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1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1 This rebuttal note has been prepared to respond to: 

 
1. The Proof of Evidence submitted by Mr Andrew Collinson of North Warwickshire Borough Council (NWBC), 

in relation to the Land South of Warton Recreation Ground, Orton Road, Warton; and 
2. The Proof of Evidence submitted by Professor Lawrie Phipps of Warton Residents Association (Rule 6 

Party) in relation to the Land South of Warton Recreation Ground, Orton Road, Warton. 
 

1.2 Specifically, it focusses on Section 5 of Mr Collinson’s evidence under the heading of ‘Whether future residents 
of the proposed development would have appropriate access to facilities and services’; and on the specific 
issues detailed in Professor Phipps’ evidence under the headings of ‘Recreation Ground Parking Pressure’, 
‘Traffic Volumes, Congestion, and Safety’, ‘Primary healthcare (doctor’s surgery) and access to care’, 
‘Transport’ and ‘School and Transport Accessibility’. 
 

1.3 The rebuttal evidence does not provide a response to every issue raised by either Mr Collinson or Professor 
Phipps. 
 

1.4 Therefore, it should be noted that where I have not referenced a specific point raised by either Mr Collinson or 
Professor Phipps in their evidence, this does not imply my acceptance of, or agreement to that point.  
 

  



 

www.hubtransportplanning.co.uk 
Registered in England and Wales No 5930870   2 

 
 
 
APP/R3705/W/25/3371526 
Land South of Warton Recreation Ground, Orton Road, Warton 
Rebuttal Evidence - Highways 

2.0 Response to Mr Andrew Collinson 
 
The Position of the Highway Authority 
 
Collinson, [5.1] 

2.1 Mr Collinson acknowledges that the development would not lead to highway harm or detriment in terms of road 
safety.  

2.2 Mr Collinson also confirms that Warwickshire County Council (WCC), as local highway authority, do not object 
to the scheme subject to conditions and obligations. 

2.3 Importantly, as set out in their final consultation response (CD10.8), WCC consider that those conditions and 
obligations: 

• Provide suitable sustainable transport options towards Polesworth; and 

• Provide future occupiers with a genuine choice of alternative travel options. 

Access to the Village and the Primary Access on Church Road 
 
Collinson, [4.6]-[4.7] and [4.14] 
 
2.4 At paragraph 4.6, Mr Collinson states that: 

 
“The site has limited connection towards the village. Access is via a single vehicular access, with two 
pedestrian accesses, one onto Church Road towards open countryside and another into the recreational fields 
to the north. It is to the extent that the proposal becomes spatially and visually isolated and divorced from the 
main community of Warton.” 
 

2.5 In paragraph 4.7, Mr Collinson subsequently states that the site would provide lighting, roads and pathways; 
and the creation of the vehicular access with Church Road. 
 

2.6 Finally, at paragraph 4.14, Mr Collinson states that: 
 
“The design and layout is poor with its only connection to the village is actually to the playing fields to the north 
of the site. This is the only part of the access that links directly to the existing land uses within the village. The 
vehicular access and pedestrian access onto Church Road provide a link to the road network and via a single 
access, such that the proposal becomes spatially and visually isolated and divorced from the main community. 
There is no other vehicle or pedestrian access proposed.” 
 

2.7 In terms of the connection to the village, it is important to note that the primary access onto Church Road and 
the connection to the adjacent playing fields provide the most direct route to the local facilities within the village. 
 

2.8 I have set out below a comparison table showing the distance to the primary facilities and services in Warton, 
via Church Road (and for the school via the Recreation Ground), and also via a potential connection with Red 
Marl Way. 
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Facility Distance via Church Rd Distance via Red Marl Way 
Warton Recreation Ground (Play Facilities) 300m 425m 
Warton Holy Trinity Church 400m 540m 
The Office Pub 500m 635m 
Warton Store & Post Office 600m 745m 
Warton Village Hall 625m 770m 
Warton Club 725m 870m 
Warton Nethersole Primary School (and Nursery) 750m (*650m) 735m 

* Distance via the Recreation Ground 
 

2.9 The table above clearly demonstrates that the proposed route via the primary site access junction and along 
Church Road, which will be subject to a traffic-calming scheme and extension of the 30mph speed limit, is the 
most direct walking route for all of the facilities and services listed, except for the primary school.  However, the 
difference in the walking distance for the primary school is negligible, and represents a time difference of just 11 
seconds. 
 

2.10 During warmer weather conditions, the route to the school is actually shorter via the recreation ground (and 
then Ivycroft Road), than via Red Marl Way. 
 

2.11 The route via Church Road (or the recreation ground) is not only safe and appropriate, but also offers the most 
direct route to the village centre. 

 
The Settlement Hierarchy and the Settlement Sustainability Assessment 2025 
 
Collinson, [3.13] and [5.2]-[5.3] 
 
2.12 At the start of Section 5, Mr Collinson makes reference to the Settlement Hierarchy element of Local Plan policy 

LP2. 
 

2.13 At paragraph 3.13, Mr Collinson has already noted that Warton’s scoring outcome for 2010 was 25, for 2018 
was 17 and has remained at 17 within the 2023 assessment. Mr Collinson also refers to the review of the 
Settlement Sustainability Appraisal as part of the emerging Local Plan process, with Warton currently classified 
as a Category 4 settlement. 
 

2.14 NWBC have recently produced an updated Settlement Sustainability Assessment on September 2025 (CD 
4.17), and published as part of their Reg 18 version of the Local Plan, for consideration by the Local 
Development Framework Sub-Committee on 17 November 2025.   
 

2.15 The updated assessment presents a new ‘Scoring Rationale’. Importantly NWBC state the following at 
paragraphs 4.5 and 4.9: 
 

 
 



 

www.hubtransportplanning.co.uk 
Registered in England and Wales No 5930870   4 

 
 
 
APP/R3705/W/25/3371526 
Land South of Warton Recreation Ground, Orton Road, Warton 
Rebuttal Evidence - Highways 

 
 

2.16 The updated Scoring Scheme is then provided in Table 1 of the Assessment document: 
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2.17 Table 2 of the updated assessment then provides the updated scoring outcome for each settlement, within 
which Warton is now afforded a score of 41. 

 
2.18 The assessment for Warton is set out in the table below (taken from Appendix C of the Assessment document): 
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2.19 Importantly, under the ‘Transport’ heading, the assessment concludes that Warton scores 5 points as a result of 
having one “Frequent” bus route (the 785/786). 
 

2.20 The assessment also records that Warton provides a Primary/Junior School, Nursery, Church, four Halls/Clubs, 
a Pub, a Post Office, a Convenience Store, and Allotments; with the Linden Lodge Nursing Home and Willow 
Farm being closely associated with the settlement. 
 

2.21 The updated 2025 assessment both demonstrates the level of services and facilities provided within Warton, 
and also that NWBC consider the village benefits from a “Frequent” bus service. 
 

The Curlew Close Appeal 
 
Collinson, [5.5] 
 
2.22 Mr Collinson makes reference to the Curlew Close appeal (CD6.11) and states that paragraphs 8 to 9 of the 

appeal decision indicate that occupants would be heavily reliant on the use of private motor vehicles. 
 

2.23 However, as I have noted in my Proof of Evidence, [4,4]-[4.6], it is quite clear from that appeal decision that the 
Inspector emphasises the limited nature of the evidence before them (at paragraph 9), as follows: 
 
“Although there is a bus service nearby, I have not been provided with a timetable and so cannot be certain that 
the routes of timings would be viable for the typical daily needs of future occupiers. In the absence of alternative 
sustainable modes of transport such as regular bus or train services, future occupants are more likely to rely on 
private vehicles to access services and facilities as well as employment undermining the development strategy.” 
 

2.24 As stated in my Proof of Evidence at [4.6], the lack of detailed transport evidence to that appeal is highly likely 
to have been a determining factor when the Inspector was considering the sustainability credentials of that 
appeal site. 
 

Bus Service Provision 
 
Collinson, [5.7] and [15.16] 
 
2.25 At paragraph 5.7, Mr Collinson states that the majority of residents will rely on private motor vehicles, setting 

out the existing bus service and routes in his Appendix B, and states that the bus service is hugely limited and 
does not provide a convenient accessible service to all. 
 

2.26 Mr Collinson then states that the walking distance being more than the recommended 400m walking distance is 
likely to further reduce potential patronage. 
 

2.27 Mr Collinson’s evidence takes no account of paragraph 110 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
which states “However, opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary between urban and 
rural areas, and this should be taken into account in both plan-making and decision-making.” 
 

2.28 This is alluded to by WCC in their consultation response (CD10.8, page 2) where they state “In this case given 
the rural location the Highway Authority would accept the use of the existing bus stops. In order to promote use 
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of public transport, contributions are requested to improve existing services to provide future occupiers with a 
genuine choice of alternate travel options.” 

 
2.29 Later at Mr Collinson’s paragraph 5.16, a table is included that references the Chartered Institute of Highways 

and Transportation (CIHT) ‘Guidelines for Planning for Public Transport in Developments’ (1999) (CD 10.22); I 
will return to this table later in my rebuttal regarding its inclusion in Mr Collinson’s evidence, however, it is worth 
noting that the CIHT guidance (1999) referenced states the following: 
 
“The maximum walking distance to a bus stop should not exceed  400m and preferably be no more than 300m.  
Bus services should not be distorted to satisfy this criterion. Direct and simple bus routes are more important 
than walking distances a little more than 400m for a few passengers or destinations.” 
 

2.30 As set out in the HSoCG, the walking distance to the bus stops on Maypole Road is 625m from the centre of 
the appeal site. 
 

2.31 I consider that an 8-minute walk to the enhanced bus service provision is acceptable, and this is a position that 
is supported by the local highway authority. 
 

Local Facilities 
 
Collinson, [5.8] and Table 5 
 
2.32 At paragraph 5.8, Mr Collinson states that convenience stores, primary schools, GP’s and village 

halls/community meeting rooms are classed as key services that a large proportion of residents will need to use 
on an almost daily or weekly basis. 
 

2.33 Mr Collinson then sets out (in Table 5 of his evidence) the comparison between walking times and car times for 
the local facilities in the vicinity of the site. 
 

2.34 In response to the statement regarding key services, I do not accept that GPs will be needed on a daily, or even 
weekly basis for most residents. 
 

2.35 The Royal College of General Practitioners (RCGP) data shows that the average number of visits to a GP in 
2024, in England, was 6.27 visits per person; this is taken from https://www.rcgp.org.uk/representing-you/key-
statistics-insights#appointments and the table is shown below: 
 

https://www.rcgp.org.uk/representing-you/key-statistics-insights#appointments
https://www.rcgp.org.uk/representing-you/key-statistics-insights#appointments
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2.36 The population of England in mid-2024 was 58.6m. 367,500,000 appointments equates to 6.27 per person, 
without accounting for other factors (e.g. age).  
 

2.37 The average person visits a GP no more than once every two months, and many will visit far less (depending 
on their circumstances). This is far removed from a daily or weekly occurrence. 
 

2.38 Mr Collinson notes that the facilities set out are classed as “key services” but fails to note that Warton provides 
three of the four – those being (1) a convenience store, (2) a primary school and (3) four halls/community 
meeting rooms. 

 
2.39 In respect of the table comparing walking times with car times, any such comparison would always show the 

benefit of a car journey in terms of time, for almost any type of trip and nearly all locations.  This would be the 
case for any rural site across the UK.  
 

2.40 I do not consider that stating the car journey time is a valid or appropriate comparison to make. Whilst a car trip 
may be faster, this does not mean that people will always choose that mode. As set out in my Proof of 
Evidence, [5.6] the National Travel Survey (NTS) demonstrates that 78% of all trips under one mile (1.6km) 
were completed on foot in 2024. 
 

2.41 Mr Collinson has also not applied the relevant test from the NPPF. 
 

2.42 The relevant test, as set out in paragraph 110 of the NPPF, is that development should offer “a genuine choice 
of transport modes”. 
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Collinson, [5.9] 
 
2.43 At paragraph 5.9, Mr Collinson states that “Villages are expected to have some or all of the key services such 

as convenience stores, primary schools, GP’s and village halls or meeting rooms which will serve their 
residents.  It is clear that Warton has significantly limited facilities.”. 
 

2.44 As I have noted above, Warton has three of the four ‘key services’ that Mr Collinson refers to; therefore, it 
doesn’t just provide some, it provides nearly all of them. 
 

2.45 As such, I consider Mr Collinson’s conclusion that Warton has significantly limited facilities to be unfounded. 
 
Collinson, [5.11] 
 
2.46 At paragraph 5.11, Mr Collinson then states that “due to its location and scale, development of 110 dwellings 

does not provide a genuine choice of transport modes and local residents will have to travel to larger towns like 
Polesworth with Dordon, Atherstone and Tamworth to access higher level services and facilities to meet 
everyday essentials.”. 
 

2.47 I do not agree that higher level services and facilities are ‘everyday essentials’. The above statement describes 
the situation about access to such services and facilities for the majority of rural North Warwickshire, and for the 
vast majority of villages across the UK. 
 

2.48 This does not mean that development is therefore unacceptable in such locations. 
 

2.49 Indeed, as I set out in my evidence, the NPPF sets out (at paragraph 83) that “To promote sustainable 
development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural 
communities. Planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, especially where this 
will support local services. Where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may 
support services in a village nearby.” . 
 

Connectivity Tool 
 
Collinson, [5.14] 
 
2.50 At paragraph 5.14, Mr Collinson states that he has used the Department for Transport’s (DfT) Connectivity Tool 

to assess the appeal site in terms of accessibility. 
 

2.51 Mr Collinson states that it is a “fit-for-purpose tool ready to be applied in real world policy-making and decision 
taking”; and that it assists plan-makers and decision-takers in locating development in the most sustainable 
locations, and can help with planning for transport infrastructure that is required to support such development. 
 

2.52 The Connectivity Tool was launched in June 2025.  It is not available to all professionals within the planning 
and transport industry. It is only available to people working in local or central government (and those that have 
been granted access to it). 
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2.53 Therefore, I am unable to check the process that Mr Collinson has used to obtain the scores in his evidence; 
nor can I try to replicate it in the absence of that detail.  However, the DfT website sets out (at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/transport-connectivity-metric/transport-connectivity-metric) that: 
 
“This version of the connectivity metric uses data sources that were available at the time of initial design. As 
such, some assumptions and limitations to the data on which the connectivity model is made had to be made. 
Some of these may be refined over time in future releases of the metric.” 
 

2.54 That said, I do not agree with Mr Collinson that the tool is intended to be used to locate development in the 
most sustainable locations. DfT expressly acknowledge the tool’s limitation in stating: 
 
“This guidance sets out the methodology for the connectivity metric. The metric defines connectivity as 
someone’s ability to get where they want to go. It measures opportunity to travel to various destinations, 
weighted by people’s overall proclivity to take those options. It aims to capture: the most common modes of 
travel and destination types, the time required to reach these destinations, the value presented by the 
destinations and people’s travel preferences. It doesn’t show how many people take different routes: purely 
their opportunity to do so. Nor is it a transport model: there is no trip assignment or convergence processes.” 
 

2.55 MHCLG have not themselves referred to or conferred it any policy, guidance or other formal status. 
 

2.56 I have been working with the Active Travel England Development Industry Forum this year, which is made up of 
local government employees, transport consultants, planning consultants, urban designers and other 
development industry representatives. 
 

2.57 The second meeting was held on 30th July 2025 at which we were presented with the DfT Connectivity Tool by 
a Senior Planning Advisor from the DfT.  From this I am well aware of the limitations of the tool, including two 
key ones. 
 

2.58 First, the connectivity score is a relative measure – it enables users to compare the connectivity of a particular 
location with other locations.  It then enables users to plot new routes (such as public transport or active travel 
corridors), to understand how they would affect an area’s connectivity. 
 

2.59 At the ‘Analytical’ level (as used by Mr Collinson), the tool therefore does not take into account improvements.  
 

2.60 For example, the score provided by Mr Collinson takes no account of the proposed LCWIP contribution, nor the 
enhanced bus service provision and extension through to Ventura Park. 
 

Collinson, [5.16] 
 
2.61 At paragraph 5.16, Mr Collinson makes reference to the CIHT guidance ‘Planning Journeys on Foot’ (2000) (CD 

10.20) and states that Table 7 in his evidence is from that document. 
 

2.62 This is not correct. The Table shown in Mr Collinson’s evidence is not contained in any CIHT guidance 
document. 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/transport-connectivity-metric/transport-connectivity-metric
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2.63 It is actually a screenshot of a ‘technical references’ document that has been prepared by a transport consultant 
(i-Transport Planning), which I have included as Appendix HR1 to this rebuttal. 
 

2.64 The table is shown on Page 8 of that document and appears to confuse public transport walking distances with 
walking distance thresholds to local facilities (hence the ‘Ref 4. Acceptable Walking Distances – Public 
Transport’ title at the top of the extract). 
 

2.65 Essentially, the table in Mr Collinson’s evidence is a modified table that has been prepared by an external 
consultant. It is not based on any local or national guidance. Instead, it appears to be a confusing blend of 
various pieces of guidance, incorporated into a table that the consultant has changed the column headings for. 
 

2.66 In short, the table headings are not part of any CIHT guidance. They are simply another consultant’s work. 
 

2.67 I do not agree with them, nor do I accept or agree with any part of this section of Mr Collinson’s evidence that 
relies on this table. 
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3.0 Response to Professor Lawrie Phipps 
 
Recreation Ground Parking Pressure 
 
Phipps, [page 6 of 18] 

3.1 Professor Phipps states that “existing parking congestion on Church Road already poses safety and 
accessibility problems, and that further development would exacerbate these risks by adding more vehicles to a 
road that is already overburdened and poorly suited to additional on-street parking.”. 

3.2 Professor Phipps then provides photographic evidence of parking along Church Road at weekends when the 
sports field is in use for the two village football teams, citing that the parking is “problematic and potentially 
dangerous on match days.”. 

3.3 In response to the above, it is worth noting that the two village teams in Warton play in the Tamworth & District 
Sunday Football League; therefore, the issue raised by Professor Phipps occurs once a week, and on a 
Sunday when traffic flows across the village (and wider highway network) are much lower. 
 

3.4 As demonstrated in the ATC survey data provided in Appendix C of the TA report (CD 1.9) that supported the 
planning application, the traffic flow data collected for Sunday 26th January 2025 was c.1,200 vehicles per day 
two-way, which compares to an average weekday two-way flow of just under 1,600 vehicles per day. 
 

3.5 In respect to the photographic evidence provided in Professor Phipps’ Appendix 3.1, the parking shown extends 
up to the site access junction location, but not beyond it; as such, my initial view is that perhaps only one or two 
vehicles would be displaced by the junction itself.  
 

3.6 The contention that additional on-street parking would occur as a result of the proposed development is 
unfounded; the site is immediately adjacent to the recreation ground and will have a direct connection to it for 
walking and cycling. 
 

3.7 In terms of highway safety, Professor Phipps states that Church Road already poses safety problems and that 
the parking on a Sunday is potentially dangerous; however, the accident data provided as Appendix E of the TA 
report (CD 1.9) shows that there have been no injury accidents recorded along Church Road in the vicinity of 
the recreation ground in the latest five-year period. 
 

3.8 The planning authority and highway authority also agree that the development will not have an unacceptable 
impact on highway safety. 
 

Traffic Volumes, Congestion, and Safety 
 
Phipps, [page 6 of 18] 

3.9 Professor Phipps states that “evidence submitted shows a marked deterioration in traffic conditions following 
recent developments…” and that “multiple junctions have seen a rise in accidents.”. 
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3.10 However, as set out in the TA report (CD 1.9) the accident data demonstrates that in the latest five year period, 
there was a single accident recorded in 2020 (a year of long Covid lockdowns), five accidents in 2021, four 
accidents in 2022, one accident in 2023, and four accidents in 2024. 
 

3.11 The data does not show a rise in accidents, but rather a fairly consistent pattern across the local highway 
network over the last five years. 
 

3.12 As noted above, the planning authority and highway authority also agree that the development will not have an 
unacceptable impact on highway safety. 
 

3.13 Professor Phipps states that “Mr and Mrs Baines identify recurrent collisions at key junctions (Kisses Barn 
Lane/Orton Road/Linden Lane; Barn End Road) despite expenditure on warning signs, concluding that lanes 
lack capacity and no safety improvements have accompanied the growth”. 
 

3.14 However, as set out in the highway authority’s consultation response (CD 10.8), whilst improvements were 
proposed at this junction, the highway authority responded to say that they “have a casualty reduction scheme 
to be implemented at this junction planned in the near future.”. 
 

3.15 In terms of the cumulative traffic impacts of the proposed Appeal site and other developments across the 
village, these have been tested within the TA report (CD 1.9) and the testing demonstrated that junctions 
across the village can accommodate the increase in traffic flow (as set out in section 8.0 of the report). 
 

3.16 The planning authority and highway authority also agree that the development will not have a severe adverse 
impact on the operation of the highway network. 
 

Primary healthcare (doctors’ surgery) and access to care 
 
Phipps, [pages 8-9 of 18] 

3.17 Professor Phipps states that there are “logistical barrier residents face when attempting to access medical 
care.”; and that journeys other than by private car are not feasible, citing the lack of public transport provision to 
the surgery in Dordon. 
 

3.18 As set out above in my response to the issue raised in respect of healthcare by Mr Collinson, the Royal College 
of General Practitioners (RCGP) data shows that the average number of visits to a GP in 2024, in England, was 
6.27 visits per person. 
 

3.19 Therefore, these trips are undertaken very infrequently by the average resident; around once every two months. 
 

Transport 
 
Phipps, [pages 9-10 of 18] 

3.20 Professor Phipps states that “residents provide consistent and credible evidence that Warton suffers from 
limited and unreliable public transport, leaving the community overwhelmingly dependent on private cars.”, and 
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that “the village has only a bus service running approximately every two hours to Tamworth, with the final return 
at 17:40, a timetable that precludes commuting or access to evening services.”. 
 

3.21 In response to the above, it should be noted that these statements take no account of the enhanced bus 
service provision that has been agreed with the highway authority, to which the Appeal site will contribute a 
sum of £238,608, to extend the local bus service (785/786) to Ventura Park and operate an additional later 
journey at 19:25 from Tamworth, Monday to Saturday. 
 

3.22 The revised timetable is set out in my evidence (CD 8.12.4) and demonstrates that there will be 10 buses per 
day to and from Tamworth, including a return weekday commuter service at 17:40 and a further evening return 
service at 19:25. 
 

3.23 Professor Phipps states that Polesworth Railway Station is “cited by developers as a local link”; however, the 
Appellant has not sought to rely on Polesworth for rail connectivity, but rather on Tamworth Railway Station 
which provides multiple trains per hour across the region, to Burton, Lichfield, Stafford, Rugeley, Nuneaton, 
Atherstone, Derby and Birmingham. 
 

3.24 The comment made by Professor Phipps in respect of the Sustainable Transport Team at Warwickshire County 
Council confirming that “car-free commuting from Warton is not feasible”, appears to refer to a single trip 
destination only. 
 

3.25 The comment made by the Baines’ (Appendix 4.4 of Professor Phipps evidence – page 30 of the document) is 
actually as follows: 
 
“When one of us worked for Warwickshire County Council the Sustainable Transport team offered to provide us 
with car-free/public transport routes to work. They then admitted that this was not feasible for travel from 
Warton.” 
 

3.26 There is clearly a significant disconnect between the above statement and Professor Phipps’ concluding 
statement in his evidence that “car-free commuting from Warton is not feasible”. 
 

3.27 I do not accept Professor Phipps statement; car-free commuting is feasible as I have set out in my evidence 
(CD 8.12.4). 
 

3.28 The remaining issues within this section of Professor Phipps’ evidence deals with parking, congestion and 
highway safety issues raised by various residents. 
 

3.29 I do not provide a further response to each as I have already set out above a response to these issues. 
 

School and Transport Accessibility 
 
Phipps, [pages 10-11 of 18] 

3.30 Professor Phipps states that “safe and sustainable school transport is not currently achievable for Warton’s 
children.  Chris and Angela Baines explain that free school transport to Polesworth High School is only 
maintained because the walking route has been formally judges unsafe.” 
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3.31 Professor Phipps’ evidence then sets out that the route to Polesworth is hazardous and that should the bus 
service be withdrawn (or converted to a paid scheme), there would considerable consequences in terms of 
safety and congestion. 
 

3.32 However, the concerns raised in this section do not take into account the fact that the Appeal site will be 
providing a Section 106 contribution of £1,176,000 towards improved walking, cycling and wheeling provision 
towards Polesworth taking the route of P12 as identified in WCCs LCWIP (Local Cycling and Walking 
Infrastructure Plan). 
 

3.33 Therefore, if the free school bus service is subsequently withdrawn, then residents would have the choice to 
utilise service 785/786 (as this already provides a bus to Polesworth school during term times) or travel by 
foot/cycle along the enhanced route P12 into Polesworth; or if it is converted to a paid scheme, then residents 
would have a choice of two bus services (785/786 or the 884 school service) and the enhanced route P12. 
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REF.1  MFS & MFS 2 

1. Manual for Streets defines a 'street' as … 

a highway that has important public realm functions beyond the movement of traffic. Streets have a sense of 

place and are distinctive and are lined with and provide direct access to buildings and public spaces. Most 

highways in built-up areas can be considered as streets. The Manual does not define an upper limit in terms 

of traffic flow to define a 'street' as that was considered to be too prescriptive but as a general guide suggests 

a threshold of about 10,000 vehicles per day or about 1,000 vehicles per hour at peak times.  

Manual for Streets 2 (MfS2)  

2. The Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation (CIHT) publication 'Manual for Streets 2: Wider 

Application of the Principles' (MfS2) was published in September 2010 and forms a companion guide to 

"Manual for Streets" (MfS). MfS2 fills the perceived gap in design guidance between MfS and Design Manual 

for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) and has been endorsed by the Department for Transport (DfT).  

3. The "Status and Application" section of MfS2 States: 

"DMRB is the design standard for Trunk Roads and Motorways in England, Scotland, Wales and Northern 

Ireland. The strict application of DMRB to non-trunk routes is rarely appropriate for highway design in built up 

areas, regardless of traffic volume." 

4. MfS2 paragraph 1.3.3 states that: 

"Where designers do refer to DMRB for detailed technical guidance on specific aspects, for example on 

strategic inter-urban non-trunk roads, it is recommended that they bear in mind the key principles of MfS, and 

apply DMRB in a way that respects local context. It is further recommended that DMRB or other standards 

and guidance is only used where the guidance contained in MfS is not sufficient or where particular evidence 

leads a designer to conclude that MfS is not applicable." 

5. MfS2 paragraph 1.3.4 goes on to state: 

“The application of MfS advice to all 30mph speed limits as a starting point is in keeping with MfS1” 

6. Most importantly, MfS2 states in 1.3.5 - 1.3.7: 

Much of the research behind MfS1 for stopping sight distance (SSD) is limited to locations with traffic speeds 

of less than 40mph and there is some concern that driver behaviour may change above this level as the 

character of the highway changes. However, 40mph speed limits in builtup areas cover a wide range of 

contexts, from simple urban streets with on-street parking and direct frontage access to 2/3 lane dual 

carriageways. Furthermore, local context varies not only from street to street but also along the length of a 

street.  

Where a single carriageway street with on-street parking and direct frontage access is subject to a 40mph speed 

limit, its place characteristics are more of a residential street or high street, with higher traffic flows, and may result 

in actual speeds below the limit. It is only where actual speeds are above 40mph for significant periods of the day 

that DMRB parameters for SSD are recommended. Where speeds are lower, MfS parameters are recommended. 
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Where there may be some doubt as to which guidance to adopt, actual speed measurements should be  

undertaken to determine which is most appropriate. 

Similarly, in rural areas many parts of the highway network are subject to the national speed limit but have traffic 

speeds significantly below 60mph.  Again in these situations where speeds are lower than 40mph, MfS SSD 

parameters are recommended. 

7. Scope of MfS: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure a 
Scope of MfS  
 
 
 

REF.2 VISIBILITY SPLAYS 

8. Drivers emerging from minor roads or accesses require adequate visibility in each direction to enable a safe 

manoeuvre to be made. Visibility splay envelopes are made up of two elements, the ‘x’ distance and the ‘y’ 

distance. The ‘x’ distance is the distance along the minor road (site access) from the give way line with the 

major road and the ‘y’ distance is the distance along the nearside kerb in both directions from the centre line 

of the minor road.  Figure b shows the construction of a typical visibility splay: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure b 
Visibility splay requirements 

 

Major Road 

Minor Road or access 

Area where visibility should 
be unobstructed 
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9. The suggested requirements for the minor road distance (dimension ‘x’) is dependent upon the type of minor 

access and the choice of setback distance is related to the forecast traffic using the access.  Figure c 

indicates typical requirements: 

Type of Minor Road X – Dimension (m) 

The 4.5m allows vehicles to move slowly up to the give way line and leave the junction without stopping and 

covers the situation where two light vehicles may want to accept the same gap in the main road traffic. 

4.5 

The minimum necessary for motorists to see down the major road without encroaching upon it.  The 2.4m 

set back relates to normally only one vehicle wishing to join the main road at one time. 

2.4 

Single dwelling or small cul-de-sac of a half a dozen dwellings, or cases of lightly used accesses and the 

site conditions are particularly difficult [the latter being as a relaxation] 

2.0 

 
Figure c 

Typical Minor Road ‘X’ distance 
 

10. The larger ‘x’ distance of 4.5 metres is used to reduce traffic delay on public roads and allows vehicles to 

move slowly up to the give way line and leave the junction without stopping. A shorter ‘x’ distance is 

appropriate as a reduced distance introduces an element of traffic calming, lowering vehicle speeds and 

hence, a minimum of 2.4 metres would be acceptable in this location. 

11. The minimum requirement for the major road distance (dimension ‘y’) is dependent upon the speed of the 

major road. Department for Transport Design Manual for Roads and Bridges TD9/93 Table 3 [and similarly, 

TD42/95 Table 7/1] provides an indication of desirable minimum stopping sight distance [Figure d]  

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Figure d 
Visibility Splay from Minor Roads 
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12. In the light of recent research into vehicle stopping distances and highway safety a recent DfT approved 

publication ‘Manual for Streets 2 – Wider Application of the Principles (MfS2), published at the end of 

September 2010 states the following: 

• Paragraph 1.3.2 states “It is clear from Table 1.1 that most of MfS advice can be applied to a highway 

regardless of the speed limit. It is therefore recommended that as a starting point for any scheme 
affecting non-trunk roads, designers should start with MfS”. The bold text is included within the 

publication itself and clearly supports the fact that vehicle stopping site distance variables are not 

dependent upon road classification or traffic volume, but only vehicle speed, driver perception-reaction 

time and deceleration  

• Paragraph 1.3.6 states “…It is only where actual speeds are above 40mph for significant periods of the 

day that DMRB parameters for SSD are recommended. Where speeds are lower, MfS parameters are 

recommended” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure e 
‘SSD calculations formula based on MfS 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure f 
Derived SSDs for Streets – ref: MfS  
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13. As per MfS2, the right vis splay can be taken c. 1m into the road which is more 
robust – para 10.5.2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

REF.3 PEDESTRIAN VISIBILITY SPLAYS 

14. Pedestrian sight splays of 2 metres x 2 metres will be 

provided to achieve clear visibility at a height not 

exceeding 600 mm above the adjoining carriageway 

level.  As necessary, this will be achieved by: 

• Splaying back the building or wall abutting the 

entrance; 

• By setting the building or wall back 2 metres behind 

the back edge of the footway; 

• By widening the entrance by 2 metres each side. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure g 
Pedestrian Visibility Splays 
 

 

2m 

2m 

2m 
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REF.4 ACCEPTABLE WALKING DISTANCES – PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

15. The Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation (CIHT) publication  “Guidelines for Planning for 

Public Transport in Developments” states  

“Guidelines, not Standards;  These Guidelines attempt to set out best practice.  It is recognised that it will not 

always be possible to meet these criteria and that compromise must sometimes be made…It is the task of the 

professional planner, designer and engineer to decide if a lower standard is acceptable in given 

circumstances or if another approach would be more beneficial.” 

16. The above publication does state that the preferred walking distance to a bus stop is 400m, however,  it 

further continues to state: 

• “it is more important to provide frequent bus services that are easy for passengers to understand than to 

reduce walking distances to bus stops by a few meters”; and 

• “The bus services should NOT be distorted to satisfy this criteria [400m]”. 

 
ACCEPTABLE WALKING DISTANCES [CHARTERED INSTITUTE OF HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION]  

Walking Distance Local Facilities * District Facilities** Other 

Desirable 200m 500m 400m 

Acceptable 400m 1000m 800m 

Preferred Maximum 800m 2000m 1200m 

* Includes food shops, public transport, primary schools, crèches, local play areas  

** Includes employment, secondary schools, health facilities, community / recreation facilities 

 
Figure h 
Acceptable Walking Distances [CIHT Guidelines] 
 
 

17. Walking distances have been analysed by iPRT for those trips where walking was the 1st stage mode of 

travel and bus was the 2nd stage mode of travel. The NTS data from 2002 to 2012 was used.  The analysis 

shows, outside of London, the average distance people walk to a bus stop is 580m and the 85th percentile 

distance is 810m.  It is concluded at 580m there is a good prospect people would walk to a stop and 810m is 

the furthest distance people could be expected to walk for a bus;  these findings support Figure h. 

 

18. Further, the CIHT 2018 Buses In Urban Development publications recommends: 
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NOTE: Research by ScienceDirect  www.sciencedirect.com drew conclusions that the standard walking access 

distance is 472 meters and the maximum value is 862 meters, from the point of pedestrians' willingness. 

Furthermore, the ideal access time and maximum acceptable time is 8.1 minutes by 50th percentile and 16.3 

minutes by 85th percentile, respectively. 

 

 

REF.5 ACCEPTABLE WALKING DISTANCES - WALKING 

19. Whilst superseded by NPPF, the former PPG13 - Transport sets out useful guidance related to walking and 

cycling catchments, it states:  “Walking is the most important mode of travel at the local level and offers the 

greatest potential to replace short car trips, particularly under 2 kilometres” (Paragraph 74): 

• The Department for Transport’s (DfT) document entitled ‘Manual for Streets’ dated 2007 at Sections 4.4 

sets out the requirements for pedestrians stating “Walkable neighbourhoods are typically characterised by 

having a range of facilities within 10 minutes’ (up to about 800 m) walking distance of residential areas 

which residents may access comfortably on foot”.  

• Paragraph 6.3.1 of the Department for Transport (DfT) document ‘Manual for Streets’ (2007) identifies that 

a 20 minute walk time (equivalent to a 1.6km walk distance) is acceptable subject to an attractive walking 

environment.  

• Table 3.2 of the Institute of Highways and Transportation (IHT) document ‘Providing for Journeys on Foot’ 

sets out acceptable maximum walk distances of, 2km for Commuting and School journeys, 800m for 

Town Centres, and 1.2km for elsewhere and states: “walking accounts for over a quarter of all journeys 

and four fifths of journeys of less than one mile” (paragraph 1.12, page 11). 

20. In support of Figure H findings, walking for all purposes as the main mode of travel was interrogated using the 

National Travel Survey data (NTS) to calculate the average and 85th percentile distances travelled.  The NTS 

data had between 7,700 to 8,200 fully co-operating households covering over 18,000 individuals, and so 

provides a robust sample. The analysis shows, outside London, the average distance people walk is 1.15km 

and the 85th percentile distance is 1.95km.  iPRT recommends the 85th percentile distance should be used to 

establish the walking catchment. 

 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/
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Journey Purpose Sample Size % Split Median  
(m) 

Mean  
(m) 

85th Percentile 
(m) 

Commuting 2166 7.1% 1000 1250 2100 

Business 290 1.0%    

Education / Escort 5609 18.5% 800 1000 1600 

Shopping 5958 19.6% 800 1000 1600 

Other Escort 1392 4.6% 800 1100 1600 

Personal Business 2730 9.0% 800 1000 1600 

Leisure 5539 18.2% 800 1150 1950 

Other (Including just walk) 6698 22.0% 1200 1450 2400 

All 30382 100% 800 1150 1950 

21. The actual distance that people will be prepared to walk to access facilities from the proposal site will depend 

on a number of factors, including the purpose of their journey.  As stated previously, walking has the potential 

to replace car journeys for purposes such as employment and accessing local facilities where the distance is 

up to 2km. 

 
 

National Travel Survey 

22. The Revised NPPF (Feb 2019) continues to introduce the presumption in favour of sustainable development 

which should be seen as a golden thread running through both plan-making and decision-taking. 

23. The Figure below from the National Travel Survey (Table 0403) outlines the average distances people will 

travel to undertake activities such as employment, shopping leisure, education and other key activities. 
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REF.6 ACCEPTABLE WALKING DISTANCES - CYCLING 

24. It has been widely acknowledged that cycling has the potential to substitute for short car trips, particularly 

those under 5km and to form part of a longer journey by public transport.      

• This is supported by Sustrans’ 2004 research Travel Behaviour Research Baseline Survey ‘measuring the 

potential for change’ that cycling offers an alternative to car travel, and particularly for trips of less than 5 

kilometres. This research is supported by the 2011 National Travel Survey, which specified average 

journey lengths, by cycle, of c5km.  

• Similar to walking, cycling for all purposes as the main mode of travel was also interrogated using the 

2010 to 2012 NTS. The analysis shows, outside London, the average distance people cycle is 4.3km and 

the 85th percentile distance is 7.25km.  iPRT recommends the 85th percentile distance should be used to 

establish the cycling catchment. 

 

 

• The 2015 CIHT publication Planning for Cycling states that “the majority of cycling trips are for short 

distances, with 80% being less than five miles and with 40% being less than two miles. However, the 

majority of trips by all modes are also short distances (67% are less than five miles, and 38% are less 

than two miles); therefore, the bicycle is a potential mode for many of these trips (DfT, 2014a). Electric 

bicycles extend the range that can be cycled comfortably, and combined cycle-rail or cycle-bus journeys 

offer an alternative to car travel for many longer trips. 
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Typical Layout of Cycle Stands 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure i 
Typical cycle stand layout (image on previous page) 
High Capacity racks (bottom image) 
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DfT Cycling and Walking Investment Strategy 

25. In April 2017, the government has published its £1.2 billion long-term plan to make cycling and walking the 

natural choice for shorter journeys. 

26. The government wants cycling and walking to become the norm by 2040 and will target funding at innovative 

ways to encourage people onto a bike or to use their own two feet for shorter journeys. 

27. Plans include specific objectives to double cycling, reduce cycling accidents and increase the proportion of 5 

to 10 year-olds walking to school to 55% by 2025. 

28. The £1.2 billion is allocated as follows: 

• £50 million to provide cycling proficiency training for further 1.3 million children 

• £101 million to improve cycling infrastructure and expand cycle routes between the city centres, local 

communities, and key employment and retail sites 

• £85 million to make improvements to 200 sections of roads for cyclists 

• £80 million for safety and awareness training for cyclists, extra secure cycle storage, bike repair, 

maintenance courses and road safety measures 

• £389.5 million for councils to invest in walking and cycling schemes 

• £476.4 million from local growth funding to support walking and cycling 

29. In addition, the government is investing an extra: 

• £5 million on improving cycle facilities at railway stations 

• £1 million on Living Streets’ outreach programmes to encourage children to walk to school 

• £1 million on Cycling UK’s ‘Big Bike Revival’ scheme which provides free bike maintenance and cycling 

classes 

 

Access to Employment 

30. The accessibility audit has identified several employment opportunities within an acceptable walking distance 

of the site, based on information published by the Department for Transport (DfT) and the Chartered 

Institution of Highways and Transportation (CIHT). 

31. The CIHT document, Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot suggests 2,000m as an acceptable 

walking distance for commuting, but also recognises a distance of up to two miles (3,200m) is practicable for 

walking. 

32. This is supported by DfT data which shows over 40% of commuter journeys of less than 2 miles (3,200m) are 

by walking (Travel To Work – Personal Travel Factsheet 2011, Chart 4). 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/cycling-and-walking-investment-strategy
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/cycling-and-walking-investment-strategy
http://www.bigbikerevival.org.uk/
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33. When considering acceptable cycling distances, DFT statistics (National Travel Survey 2014, Table NTS0306) 

indicate that the average cycle trip is 3.3 miles (5,300m) and DfT Local Transport Note 2/08 (LTN 2/08 – 

Cycle Infrastructure Design) considers that commuter trips over 5 miles (>8,000m) are not uncommon. 

 

REF.7 FORM OF ACCESS 

34. DMRB TD41/95 and TD 42/95 which generally provide a number of basic direct access layout types which 

form the basis of local designs 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure j 
Form of Access 
 
 
 

REF.8 TRICS 

35. The following site compatibility by main location type matrix was used [TRICS Table 4.1]: 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure k 
TRICS sites compatibility 
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36. In October 2019, TRICS publication ‘A Comparison of Vehicular Trip Rate Variation by TRICS Region and 

Location Type – Technical Note’ was issued and concluded in paras 6.9 & 6.10: 

(6.9.) These results provide us with a much greater level of clarity than we had before the study was 

undertaken. The question asked was ‘Does regional selection in the TRICS trip rate calculation filtering 

process influence vehicular trip generation, when compared to location type selection?’. We can conclude 

from this study that regional selection should not be the major consideration when applying trip rate 

calculation filtering criteria, whilst TRICS location type appears to be one of the most influential factors in 

terms of vehicular trip generation, and therefore should be one of the main filtering considerations.  

(6.10.) This study reaffirms our existing TRICS Good Practice Guidance in the area of regional vehicular trip 

rate variation. Before we undertook this analysis, TRICS Consortium Limited was of the opinion that factors 

other than region had the most influence on vehicular trip rate variation, and this has in the past been 

indicated by the range of vehicular trip rates that can be obtained within individual trip rate calculations, the 

study of rank order scatterplots and other features within the TRICS system, and of course the experience of 

the TRICS team. We have now undertaken and published for the first time a detailed vehicular analysis of key 

land use categories within the TRICS database, which has concluded that TRICS location type, when 

compared to regional selection, provides a much greater and consistent influence on vehicular trip rate 

variation. The 2020 TRICS Good Practice Guide shall reference this report accordingly. 

 

REF.9 DFT AND HE GUIDANCE ON DEVELOPMENT IMPACT 

37. Although superseded, the technical principles of the DfT Guidance on Transport Assessment [GTA] are robust 

and suggest in Paragraph 2.11 that the thresholds below which a formal assessment may not be needed, and 

above which the preparation of a TS or a TA would be appropriate. The thresholds are based upon scenarios 

which would typically generate 30 two-way peak hour vehicle trips.  However, the Guidance does further state 

that “Whilst there is no suggestion that 30 two-way peak hour vehicle trips would, in themselves, cause a 

detrimental impact, it is a useful point of reference from which to commence  discussions”. 

38. Further, 'Guidelines for Traffic Impact Assessment' published by The Chartered Institution of Highways and 

Transportation' principles also remain robust and indicate that a significant traffic impact occurs when:- 

• Traffic to and from the development exceeds 10% of the existing two-way traffic flow on the adjoining 

highway. 

• Traffic to and from the development exceeds 5% of the existing two-way traffic flow on the adjoining 

highway, where traffic congestion exists or will exist within the assessment period or in other sensitive 

locations. 

If the TA confirms that a development will have severe impact on the highway network, the level of impact at 

all critical locations on the network should be established.  A particular example of severe impact would be 

severe worsening of congestion.  
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39. Highway England’s Network Analysis Tool [NAT] suggests that NO material impact may occur because there 

is no link where development of the site would generate a two-way total of more than 30 trips.  The NAT 

states: 

• No material impact – because there is no link where development of the site would generate a two-way 

total of more than 30 trips.  

• Minimal material impact – where there is no link where the total increase in two-way AM peak hour flow is 

greater than 35 trips. The choice of 35 is based on an application of the expectation that travel planning 

cannot deliver a mode shift of more than 15%.  Therefore, a robust travel plan to be implemented in these 

cases.  

• Material impact – where the increase in total two-way flow on any link is in the range 35-50 trips. At these 

locations, it is expected that a robust travel plan and a case-by-case assessment of the need for physical 

mitigation measures.  

• Major impact - with an increase in total two-way flow on any link in excess of 50 trips.  It is expected that a 

robust travel plan with physical mitigation likely to be necessary and funded by the developer 

 
 

REF.10  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

40. 'Guidelines for the Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic' sets out two rules which justify the need for an 

environmental assessment and indicate potential impacts. 

• Rule 1   include highway links where traffic flows will increase by more than 30% (or the number of  

heavy goods vehicles will increase by more than 30%). 

• Rule 2  include any other specifically sensitive areas where traffic flows have increased by 10% or  

more (or HGV flows have increased significantly). 

 

REF.11  CAR PARKING – NPPF 

41. The NPPF mirrors previous amendments to PPG13 issued in January 2011 aiming to reduce congestion and 

encourage sustainable development and shared parking, particularly in town centres;  This government is 

keen to ensure that there is adequate parking provision both in new residential developments and around our 

town centres and high streets. 

42. The imposition of maximum parking standards under previous governments lead to blocked and congested 

streets and pavement parking. Arbitrarily restricting new off-street parking spaces does not reduce car use, it 

just leads to parking misery. It is for this reason that the government abolished national maximum parking 

standards in 2011. The market is best placed to decide if additional parking spaces should be provided 

43. The June 2019 Revised NPPF now states: 
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 If setting local parking standards for residential and non-residential development, policies should take into 

account (para 105): 

a. the accessibility of the development; 

b. the type, mix and use of development; 

c. the availability of and opportunities for public transport; 

d. local car ownership levels; and 

e. the need to ensure an adequate provision of spaces for charging plug-in and other ultra-low emission 

vehicles. 

Maximum parking standards for residential and non-residential development should only be set where there is 

a clear and compelling justification that they are necessary for managing the local road network, or for 

optimising the density of development in city and town centres and other locations that are well served by 

public transport (in accordance with chapter 11 of this Framework). In town centres, local authorities should 

seek to improve the quality of parking so that it is convenient, safe and secure, alongside measures to 

promote accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists (para 106). 

 

REF.12  SETTING OF LOCAL SPEED LIMITS 

44. The Department for Transport Circular 01/2013 - ‘Setting of Local Speed Limits’ identified that each Local 

Authority should respond to the guidance by undertaking a review of all their A & B class roads.  The Circular 

also states that all traffic authorities are required to use the guidance to keep their speed limits under review 

to accommodate changing circumstances. 

45. A key theme of the guidance is that speed limits should be evidence led, self-explaining and seek to re-

enforce drivers assessment of what is a safe speed and therefore encourage self-compliance. The guidance 

also identifies the role of effective speed management and defines that many components of design will need 

to be considered in parallel to help and encourage road users to adopt compliant and safe speeds. 

 

REF.13  CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC GUIDANCE 

46. The law says that you must organise a construction site so that vehicles and pedestrians using site routes can 

move around safely.  The routes need to be suitable for the persons or vehicles using them, in suitable 

positions and sufficient in number and size.  The term ‘vehicles’ includes: cars, vans, lorries, low-loaders and 

mobile plant such as excavators, lift trucks and site dumpers etc. 

47. The key message is: construction site vehicle collisions can and should be prevented by the effective 

management of transport operations throughout the construction process.  

48. Key issues in dealing with traffic management on site are: 

• Keeping pedestrians and vehicles apart 
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• Minimising vehicle movements 

• People on site 

• Turning vehicles 

• Visibility 

• Signs and instructions  

Keeping pedestrians and vehicles apart  
49. The majority of construction transport accidents result from the inadequate separation of pedestrians and 

vehicles.  This can usually be avoided by careful planning, particularly at the design stage, and by controlling 

vehicle operations during construction work.  

50. The following actions will help keep pedestrians and vehicles apart: 

• Entrances and exits - provide separate entry and exit gateways for pedestrians and vehicles; 

• Walkways - provide firm, level, well-drained pedestrian walkways that take a direct route where possible; 

• Crossings - where walkways cross roadways, provide a clearly signed and lit crossing point where drivers 

and pedestrians can see each other clearly; 

• Visibility - make sure drivers driving out onto public roads can see both ways along the footway before 

they move on to it; 

• Obstructions – do not block walkways so that pedestrians have to step onto the vehicle route; and 

• Barriers - think about installing a barrier between the roadway and walkway. 

Minimising vehicle movements  

51. Good planning can help to minimise vehicle movement around a site. For example, landscaping to reduce the 

quantities of fill or spoil movement.  To limit the number of vehicles on site:  

• provide car and van parking for the workforce and visitors away from the work area; 

• control entry to the work area; and 

• plan storage areas so that delivery vehicles do not have to cross the site.  

People on site 

52. The Contractor should take steps to make sure that all workers are fit and competent to operate the vehicles, 

machines and attachments they use on site by, for example: 

• checks when recruiting drivers/operators or hiring contractors; 

• training drivers and operators; 

• managing the activities of visiting drivers; 

• People who direct vehicle movements (signallers) must be trained and authorised to do so and 
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• Accidents can also occur when untrained or inexperienced workers drive construction vehicles without 

authority. Access to vehicles should be managed and people alerted to the risk.  

Turning vehicles 

• The need for vehicles to reverse should be avoided where possible as reversing is a major cause of fatal 

accidents.  

• One-way systems can reduce the risk, especially in storage areas.  

• A turning circle could be installed so that vehicles can turn without reversing.  

Visibility 

53. If vehicles reverse in areas where pedestrians cannot be excluded the risk is elevated and visibility becomes a 

vital consideration.  

54. The Contractor should consider: 

• Aids for drivers - mirrors, CCTV cameras or reversing alarms that can help drivers can see movement all 

round the vehicle; 

• Signallers - who can be appointed to control manoeuvres and who are trained in the task; 

• Lighting - so that drivers and pedestrians on shared routes can see each other easily. Lighting may be 

needed after sunset or in bad weather; 

• Clothing - pedestrians on site should wear high-visibility clothing. 

Signs and instructions 

55. The Contractor should: 

• Make sure that all drivers and pedestrians know and understand the routes and traffic rules on site. Use 

standard road signs where appropriate 

• Provide induction training for drivers, workers and visitors and send instructions out to visitors before their 

visit. 

Construction Traffic Management Plan 

56. The CTMP will be produced and would typically be expected to contain some or all of the following in detail: 

• The CTMP must be appropriately titled, include the site and planning permission number; 

• Contact details of the Project Manager and Site Supervisor responsible for on-site works to be provided; 

• Routing of construction traffic and delivery vehicles will be shown and signed appropriately to the 

necessary standards/requirements. This includes means of access into the site; 

• Details of and approval of any road closures needed during construction; 

• Details of and approval of any traffic management needed during construction; 
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• Details of appropriate signing, to accord with the necessary standards/requirements, for pedestrians 

during construction works, including any footpath diversions; 

• The erection and maintenance of security hoarding / scaffolding if required; 

• A regime to inspect and maintain all signing, barriers etc; 

• Details of wheel cleaning/wash facilities – to prevent mud etc, in vehicle tyres/wheels, from migrating onto 

adjacent highway; 

• The use of appropriately trained, qualified and certificated banksmen for guiding vehicles/unloading etc; 

• No unnecessary parking of site related vehicles (worker transport etc) in the vicinity – details of where 

these will be parked and occupiers transported to/from site to be submitted for consideration and 

approval. Areas to be shown on a plan not less than 1:500. 

• Layout plan of the site that shows structures, roads, site storage, compound, pedestrian routes etc. 

• Any temporary access arrangements to be agreed with and approved by the LPA Highways dept; 

• Details of times for construction traffic and delivery vehicles, which must be outside network peak and 

school peak hours. 

• Details of temporary traffic management measures, temporary access, routes and vehicles; 

• The parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors; 

• The loading and unloading of plant and materials; 

• Storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development; 

• Measures to control vibration; 

• Measures to control the emission of dust and dirt; 

• A scheme for the recycling and disposing of waste as a result of construction works; 

• Hours of operation to be agreed in writing by the local planning authority; 

• The erection and maintenance of security hoardings, including decorative displays and facilities for public 

viewing; 

• Communication plan for liaising with the public; and 

• Method to prevent contamination of the drainage network during construction. 

57. Traffic movements and site conditions recommendations include but not limited to:  

• Immediately upon commencement, all deliveries, operatives and visitors to the Project will report to the 

security gate. This will be communicated to all early works contractors at their Pre-start meeting; 

• The main contractor should develop a logistics plan highlighting the access point for the project, loading 

bay, pedestrian / vehicular segregation, welfare, storage, security & material handling that will be enforced 

following the full Site establishment; 
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• Contractors, visitors and staff will use existing pedestrian pathways until such time as the sites are 

enclosed and access control is operational; 

• Clarification of site clearance and construction work  working days and hours; 

• The construction materials ‘lay down’ areas will allow for a staggered delivery schedule throughout the 

day, avoiding peak and unsociable hours; 

• An integral part to the progress meetings held with all trade contractors is the delivery schedule pro-forma. 

In line with the recommendations of this study, all contractors should be required to give details of 

proposed timing of material deliveries to the site. At this stage they will be given a specific area for 

delivery; 

• The Traffic Management Plan and the control measures therein should be included within all trade 

contractor tender enquiries to ensure early understanding and acceptance / compliance with the rules that 

will be enforced on this project; 

• Under no circumstance will HGVs be allowed to lay-up in surrounding roads.  All personnel in the team 

will be in contact with each other and site management who in turn will have mobile and telephone contact 

with the subcontractors; and 

• Maintain roads in a clean and safe condition. 

58. The Principal Contractor would be encouraged to give serious consideration to local suppliers and priorities to 

those with premises adjoining the proposed development.  This would enable construction materials to be 

delivered in the shortest possible distances, minimising the impact on the highways network. 

59. Further, should any abnormal loads be delivered using the highways network, this would be programmed well 

in advance, notified to and in accordance with the Highways England [HE] and the Police and preferably 

between the hours of 22:00 and 05:00 [subject to the HE and traffic police agreement] and in line with the 

HE’s latest abnormal loads procedures [ESDAL  https://www.gov.uk/esdal-abnormal-load-notification ]. 

60. HGVs must not arrive or leave the sites except between agreed hours.  Any proposed HGV movements 

outside the agreed hours must be notified to the Construction Manager for prior approval with the Highway 

Authority and where relevant, the HE. 

• Security / gatemen will be in position half an hour before start of work and before the earliest delivery 

time. 

• If relevant, persistent offenders will be reported to the Project Manager, who will action with the directors 

of the offending company. 

61. All plant and vehicles would have engines isolated when not in use. 

62. The Principal Contractor to provide a schedule, detailing the volume, timing, density and type of construction 

traffic in order to ensure that impact on the highways network is kept to a minimum. 

63. Measures shall be developed to control the traffic on site and the Traffic Management Plan must be updated 

regularly as the project develops.  

https://www.gov.uk/esdal-abnormal-load-notification
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64. The Principal Contractor, in liaison with the Highway Authority, would install access signage for their 

construction traffic at designated areas to minimise the potential of vehicles taking the incorrect route.  The 

Principal Contractor and site operators must abide by all restrictions associated with Planning Permission. 

 

 

 
 

REF.14  SWEPT PATH ANALYSIS  
 
 
 
  

 

Figure L 
Swept Path Analysis 
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REF. 15 CENTRELINE RADII & WIDENING ON BENDS (informal generic advice, always consult the LHA standards) 

Speed Restraint within a 20mph Zone 

65. To encourage adherence to the designed maximum speed of 20mph, it is necessary to implement 

engineering measure such as changes in horizontal or vertical alignments, localised narrowing, chicanes, 

islands and or gateways. 

66. The most common approach in residential developments / 20mph zones is  for the road speed to be self-

enforcing hence, changes in horizontal alignment / Bends: These should be tighter than the minimum 

specified for each street type, down to a minimum centreline bend radius of 7.5m. The deflection should be 

greater than 45 degrees with a mountable shoulder to enable larger vehicles to overrun. 

 

 

 

The swept path of vehicles on bends is greater than the width of the vehicle itself.  In order to enable vehicles 

to pass, curve widening corresponding with values set out below is necessary. The widening may be split 

equally each side of the road or totally on the inside over the full length of the horizontal curve. The kerb lines 

are to be tapered into the standard carriageway width at a minimum of 1:25 from the tangent points. 

 

 
Figure M 
Centreline Radii & Widening 
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REF.16  WELCOME PACK LINKS 

67. As a minimum, the Welcome Pack should include the following:   

 

 
 

 

 

 

For live links to all the above sites please visit 

https://www.iprtgroup.com/Links/ 
Figure N 
Welcome Pack Links 

 

https://www.iprtgroup.com/Links/
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REF.17  PICS ANALYSIS CRITERIA 
 

PRECIPITATING FACTORS MAIN CONTRIBUTORY FACTOR 

Failed to give way Behaviour - careless/thoughtless/reckless 
Failed to judge other person’s path or speed 
Failed to look 
Looked but did not see 
Inattention 

Failed to avoid vehicle or object in carriageway Behaviour - careless/thoughtless/reckless 
Failed to judge other person’s path or speed 
Failed to look 
Looked but did not see 
Inattention 
Excessive speed 
Following too close 
Lack of judgement of own path 

Loss of control of vehicle Impairment – alcohol 
Behaviour - careless/thoughtless/reckless 
Behaviour - in a hurry 
Inattention 
Excessive speed 
Inexperience of driving 
Interaction/competition with other road users 
Lack of judgement of own path 
Site details - bend/winding road 
Slippery road 

Pedestrian entered carriageway without due care Impairment – alcohol 
Behaviour - careless/thoughtless/reckless 
Behaviour - in a hurry 
Failed to judge other person’s path or speed 
Failed to look 
Looked but did not see 
Inattention 
Crossed from behind parked vehicle etc. 

Poor turn / manoeuvre Behaviour - careless/thoughtless/reckless 
Failed to judge other person’s path or speed 
Failed to look 
Looked but did not see 
Inattention 
Excessive speed 
Lack of judgement of own path 

 
 
 
 
 
Figure O 
PIC Analysis Criteria 
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