

(Friends of Boughton Area)
Planning Application No.DA/2007/1400

Residential Development consisting of approximately 1250 dwellings with employment area, local centre, primary school, open space, structural landscaping, highways and drainage infrastructure works and a park and ride scheme, Buckton Fields, Brampton Lane, Boughton.

Planning Application Objections

based on 

Transport Matters

This group of objections does not cover all matters that FOBA wish to raise as valid grounds for rejecting this planning application. Such matters will be dealt with in other papers raising valid objections to this planning application. 

Our contents summary and distribution list are at the end of this report.
A. Introduction

National and local strategy of substantially increasing use of public transport and other non-car modes 

of travel is commendable and should be strongly encouraged where it is practical to do. The fundamental point we wish to stress in regard to Buckton Fields is basically that to implement such policies is totally impractical in present circumstances.
B. Summary of Findings
In refuting the Transport Assessment findings this report makes the following points:

(i)  The traffic problems of the area and the impact of the proposed development have not been properly understood by the Transport Assessment (TA). (See Secs. D, E and F). It expects, as a best case outcome, through adoption of proposals of multi modal shift, a small increase in traffic flows which would be accommodated by minor road improvements. 

(ii)  Multi-modal shifts (from car to buses, park-and-ride, walking and cycling) are at the heart of the TA’s case for housing development. These proposals are, in all aspects, indisputably impractical and incapable of implementation in any foreseeable timescale for the proposed development of Buckton Fields. (see “Sec. E. Multi modal shift theory – Unproven, Untested and Impractical Proposals”)
(iii)  We estimate 9,000 extra car journeys per day would result from development of the site (appendix 1).

(iv)  Many areas of Northampton, especially Whitehills, Boughton Green, the Cock Hotel junction and other parts of Kingsthorpe, and villages to the north, would suffer from the increased traffic flows. We identify particularly the A508, A5199, and the village of Boughton, but all of these areas are already highly sensitive to traffic problems including queuing and poor air quality and would be particularly susceptible to the increased traffic flows to and from the site. Other villages that would be affected include Pitsford, Brixworth, Church and Chapel Brampton and Moulton, So too would traffic from Leicester. (See “Sec. G Impact of Increased Traffic Flows generated by the Proposed Development”)
C. Background Information

(i) Site Position and Description
Buckton Fields consists of an open area of grassland on the side of the hill leading down from the A508 Market Harborough Road to the A5199 Welford Road. The Brampton Lane runs alongside the Buckton Fields site, East/West, connecting the A508 and A5199. At the other side of the Brampton Lane (North) 
is a mineral extraction quarry. To the West of the site, across the A5199 is the River Nene, its flood plain and the North/South railway line leading into Northampton. 

Where the various flows of traffic cross (North, South, East, West) is on the North Eastern corner of Buckton Fields, at Boughton Turn roundabout at the entrance to Boughton village.

The A508, in particular, and, to a lesser extent, the A5199 are important North/South radial routes that 

form a very busy junction at Kingsthorpe and continue into the Northampton town centre. In fact, they 
are the only roads leading into the town from the North. 

(ii) History - Northampton Development Corporation’s Infrastructure Development

In the 1970’s it was planned that the north of the town would have a road system to complete the development that had started to the south of the town. This did not happen and as a result, the infrastructure to move traffic around the town circumferentially and to cross East-West and West-East on the north side of the town was never developed. There were doubtless good reasons for this, but options to carry out this work have since been lost as land has been surrendered to housing development.

(iii) Current Traffic Flows
The main flow of traffic adjacent to the site is North-South and South-North into and from the town centre along the A508, which carries a heavy flow, particularly at peak times. Some of this traffic turns off before Kingsthorpe to travel in an easterly direction around the town, mainly via the Moulton Business Park and there is a similar reverse flow. 
There is a steady flow of traffic East-West and West-East along the Brampton Lane, at the side of Buckton Fields to join the A508 and A5199 and queues develop at busy periods, particularly at the junction of Brampton Lane with the A5199. Of the traffic emerging onto the A508 from Brampton Lane and of the traffic travelling along the A508 particularly from the north, some turns into Boughton village. The lanes running through the village have now become an unofficial ring road system for the town, accessing and traversing the Moulton Business Park, with routes to the East and North East, particularly to Kettering, Wellingborough and Bedford.  

(iv) Current Traffic Problems on the A508, Kingsthorpe, and Boughton
A big problem that faces many road users in the area is the overloading of the A508. Morning traffic can back up from Kingsthorpe, a mile south of the Boughton Turn, sometimes to a mile north of the Boughton Turn at Pitsford. Air quality for residents living alongside the A508 is now an issue. The junction where 
the A508 and A5199 meet at Kingsthorpe also gives rise to delays on the A5199.

The biggest problem for Boughton village is the constant stream of traffic turning into it at Boughton Turn passing through the village at dangerous speeds, over a blind hill, past housing closes off Howard Lane, into narrow lanes and tight corners in the conservation area and along Vyse Road turning at a sharp corner and through the conservation area in Church Street. The reverse flow from West to East presents similar problems. (Photographs are attached, in appendix, showing a not untypical traffic jam in the village.)
D. Inadequacy of Transport Assessment

(i) The essential claims
The Transport Assessment claims that a transport strategy for Buckton Fields consisting of small scale highway improvements, a park-and-ride scheme, a modest increase in bus services and measures to promote walking and cycling will achieve a substantial reduction in traffic flows generated by the development and that the residual flows can readily be accommodated on the surrounding road network.

In summary, the transport assessment relies on the following measures to counteract potential increases in traffic flows: 
	· Minor highway improvements.
	· Park and Ride.

	· Additional Bus routes.
	· Cycle routes.

	· Pedestrian routes.
	· Local business park for employment of site residents.

	· Accommodation of residual traffic on existing road systems.
	


(ii) The basis of the claims and their weakness
These claims that traffic flows from the proposed site can be largely accommodated on existing road systems are based on  assumptions derived from computer models with data from the Northampton multi modal study (NMMS). The transport consultants acknowledge the unreliability of the NMMS data and substitute some actual count data. 

The NMMS data results are surprising, and even with count revisions they do not appear to provide a sensible answer, much like an electronic calculator that has had wrong buttons pushed, and on closer inspection the study does indeed still seem to suffer from input of wrong data. 

But the main weaknesses in the Transport Assessments are the assumptions (a) that the modal shift proposals are practical, and (b) that modal shift on the scale required could be induced without a very major input of financial resources. 

(iii) What this report says about the claims
Our reasons for saying that the modal shift proposals are not practical are twofold. Firstly, we have examined the proposals and argue below the weaknesses in the assumptions that they are workable in this area. Secondly, we do not see reasonable attempts in the Transport Assessment or NMMS to test the assumptions that are implicit in them.

We believe strongly that the assumptions are unproven and untested theories that conveniently use government policy hopes in place of proper analysis.

The report shows little understanding of the scale and detail of existing traffic problems and trends and it chooses to disregard the impact of wider urban development plans on these problems. 

(iv) Outcome of Our Analysis 

We believe (i) that untested and unrealistic assumptions have been made about the application of multi modal shift possibilities in this area, (ii) that there has been a failure to take a holistic view of the needs of the Northampton area (iii) that the modelling is based on wrong data. Our analysis shows that each one of the proposed modal shifts is unproven, untested and impractical for the application proposed and that development of the Buckton Fields site is premature, would be wasteful of public resources and create serious traffic problems for the area. 

We strongly urge refusal of the planning application.  (Detailed analysis follows in E to G.)
E. Multi modal shift theory – Unproven, Untested and Impractical  Proposals

(i)  Introduction

The Transport Assessment seeks to demonstrate that with minor highway improvements and the introduction of measures such as park and ride, additional bus routes, cycle routes and pedestrian routes 
a substantial reduction in potential car use from the development will be achieved and that the residual traffic flows can readily be accommodated on the surrounding road network. 

In contrast, we would point out that the claims for the efficacy of the transport strategy proposed in the Transport Assessment are based on untested and unproven assumptions about the likely outcome of those measures. The A508 is already heavily congested, particularly at peak times and during school terms. 
Owing to the nature of the A508 and A5199 the provision of priority bus routes to improve bus journeys 
to the town is impracticable. Substantial subsidies over a long period would also be required to achieve significant increases in bus use. We also argue that proposals for cycling and walking will have negligible impact on traffic flows.
Therefore, proposals for traffic alleviation through these proposed multi modal shift measures are unrealistic to cope with the extra volume of traffic that the site will generate, which we estimate to be in the region of 9000 vehicle journeys per day. (See note 1.)
We show below our detailed analysis and objections to the various aspects of multi modal shift that have been proposed and conclude that the proposals are clearly unworkable.

(ii)  Practical and Financial Implications of Buses

There are serious practical and financial obstacles to the proposals for a park-and-ride scheme and enhanced bus services to the town centre. 

(a)  Natural Disadvantages of Buses compared with cars

Even if the roads could be successfully adapted (which we strongly challenge on grounds of practicability and cost), in order to persuade motorists to switch to public transport, buses would need to be cheap to use, frequent, timely and running on routes that are relevant to prospective users. They would also need to be able to deliver passengers to their destination quickly. 
Buses would have to be very heavily subsidised to reach any acceptable level of cheapness, frequency and timeliness and would still lack the flexibility of cars. 

(b)  Future Trends
In spite of rising fuel costs, the cost of car depreciation and cost of capital jointly remain today by far the largest motoring cost, and it is reported that cars from established Far Eastern manufacturers will soon be available at showroom prices even as low as £2000, thus cutting motoring costs substantially. Warranties on Far Eastern cars already extend as far as seven years. Such significant reductions in capital outlay and repair costs together with improvements in reliability and fuel economy are likely to increase the competitive advantage of private motoring over public transport, whilst the convenience factors that are crucial to modern day living will always favour cars.

(c )  Requirement in this part of Northampton

We contend that the basic requirements of travel in this area, consisting of both radial and circumferential traffic flows to multiple destinations, the majority being out of the town centre, are not deliverable by public means in a practical way for the very great majority of the travelling public in this area and especially those travelling at peak times, and we observe that currently only around 5% of all journeys are by bus (see note 2). A truly massive modal shift with highly complex and unsustainably expensive bus services would be needed to make much impact on present car usage in this part of Northampton. 
(iii)  Practical Obstacles to Major Highway Improvements for Bus Lanes

The A508 is generally poorly engineered, undulating, uneven, with awkward bends and not well 

maintained In practice it could not be adapted for priority bus routes at acceptable cost. 
Furthermore, there are houses abutting the footway on both sides for most of its length and its available capacity is substantially reduced for most of the time by residents' parking, for which there is no 
alternative provision. 
Similarly, the A5199, Welford Road, has insufficient width throughout almost all of its length towards 

town to allow for the provision of a priority bus route except at unrealistic cost. 
For traffic moving on circumferential routes around the town there are additional problems of route negotiation from the A508.

Neither the A508 not the A5199 therefore presents any realistic opportunity to serve as a bus route that would meet the requirements of Policy PT3 of the Transport Strategy for Growth for fast reliable services with bus priority and we therefore conclude that the highway alterations that would be needed for seriously enhanced bus services are not practical.
We conclude for the reasons set out in this paragraph, the previous paragraph and the one which now follows, that there is no scope for the development of a suitable bus service in this area to meet the needs of a Buckton Fields housing development. 
(iv)  Park and Ride

The submitted proposals include a park-and-ride facility for 500 cars with access on the A5199 Welford Road. Our comments are as follows:

(a) Weakness of the proposed application of park and ride
The County Council's own Strategy for Growth 2007 questions the conventional focus of park-and-ride facilities of this type of edge-of-town sites, which can result in large numbers of vehicles travelling along main urban routes to access the same park-and-ride site. (para 10.4)
(b)  Lack of a cohesive plan
Moreover, para 60 of PPS 13 emphasises that park-and-ride schemes need to be developed as an integral part of the planning and transport strategy for the area and should be included in the Transport Plan. The proposed park-and-ride facility at Buckton Fields does not meet this crucial requirement, since it is just an ad-hoc proposal in an attempt to overcome the undoubted traffic problems associated with large scale housing development at Buckton Fields.
Policy 2 of the Milton Keynes and South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy reflects the guidance in PPS 13 by providing that park-and-ride schemes should be town-wide.
(c )  Lack of adequate supporting road network
Our comments above in paras E (ii) and (iii) regarding the impracticability of dedicated bus lanes and 

major road improvement on the A508 and A5199 also emphasise the unsuitability of a park and ride 

solution at Buckton Fields.

We conclude that for all of the above reasons the park and ride proposal is not realistic and should not be given any further consideration.
(v)  Cycling
The County Council's Transport Strategy for Growth 2007 provides on Policy CY2 that future opportunities for cycle routes in new development will be identified by reference to cycle master plans and safeguarded through the planning process. No such master plan is yet in existence since its formulation will depend on which parts of the Northampton Implementation Area are determined as the best locations for urban extensions of Northampton. 
This underlines the ad-hoc nature of the current proposal for the development of Buckton Fields as a large scale urban extension of Northampton and the undesirability of permitting such an extension at the present time in the absence of an up-to-date planning framework for the NIA as a whole. 

The County Council's Strategy for Growth 2007 acknowledges that the proportion of pedal cycles in traffic in Northamptonshire is currently very low, around 1%. There is little remaining "cycle culture" or expectation by other road users to find people riding bikes as transport in the County. The task of popularising cycling is therefore admitted to be a difficult one. Whilst it is possible to provide dedicated cycle routes within the site of the proposed development, once cyclists leave the site dedicated provision for them on main routes into Kingsthorpe, Moulton or the Town Centre is virtually non-existent. Cyclists must therefore compete with other traffic for the available road capacity. For these reasons unlawful use of footways by cyclists is common. The A508, in particular, due to the factors identified above, particularly space constraints and poor engineering, has no scope for cycle routes.

Consequently, for all the above reasons, a significant modal shift to cycling would not, in practice, be achievable as an element in a transport strategy for Buckton Fields. 

(v)  Employment Area and Walking

The site plan has provision for an employment area, a small business park, so that people living on the Buckton Fields site will tend to work there and therefore reduce the number of car trips to and from the housing estate. 
We would contend that the large majority of jobs in any such employment area will be filled by people living off-site, and there will be commuting of workers from outside the site. There will also be commercial visits to and from the business park. 
Whilst it is possible that some residents of the Buckton Fields site could cycle or walk to work at 

the business park most journeys to and from the employment area would be from outside the site and this would therefore increase traffic flows. Overall, we see any such employment area creating a net increase in traffic flows to and from the site.

(vi)  Multi-modal Shift – Conclusions

The best case conclusion of the Transport Assessment is for a small residual increase in traffic from the proposed Buckton Fields site, and is based on multi modal shift. 

We conclude that multi-modal shift from car travel to public transport, cycling and walking 
is impractical and that therefore substantial extra traffic would be generated if the proposed development of Buckton Fields were to proceed. We suggest 9000 car journeys per day (see note 1). Whatever the precise figure it seems unacceptable.

Since the multi modal shift theory is at the core of the Buckton Fields transport assessment’s argument, and is clearly not practical in this part of Northampton, we strongly urge refusal of the planning application.
F. Weakness in the Transport Assessment data and the
      Northampton Multi Modal Study

(i) General Observations in regard to this and earlier transport assessments
We would make the following general observations in regard to this and other earlier transport assessments for Buckton Fields. The transport assessments that have been carried out in recent years in relation to the proposed housing development at Buckton Fields, which have apparently been accepted by the County Council as Transport Authority, have reached conclusions that are based on theoretical models and practical studies which have been hotly disputed by local residents. We believe there has been a desire to follow central government transport policies to a large extent regardless of their practicability.

The results of studies carried out in this area for transport assessments have consistently failed to match the practical experience of local residents. It also seems likely that they have under-estimated the rate of growth of traffic volumes. The traffic counts are usually taken in the least busy months and we would contend that such studies have continued to make unrealistic assumptions and assessments of the needs of commuters, shoppers and school runs. 
We believe that the latest transport assessment is no more valuable than its predecessors. The theoretical basis for its conclusion is hope, not fact. We endorse the detailed analysis and critique of the Transport Assessment by Mr. Paul Withrington BSc. MSc (Transport Planning) MICE dated 24th January 2008 and his further analysis in May 2008. These are attached in appendix I and appendix II. 
(ii)  Unreliable Data

We draw attention to the following examples of discrepancies and our comments regarding the unreliability of the data in the NMMS. Appendix I and Appendix II contain more illustrations.

(a) Dubious Data and fallacious development of multi-modal shift theories

. 

The Transport Assessment reflects the aims of the NMMS in its Summary of Strategy. For example, sec. 6.2.3 of the TA states –
“The NMMS develops a preferred strategy focussing on initiatives to improve public transport, cycling and walking as well as relatively small-scale measures to improve the general flow and circulation of traffic”

However, the NMMS is not considered to be a satisfactory document for these purposes since its data is unreliable. The Transport Assessment itself recognises this and we show below two examples of its deficiencies which involve  modelled traffic rates in the study that are half or less of observed values. 
· For example, a recent count of traffic generation rates from housing development at an estate at Leyland Drive, Kingsthorpe, Northampton, revealed the following actual trip rates in comparison with the assessments given in the Northampton Multi-Modal Study:

	
	NMMS
	Leyland Drive May 2007

	
	AM peak
	Inter Peak
	Am peak
	Inter peak

	Outbound
	0.46
	0.09
	0.45
	0.21

	Inbound
	0.06
	012
	0.12
	0.21

	Total
	0.52
	0.21
	0.57
	0.42


It appears to us that the inter-peak flows have been understated by a factor of two.

· A further example is table 11.1 of the Transport Assessment which demonstrates the wide discrepancy between modelled flows and observed flows through the village of Boughton at present. We highlight, in particular, the counts for Vyse Road, Boughton -
                           Observed and modelled flows  AM PEAK Boughton Village
	
	Observed
	Modelled
	
	Model results as a percentage of observed

	Vyse Road East Bound      
	427
	70 
	
	16%

	Vyse Road West Bound    
	261
	102
	
	39%


These figures show the scale of difference in this case to be very significantly greater than a factor of 2.
(b) Unsatisfactory Nature of Traffic Counts  
We question the reporting of existing traffic flows. Reporting at present is often vague as to both location and date. We are not clear that automatic traffic counts have been undertaken at important points to obtain up-to-date traffic generation data. In the Kingsthorpe area, for example, where is the evidence that these have been carried out at the junctions of the A508 with Birch Barn Way and at the junction of North Western Avenue with the A 5199 and other sensitive traffic flow points.
(d)    Untested and wholly unrealistic Assumptions 

The Transport Assessment claims that the development, coupled with sustainable policies, will leave the morning peak hour traffic flow at the already congested Cock Hotel junction substantially unaltered. 

The argument depends in part on the assumption that 60% of trips will go by bus compared with the 6% 
that go that way today. It also depends on the efficacy of park and ride, cycling and walking. The assumptions are not based on reliable data, so even if one were to assume that transport modal change 

were practical in this area of Northampton there is no factual or reliable evidence base for this scale of change. If the traffic flows at the Cock Hotel junction were to increase by 20% which we would see as a much more realistic result we believe there would be gridlock.
(e)   Pilot Studies not carried out 

Since the Transport Assessment predicates multi modal shift we would like to see evidence of pilot studies that establish the effectiveness, if any, of such transport polices in this area of Northampton.  

(iii)
Credibility of the NMMS and Transport Assessment 

We find Table 11.1 of the Transport Assessment particularly remarkable, but each of the above issues is significant. If, as seems probable, similar discrepancies in the traffic generation rates were found from other existing residential developments to those at Boughton and Leyland Drive, then we believe that the credibility of the NMMS as a basis for policy making should be questioned. We find the assumptions made by the Transport assessment similarly lacking in credibility.

In view of the deficiencies in the studies, reliance on the NMMS and the Transport 
Assessment in assessing the traffic impact from the proposed housing development at 
Buckton Fields would, in our view, be highly imprudent and this is another valid reason 
to reject the Planning Application. 

However, we reiterate that, regardless of the deficiencies in the data in the Transport Assessment, the impracticalities of multi modal shift for the Buckton Fields site are indisputable.
We urge rejection of the planning application.
G. Impact of Increased Traffic Flows generated by the Proposed

     Development

(i)  Introduction

We have demonstrated in the earlier sections of this report that an adequate multi-modal shift in travel cannot be effectively achieved in this area. Therefore the claim to this effect in the Transport Assessment 

is refuted. Further, we have shown what seem to be major weaknesses in the data in the Transport Assessment and NMMS.
Since multi modal shift is not practical in this situation, we argue that the traffic generated by the development would have a substantial impact on the existing road network and that it could not be 
readily accommodated. The implications of this are explained below:

(ii)  Impact of the Development on the A508 and parts of Kingsthorpe
The condition of the A508 is such that it is barely adequate for the present volume of traffic, giving rise 
to long tail-backs of traffic most mornings and evenings and causing delays for motorists and creating a 
poor quality of air for local residents living alongside the A508. The increased volume of traffic generated by the proposed development will make worse the already difficult conditions on the A508 that exist, particularly at peak periods. 

The Cock Hotel Junction at Kingsthorpe is one of the most congested interchanges in the County. The Transport Assessment acknowledges that without the proposed modal shifts traffic at this junction would increase by 20% as a result of the development at Buckton Fields. 
For the reasons already given the measures for modal shift proposed in the Transport Assessment cannot achieve the significant reduction in car trips that it claims. 
Therefore, if planning permission were granted, totally unacceptable conditions would be likely to be created at the already critically congested Cock Inn Junction. The congestion would continue back along the A508 as far as Pitsford, as it already does some mornings, and along the A5199.  The congestion would continue down the A508 through to the town centre, and other areas such as Holly Lodge Drive and Boughton Green Road would also be badly affected. 
(iii)  Impact of the Development on Boughton Village

The village of Boughton currently suffers unacceptable flows and speeds of traffic, particularly at peak times. Cars and heavy goods vehicles travel through the village East-West and West-East using the village as an unofficial ring road linking with the A43, Kettering Road and the Moulton Park Industrial Estate to 
the East and the A508 Harborough Road radial route to and from Northampton just to the West of the village. The situation continues to deteriorate.

The planning applicants claim that very little traffic generated by the development will use the roads in Boughton. 

We strongly challenge that claim. There is no by-pass in this part of Northampton. Even with the introduction of suggested traffic calming measures, the effect of a large housing development would be to cause substantially increased volumes of traffic through the village of Boughton to the detriment of the character, environment and safety of the village and result in multiple gridlocks. 
Not only would more circumferential traffic be generated by the site to travel through Boughton, but traffic would also traverse the village in order to escape the inevitable gridlock on the main radial route –

the A508 Harborough Road into Northampton. In the morning peak, this A508 road already sometimes blocks all the way from the Cock Hotel in Kingsthorpe, a mile south of the Boughton Turn up to Pitsford, a mile north of the Boughton Turn. Therefore East-West circumferential traffic already finds an escape route through Boughton village. The proposed Buckton Fields housing estate and business park would be situated on the East-West route along Brampton Lane, and its outgoing and incoming traffic will be both circumferential and radial, but cars and commercial vehicles from all these sets of traffic will be forced through the village.

We also repeat below the Vyse Road traffic counts from Table 11.1 of the Transport Assessment which demonstrates the wide discrepancy between modelled flows and observed flows through the village at present and comment that the Buckton Fields development would make matters much worse than the already observed trips.

                           Observed and modelled flows AM PEAK Boughton Village
	
	Observed
	Modelled
	
	Model results as a percentage of observed

	Vyse Road East Bound      
	427
	70 
	
	16%

	Vyse Road West Bound    
	261
	102
	
	39%


Even without the housing development at Buckton Fields, the flow of through traffic in the village 

is likely to increase further, accentuating the discrepancies revealed by the Table and exposing the unreliability of the traffic modelling in the NMMS.
(iv)  Future Traffic Trends and Planning for the Future

It is now acknowledged that Northamptonshire has undergone a 20% growth in traffic in the last 10 years. We would question the assumptions that the prospective developers have made for growth in the next 10 years. We do not see evidence of a holistic view being taken. Rather they have merely focussed, though 

not well, on the site and made unproven assumptions of what multi modal shift might achieve.

It is already acknowledged that traffic growth in Northamptonshire has been much higher than previously thought and will increase substantially in the future.  The town lacks much of the infrastructure required 
for future development on the scale proposed in the Milton Keynes and South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy. This situation is particularly acute in the northern area of Northampton, since, unlike areas to 
the south and east, it has not benefited from any large scale new highway infrastructure. 
The final core strategy and associated development plan documents for Northampton Implementation Area are still to emerge, and the best locations for urban extensions of Northampton have still to be determined. The ad-hoc nature of the current proposal for the development of Buckton Fields as a large scale urban extension of Northampton reflects the undesirability of permitting such an extension at the present time in the absence of an up-to-date planning framework for the NIA as a whole. This framework will be provided in the near future through the emerging West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy and its associated site specific development plan documents. 

H.  Conclusions
The allocation of the site for housing development as a saved policy in the old style Daventry Local Plan was made more than ten years ago in circumstances relating to traffic impact, infrastructure provision and future growth prospects far different from those now prevailing, and there are now acute traffic problems in the area in which the site is situated. As development of Northampton continues, these problems will inevitably become more acute. 
The transport case for a Buckton Fields housing development rests on the claim that it will not create a material increase to the traffic problems of the area. But, as demonstrated by our analysis of the transport issues, the proposals put forward by the applicants are unrealistic and would not have the significant effect claimed by them in reducing the impact of traffic from the proposed development. 

On the contrary, such a development would have a major adverse impact on the traffic conditions in the area. Additionally, the attempt to introduce and sustain the measures proposed by the developers would result in wasted public resources.

In our view these are all material considerations which, despite the saved allocation of the site in the old style development plan, amply justify the refusal of the planning application.

I.  Recommendation

We urge the refusal of the planning application.

Note 1
An Extra 9000 car journeys per day

The basis of this estimate is as follows –

	
	Number of car

journeys per day

	Approximately 1250 houses, as proposed have been multiplied by 7, on the basis that this is the standard, average number of car journeys generated by a household. See note below*.
	8750

	If 1274 homes were developed, as has been suggested the figure would be
	8916

	Assuming a high proportion of affordable homes, there might be some small reduction on this result.
	

	But the business park would generate a net increase in car journeys.
	

	Our overall estimate is therefore
	9000


*The previous Transport Assessment , carried out by TPK consultants, dated March 1999, cited 7 per dwelling (reference para 5.2.1.)  The same paragraph gives the outbound AM trip rate as 0.56 and goes on to say “It is understood that these rates are consistent with those surveyed at two sites within Northampton by the County Council”. 

Counts carried locally by Mr Withrington at Leyland Drive suggest 6.6 as the daily value in this area.  The AM outbound flow in this study was 0.45 compared with the NMMS value of 0.46  

Other transport consultants have cited 6 to 8 as the range for 24 your trips per dwelling.

Note 2
Proportion of trips carried out by bus.

In paragraph 5.2.13 of the Transport Assessment the study points out that “The census data indicates that the majority of existing trips in the area, almost 91%, are by car with just over 4% of trips made by bus”.  That is supported by the 2006 National Travel survey which, in table 3.4, provides data that shows only 5% of trips are by bus (excluding London bus) or 6%, if walking is excluded from the total.

Appendix I
BUCKTON FIELDS TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT – A COMMENTARY, May 2008

Wp ref BFTA2008

The Transport Assessment study is based on 1,500 dwellings although only 1250 are intended.  However the consultant then sets to zero the traffic effects of the proposed employment and other land uses within the site.

Paragraph 5.2.3 of the TA cites working paper 1 of the Northampton Multi Modal Study.  That leads to the claim that 1,500 dwellings would generate circa 10,000 person trips per day by all modes.  In Table 5.2 we find that 65% of trips are by car, 42% being car drivers.  Hence in TA paragraph 5.2.11 we read that, “before the consideration of the transport Strategy the 1,500 houses would generate circa 4,400 car trips daily (two-way)”.  

The accuracy of that is easy to check since we have traffic counts on the access roads to typical housing estates.  Those counts provide a 24 hour total of circa 6.6 cars per dwelling.  That is to say, rather than generating a two-way flow of 4,400 cars our 1,500 houses is likely to generate circa 10,000 cars per day two-way, more than double that claimed by this TA.

That discrepancy undermines any confidence that we can have in this study.  After all, the 24 hour flow per dwelling is easy to establish.  In contrast it is a difficult and speculative task to estimate the effects of the so called Sustainable Transport policies upon which the TA relies.

In TA paragraph  9.2.2, we find the peak hour car driver trips per dwelling.  The outbound ones in the AM peak are 0.47 for houses and 0.21 for flats.  The 0.47 for houses compares almost exactly with the overall trip rate observed for typical housing estates in Northampton.  Those housing estates already contain flats and affordable housing. Hence we say that that rate should apply to all the dwellings in this development. Further, the probability of a flat, possibly occupied by a working couple, having a trip rate less than half that of a house, possibly occupied by a couple where the wife is looking after children, is far fetched.

Applying the TA trip rates to the 1,350 houses and 150 flats used in the TA yields an outbound vehicle flow of 667 in the AM peak hour, TA table 9.2.  Had the flats been given the same trip rate as the houses that would have yielded 700 outbound car trips.

The study then reduces the 667 trips by reference to (a) affordable housing, claimed to have a lower trip rate than ordinary housing, and (b) a factor which depends on an assumed reduction in household size and hence trip rate.  That reduces the supposed AM peak traffic from 667 (which we claim should actually be 700) to 589 – see TA table 9.4.  

That reduction is not sustainable in a discussion devoted to finding the truth.  After all (a) both effects are small and contentious and (b) existing housing estates for which we already have trip rates contain significant amounts of “affordable” housing (c) car ownership is expected to rise so counteracting whatever reduction a smaller household size may bring about.

A further 65 car trips are then shed on the basis of an employment centre, primary school and shops within the development.  That leaves 524 outbound trips, ref. TA table 9.7. We then read that there is to be a “site travel plan” whereby residents are to be cajoled or bullied into “SMARTER Choices”.  The claim is that such a plan can cut the AM peak traffic from the site by a further 33 vehicles to an astonishingly accurate 491, TA table 9.10.

The reality is that those reductions are no more than rose tinted speculations. Bearing in mind that the study has underestimated the easy to model 24 hour traffic by a factor of at least two, the TA’s attempt to talk down the traffic likely to arise should be ignored.  The prudent course of action is to assume that this estate will perform similarly to existing housing estates on the north side of Northampton.  As above, that would lead to a traffic generation of circa 700 vehicles in the morning peak hour - 42% above the 491 canvassed in the TA.

Of the 491 outbound vehicles 337, or 70%, are assigned to the Welford and Harborough road approaches to the Cock Hotel Junction, TA figure 9.1.   Had the more realistic generation of 700 vehicles been used the number reaching the Cock Hotel Junction would have been close to 500.  That would increase the base flow of 1568 vehicles – see TA figure 4.7 - by nearly 30%.

The consultant then calls on sustainable policies, to wit, a half hour bus service on each of Harborough and Welford Roads, Park and Ride, a 15 minute peak hour service to Moulton Park, “bus enhancement measures” and encouraging walking and the like.  The modelling of those measures is complex. E.g. the probability of choosing public transport is given by the formula :  
PPR  =  1/(1 + exp[-K(GCCAR + k - GCPT]

We do not give all the definitions but clearly we are now in the grip of a little understood black box. That black box assigns 162 car trips to Park and Ride and transfers a further 62 car trips from the site to other modes along with another 243 from existing traffic.  That eliminates 467 car trips in all from the morning traffic, see TA table 10.9. 

When that is taken into account the net effect of the development and the “sustainable” polices in the AM peak is said to amount to the addition of a trivial 27 vehicles to the Welford Road approach to the Cock Hotel Junction and 44 to the Harborough Road approach – see TA figure 11.1. 

We regard that as a fairy story.  The truth is that this development is likely to add nearly, 250 vehicles to Welford road and 250 to Harborough road, on the approaches to the Cock Hotel Junction.  That would bringing the place to a near standstill.

The improbability of the sustainable polices bringing about the reductions in traffic forecast by this TA is highlighted by the TA itself.  In paragraph 5.2.13 the study points out that “The census data indicates that the majority of existing trips in the area, almost 91%, are by car with just over 4% of trips made by bus”.  That is supported by the 2006 National Travel survey which, in table 3.4, provides data that shows only 5% of trips are by bus (excluding London bus) or 6%, if walking is excluded from the total.

Let them run pilot studies to demonstrate the effectiveness of these sustainable policies.  

Instead of that they pretend that, by waving the word “sustainable” about, the traffic can be made to vanish.  That the County Council has concurred with this study is to be deplored.  The truth is that the whole is driven by the politics.  Hence, instead of this study informing policy it, and its like, are creating a climate in which we are likely to build the unsustainable in the name of sustainability.

Paul Withrington 

Formerly Project Manager Transport Planning Northants County Council

For SOS Campaign Group and the Friends of Boughton Area 

Appendix II
BUCKTON FIELDS TRANSPORT ASSESSEMENT, OCTOBER 2007

Comment by Paul F Withrington on behalf of the Northampton Residents Alliance, 

the SOS campaign Group, the Whitehills and Spring Park Residents

Association, WASPRA, and Friends of Boughton Area, FOBA.

In the Transport Assessment, the TA, the Consultant, Pegasus Planning Group (PPG), base the traffic forecasts on 1,500 dwellings.  In this commentary we use the same number notwithstanding that only some 1,270 dwellings are planned. 

Trip rates

This study relies on the trip rates from the Northampton Multi-Modal Study (NMMS).  The hourly vehicle trips per dwelling from that study are compared with the values obtained by the SOS Campaign Group for the Leyland Drive estate in May 2007.  This estate consists largely of semi-detached and affordable terrace houses and has a 15 minute bus service to the town centre).
	
	NMMS
	Leyland Drive May 2007

	
	AM peak
	Inter Peak
	Am peak
	Inter peak

	Outbound
	0.46
	0.09
	0.45
	0.21

	Inbound
	0.06
	012
	0.12
	0.21

	Total
	0.52
	0.21
	0.57
	0.42


The peak hour outbound values (0.46 and 0.45) are remarkably similar.  However, the Leyland Drive inter-peak hourly rate of 0.42 is double the NMMS value of 0.21. The Leyland Drive values suggest a 12 hour two-way flow of 5.3 Vehicles per household, see note 1.  Twelve hour values may be converted to 16 hour ones by adding 15% and to 24 hour values by adding a further 7%.  On that basis the vehicle trips per dwelling over 24 hours amount to 6.6 for the Leyand Drive estate.  In contrast the peak and inter-peak hourly trip rates from the Northampton Multi Modal Study yield 3.8 vehicle trips per dwelling over 24 hours; slightly more than half the observed value.

The Leyland Drive value is remarkably consistent with the rate from 15 years ago.  It is also consistent with the value used in traffic impact studies prior to the NMMS.  In those studies a 24 hour value of seven was adopted, before being halved on the (in my view spurious) grounds that developments would be “sustainable”. 

A consequence is that daily traffic flows, based on the NMMS model, are likely to underestimate traffic from residential development by a factor of nearly two.

A Confirmation

Applying the historic and present daily trip rate, here set to 6.5 vehicle trips per dwelling, to the 1,500 dwellings used in the TA yields 9,750 vehicle trips per day (half inbound and half outbound).  The average car occupancy apparent from the National Travel Survey is 1.6.  Hence those 9,750 vehicle trips correspond to 15,600 person trips by car alone.

In comparison TA para 5.2.3, citing the NMMS, claims that, including walk trips, which account for 25% of all trips, this development will produce only 10,000 person trips per day.  The consultant then applied the modelled modal split, cited in TA Table 5.2, to the 10,000 person trips to obtain 4,420 car trips per day.  That is less than half the 9,750 that are likely should this development behave as does the similar Leyland Drive estate.

The factor of two here identified is consistent with the difference between the observed and modelled hourly inter-peak vehicle trip rates dealt with above.  
Reality and credibility

The world in which the consultants and the County Council’s Transport Planners live is illustrated further by:

1. TA paragraph 10.4.3. There the consultants conclude that two thirds of peak hour traffic may go by bus despite the fact that TA Table 5.2 shows that only 6.1% of trips go that way today.

2. TA Table 4.6.  There the maximum average peak hour queue at the Cock Hotel Junction is cited as a trivial 35 vehicles However, it is a common place to find traffic queuing back from that point complex for over a mile in the morning and back towards the town centre for hundreds of yards in the evening peak if not throughout the afternoon.

3. TA Tables 11.1 and 11.2.  There we find modelled flows that exceed the observed values by typically 50% and by up to107% - sabotaging any confidence in this study that may remain.

Traffic at the cock hotel junction

TA Table 11.3 shows that that between the years 2000 and 2005 there was a reduction in the morning peak hour traffic at the Cock Hotel junction.  What is hidden from the reader is that in 2003 this junction suffered a massive and disastrous junction “improvement”.  From that day onwards congestion in the peak hour (and at other times) became much more acute than previously.  It is that junction design that has reduced the amount of traffic that can pass not any intrinsic reduction in demand.

The failure of the TA to draw the reader’s attention to this important factor further illustrates the bias that pervades the whole report.
The traffic forecasts 

The TA is primarily concerned with the AM and PM peak hour traffic flows. Applying the NMMS peak outbound trip rate, namely 0.46 vehicles per dwelling, to the 1,500 dwellings used by in the TA yields 690 vehicles.  That corresponds with the value of 667 apparent from TA Table 9.2.  Either value is a reasonable representation of the flow likely to arise.  About half that traffic is said to reach the Cock Hotel Junction, reference TA Figure 9.1.  

The observed flow on both the A508 and on the A5199 immediately to the north of the Cock Hotel amounts to between 830 and 840 vehicles, reference TA Table 11.1.  The unadulterated traffic expected from development would increase each of those by circa 170 vehicles i.e. by 20%, TA Figure 9.1. That would bring this already heavily congested junction to a complete standstill.

However, the TA study makes the (astonishing) claim that the sustainable polices, held out in the NMMS and Local Transport Plan coupled with reductions in the trip rate on account of affordable housing and local employment, will lead to a negligible increase in flow at this critical junction (27 more on the A5199 and 44 more on the A508, reference TA figure 11.2).

The magic circle

What has happened is this:

4. Those in power have been driven to develop policies that might reduce traffic.  Shorn of the rhetoric those policies boil down to enhanced bus stop infrastructure, better bus services, orbital bus routes, park and ride, local employment centres and encouraging cycling and walking.

5. A range of consultants have then produced traffic impact studies that presume that these policies will indeed be effective. On that presumption, and in the virtual world of a computer program, the consultants for Buckton Fields have produced a study where the traffic does indeed vanish.  The claim is that flows will be substantially unchanged from today’s values despite an additional 1,500 dwellings.
6. The County Council’s staff may then close the circle by declaring that the study is “robust”, as it did previously both for this study and for other large scale applications. After all, it would be perverse for the County Council to find against its own policies.

We comment, that would be all very well if there was a shred of evidence that those policies can indeed have the hoped for effect.
Conclusion

We conclude that this planning application should be sent back pending:

(a) 
Validation of the trip rates in the NMMS. That would consist of having automatic traffic counts carried out on the access roads to a selection of housing estates and dividing those measured flows by the dwellings served.  We find it is astonishing that no such check has been made to date and are confident that such an exercise would vindicate our view, namely that the inter-peak rate currently adopted by the NMMS, is half the true value, leading to an underestimate of daily traffic by a factor close to two. 

(b)
Pilot studies to find the effect of the so called sustainable policies when applied to existing developments.  We are confident that such studies would soon demonstrate that these policies are unlikely to have more than a trivial effect.  That is because it is the car that has called into being today’s dispersed land use and enabled today’s trip making pattern.  The implication is that it is only the car than is able to serve that distribution and those trips.  If it were otherwise the same distribution would have arisen in the past but, clearly, it did not.

If, as is virtually certain: 

1 the trip rates are found to be substantially below, perhaps half, those that actually occur.

2 the “sustainable” policies fail to reduce traffic flows emanating from existing developments by more than a trivial amount

then this planning applications must be rejected on the grounds that the existing roads are clearly inadequate to accommodate the traffic that would arise in the real world that we actually live in.

Note 1

There are two peak hours and effectively 10 inter-peak hours in the 12 hour period 7 am to 7 pm.  Applying those multipliers to the trip rates yields the 12 hour values cited in the text.

Paul Withrington

27th January 2008
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