham Plan, is clearly not justifie
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9.4 Footpath North of The Pound

9.4.1 Background

The previous and now withdrawn Cookham Plan ingastdd the possibility of a footpath to
the rear of the properties north of The Pound, sctbe south end of Poundfield. This was
considered because of concerns about pedestriaty shfe to the narrowness of the existing
footpath. This proposal was rejected due to aguegsems at the eastern end.

9.4.2 Remit

Despite the original rejection of this proposale t(hRTWG undertook to re-investigate the
viability of such a path.

9.4.3 Identification of suggested route

Although the precise intended route was not chearthe purpose of this review it has been
assumed that the suggested footpath diversion waagddh from the Station Hill/Pound mini-
roundabout. It would run up Poundfield Lane to anpbeyond the gardens of the Anchor
Court flats and the adjacent access lane to plieperthen across the southern part of
Poundfield, close to properties in The Pound. Factical and safety purposes, it would be
necessary for the path to exit the field at the ead at the wide area of The Pound near the
roundabout by Spencers, close to the pedestriasiom

The pedestrian path is highlighted in blue. Theeayr routes relate to the Gyraton
system and are discussed elsewhere in these reports
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9.4.4 Result

The Group, physically and with detailed maps, itigased the area of the eastern end of The
Pound and the bottom end of Terry’s Lane. The easted of The Pound consists of cottages
within their gardens, the house on the corner ofyl® Lane and the Spencers public house.
It was found that there are no possible gaps, wvighld serve as an exit route from behind
the cottages to The Pound.

The bottom of Terry’s Lane is very narrow and witha continuous pavement so, although
considered, was a less viable alternative, andnailj@re were properties with no possible
exits. One very narrow track which had been suggestas discounted. This is in triple

ownership as a drive to three properties, so isantinuous use by vehicles. It was also
considered to be too far up Terry’s Lane to benyf ase for the purpose, particularly as the
bottom of Terry’s Lane is narrow and without a @oabus, safe pavement.

The only open area which could be considered asx#nroute at all was the car park of
Spencers pub, so the Group contacted Mr. Alan BawiEnforcement Officer and Legal
Executive at the RBWM, about the possibility andalimplications of this. However, Mr.
Barwise and his colleague in charge of RBWM fodipagave opinions on what they felt
would be strong objections from the public, restdeolice and RBWM to the general idea
of such a footpath. The main points they madeisted below.

9.4.5 Public Safety and Legal Issues

Both PC de Haan and Alan Barwise advised that “ealed” footpaths carry a risk of
criminal activity, which could affect both residenand the general public. Several
footpaths in maidenhead and one in Cookham have desed for this reason.

The RBWM would be likely to advise that the pathulb be lit for safety reasons,
resulting in a some light pollution in the Consdima Area.

There would be strong objections from residentctvicould involve legal actions.

9.4.6 Access issues:

The Group confirmed that Spencers car park is mettlly accessible from Poundfield, and
to reach it would require compulsory purchase @der sections of the gardens of two
properties in The Pound. This would be likely tauna legal battle for which the RBWM
would not be prepared to meet the cost. As welpagment, owners could also claim
compensation for the devaluation of their homes, tduthe footpath.

As for the possibility of using a route through teb car park, Mr. Barwise advised that
breweries are only too aware of property valuesmagadays, they may have to sell a pub as
a private house. They would therefore not be likelpart with land as a right of way or want
an adjacent permanent footpath which would devéiea property in the longer term, as
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permission could not be rescinded. Spencers pualasit to be extended and the brewery
would have even less reason to give up any valyaildng space.

A casual arrangement requesting permission fronbteeery for the public to walk through
the car park would not be acceptable, as far aRBWM is concerned, in view of the need
for their permanent compulsory purchase of priggtedens for access. It could also give the
brewery a greater insurance liability.

9.4.7 A possible footpath behind the houses south of The Pound

The idea of a footpath to the rear of propertiestion south side of The Pound was also
investigated by the Group, but the complicatiorgarding the layout of the various gardens
and drives would make such a route impossible.

9.4.8 Conclusion

The former Cookham Plan’s T & T team and this Gisupsearch, with the benefit of Mr.
Barwise’s expert opinion, has confirmed that thigygestion is both impractical and
unacceptable. Mr. Barwise advised the Group to weitk the RBWM on the subject of
pedestrian safety in The Pound.

{The Parish Council supports the idea of this foatyh, in principle and would like to retain
and explore this idea further at such a time wheandd ownership makes this a possible
option. At present this is not a viable option.}
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9.5 W.idening the footpath or constructing throats

9.5.1 Introduction and Objectives

It is worthwhile to repeat the objectives of thedsés into The Pound and the footpath.
These are:-

To widen the footpath and provide easier accespddestrians, particularly those with
pushchairs.

To maintain traffic flows.

9.5.2 Options
There are two options:-

1. Constructing a full width footpath and narrowingethoad. Three traffic throats
would need to be constructed, and sections of Duaéwould become one-way.

2. The footpath would be widened at its narrowest tgoinTraffic flow would not be
affected.

Please note that the RBWM Highways Dept. have tegeother options such as traffic lights.

9.5.3 Option 1 — Full width footpath and traffic throats

This option has been partly evaluated by the RBWighidays Department. Three throats
would need to be constructed at The Pound’s nasbweints in order to accommodate a
wider footpath, but would still be wide enough tboa buses, refuse collection and
emergency service vehicles to pass through.

For pedestrians, this would provide a safer routbere would be greater separation from
traffic and there would be space for wheelchaii gushchairs.

There are two problems with this option.

Congestion

For motorists, there would inevitably be additiomalingestion. The RBWM Highways
Department concurred with this judgement. Thesejanctions at both ends of The Pound,
but at the western end, there is the junction ofdelshead Road, Station Parade (leading to
Lower Road) and The Pound itself. There is a lev@$sing close to this junction.
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The traffic survey has shown that the traffic fliwough The Pound at peaks times averaged
1005 vehicles during the morning peak (8-9a.m.) @8d vehicles during the evening peak
(5-6p.m.). The RBWM Highways does not have actess computer model which would
calculate the effect of the throats. However, Weshd traffic would back up across the
Moor and eastbound traffic would back up along bd#idenhead Road and Station Parade.
Traffic turning right from Station Parade into Marthead road would be delayed by traffic
entering The Pound from Maidenhead Road, which @dukve priority (box junction
hatching might help to alleviate this). If the gestion was severe, traffic would back up
across the railway line. Journey times would iaseeand there would be the risk of gridlock
at the western end of The Pound.

Access for residents

A majority of the properties access their propsrtigectly from The Pound. Several more
properties enter and leave The Pound by a drivevwddtyhough the residents would be able to
enter and exit, the throats would create more pantis traffic and make it harder to
negotiate their way out into The Pound.

Residents of The Pound have not been consultedeotnéffic “Throats” proposal. However,
from informal soundings of several residents, ituldoseem that there would be strong
opposition to the proposal. The reasons are:-

The present system works well, especially for capaat into The Pound.
Traffic throats may impede access to their housgsecially for larger vehicles.
Residents may suffer increased pollution, lossroperty value and the scheme could

give rise to litigation.

Cost

The cost of this option has not been calculated jtbanould be considerably less expensive
than the southern bypass, the Gyratory systemeofatpath options. It would not involve
compulsory purchase.

9.5.4 Option 2 — Widening the footpath at critical points while maintaining two-way
traffic flow.

The width of the footpath along The Pound variessaterably along its length, as the chart
below shows.
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At its widest, the path i$12cmswide and at its narrowest it &2cmwide. Most of the path
does not meet the 1metre criterion, and therehaee tpinch points. These are at the western
end at the entrance to The Pound, outside Haydeottage and there are posts outside the
Swan Uppers public house.

The narrowest point along the pathway in The Pourad,Hayden’s Cottage

The owners of Hayden’s Cottage have volunteerddhte part of their wall moved so that
the pavement could be widened at its narrowesttpdihe wall would have to be reinstated
using the original materials and bricks and unteradvice of the Conservation Officer

There are other parts of The Pound where the pavieowmld be widened, for example,
opposite Spencers where the southern footpathdwsi®e redundant since the installation of
the pedestrian crossing.

It would not be possible to widen the pavement lat @ak Cottage, and this section would
remain at its current width of 70-80cms. This wbdle adequate for the majority of
pushchairs.
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The research undertaken by the team indicatesttieapavement could be widened at its
narrowest points without reducing the traffic fland that this would improve the feeling of
safety for pedestrians.

Costs

The cost of carrying out this work is not known.owever, if the residents were willing to
co-operate, this could be achieved without litigatior compulsory purchase (with the
exception of Hayden’s Cottage, the Group has nehbe contact with other residents who
would be affected). Potentially the improvememtshe pavement could be achieved at a
reasonable cost, and would certainly be much |dinen the Southern Bypass, the Gyratory
System or the footpath north of The Pound.

Additional Safety Measures

The Group notes that since the hump adjacent toySetLane was reconstructed to
incorporate the pedestrian crossing, the slopehefhiump (known as the attack angle) is
shallower. This means that traffic can travel asrthe hump at higher speeds. The Group
recommends that both the attack angle (slope) laadheight of the table top relative to the
carriageway should comply with the recommendeddstah as specified in the Transport
Research Laboratory report (Project Report 18 -dRtamps for controlling vehicle speeds).

The majority of the Group also recommends the caosbn of a fourth hump mid-way

between the pedestrian crossing hump and the cimgf®ld Oak Tree Cottage. This would
mean that the distance between humps would conforthat recommended in the report
referred to in the above paragraph.

The Parish Council is assured by RBWM that the pe@a crossing is legal and legitimate.
The Parish Council is happy with the crossing amaildl not support changes in the attack
angle of the slope or any other alteration unlasset were safety issues that would justify a
case for re-investigation. The Parish Council agjsegh the minority recommendation that a
fourth hump is not required.

Preferred and recommendations

1) The Group concluded that option 2 is the betteioopt

2) The Group recommends that a detailed plan be dwgwmwith the RBWM Highways
Department to establish how a wider pavement cbelduilt.

3) The Group recommends that the “throats” proposaitisdrawn.

4) The Group recommends that the additional work @anhtbhmps as mentioned above be
carried out.
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10 Appendix A

10.1 Members of the Traffic and Transport Team

Mrs Heather Braine

Mr Roger Davies (as consultant)
Mrs Lilian Dubois

Mr Max Gardiner

Mr Nigel Harvey

Mrs Olivia Harvey

Mrs Jean Hedger

Mr Jeff Hill

Mr Alasdair Kent

Mrs Maureen Kent

Mrs Pam Knight

Mr Jonathan Miall

Mrs Marcell Owen

Mr Jim Peck (also a member of the previous Tratfid Transport Group)
Mr Nigel Topping (Chairman)
Mr John Wagstaffe

Mr Royston Willcocks

Assisted by:-
Mrs Jackie Topping — Minutes Secretary (non-voting)

Thanks to Cookham Parish Council and to the P&ishk, Janet Wheeler, in particular for
providing access to files, meeting rooms and phayging.
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11.1 Organisations and individuals consulted

The Cookham Society

PC de Haan

RBWM Highways Dept. (several members)

RBWM Enforcement Officer and Legal Executive (ARBarwise)
RBWM Passenger Transport Team

Marlow - Maidenhead Passengers' Association (MMPA)
Sustrans

Arriva

Courtney Coaches

First Great Western (FGW)

Holy Trinity Parish Office

Owners of shops and businesses in Cookham
Cookham Medical Centre

Residents in the Pound
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12.1 Letter from RBWM — Road Width Design Requireme

Dear Mrs Owen

Reference your inquiry the RBWM design guide states
"B" road would be a minimum of 5.5m with a 2m wide
in a residential area. If a new road were to form p

a width of 6m would be desirable.

Given your address | presume that your enquiry rela
the now withdrawn Cookham Parish Plan. If that is t
advise that the proposal relates only to the Parish
District Council as Highway Authority have not incl

in their programme of schemes.

Whilst there is no formal requirement to install st
generally accepted practice that on a B road in an

30mph speed limit that it would be. There is a Brit

light design and the aim is to maintain a constant

the road. It is therefore dependent on the alignmen

height of the lamp columns to be used so each schem
tailored to suit local conditions. The spacing of t

therefore not necessarily be constant but as a rule

would be in the region of 10m to 20m depending on t

Yours sincerely

Graham Brewster
HDC Team Leader

The Royal Borough of Windsor & Maidenhead Council w
of planning applications electronically online via
(www.planningportal.gov.uk).
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13 Appendix D

13.1 Car Parking — Letter from Stuart Conlin, The S  tanley Spencer Gallery
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