Report Ref: 1222/3/B/TA

August 2010

LAND OFF
HENTHORN ROAD,
CLITHEROE,
LANCASHIRE

transport
assessment

Client: Gladman Developments Ltd

ashleyhelme
associates




ashleyhelme

TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT

LAND OFF
HENTHORN ROAD,
CLITHEROE,
LANCASHIRE

Client: Gladman Developments Ltd

Report Reference: 1222/3/B/TA

© 2010 by Ashley Helme Associates Ltd
No part of this publication may be reproduced by any means without the permission
of Ashley Helme Associates Ltd

Ashley Helme Associates Ltd
76 Washway Road
SALE, Manchester M33 7RE
Tel: 0161 972 0552



ashleyhelme

TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT

LAND OFF HENTHORN ROAD,

CLITHEROE,
LANCASHIRE
CONTENTS

Chapter Page
1. INTRODUCTION 1
2. POLICIES & PRINCIPLES OF ACCESS STRATEGY 3
3. HIGHWAY NETWORK 11
4, PROPOSED SITE ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS 19
5. WALK & CYCLE 22
6. PUBLIC TRANSPORT 26
7. TRAVEL PLAN 29
8. TRAFFIC FLOWS 31
9. OPERATIONAL PERFORMANCE OF HIGHWAY NETWORK 39
10. CONCLUSIONS 43

Figures
Tables

APPENDICES

Accident Records

Traffic Flows

LCC Accessibility Questionnaire
Travel for All email 02.08.10

G)'I'II'I'IU

Drawings

1222/3 Transport Assessment
www.ashleyhelme.co.uk



ashleyhelme

Introduction
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1.7

Ashley Helme Associates Limited (AHA) are appointed by Gladman Developments
Ltd (Gladman) to prepare a Transport Assessment (TA) report to support the planning
application for residential development on land off Henthorn Road, Clitheroe
(henceforth referred to as the Site). The location of the Site is indicated on Figure 1,
in the context of the local highway network. The red line Site boundary is shown on

the Location Plan ref 2010-001-100 prepared by Gladman.

The Site is presently vacant.

The planning application is for outline consent for up to 270 dwellings.

The TA Scoping Study report (AHA ref 1222/2) was prepared and submitted to the
highway authority Lancashire County Council (LCC) as a precursor to preparation of
this TA report. The outcome of this is an agreement with LCC to various data and

parameters adopted for the TA.

The transport policy context for the proposed development is outlined in Chapter 2.
The principles of the access strategy adopted for the proposed development are
also discussed in Chapter 2, and this provides the means to achieve transport policy
objectives. It is fundamental to the approach of the applicant, as represented in this
TA, that a holistic view is taken of the consideration of access to the proposed

development by all modes of transport.

The issues addressed within the TA fall broadly into the following areas:

e Accessibility by non-car modes, and

e The vehicular traffic impact on the operational performance of the local

highway network, assessed quantatively for the TA defined study network.

The local highway network is described in Chapter 3. The proposed Site access

arrangements are outlined in Chapter 4.
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The transport sustainability of the proposed development is a key issue, as set out in
PPS3 & PPG13, and also in the context of the February 2003 ODPM publication of the
Social Exclusion Unit report 'Making the Connection: Final Report on Transport and
Social Exclusion'. Accessibility issues are identified in Chapter 2, and an accessibility
appraisal of the Site by non-car modes is presented in Chapters 5 (Walk & Cycle) and
6 (Public Transport), using an accessibility mapping methodology. Notwithstanding
that the LCC SPG 'access and parking' explicitly states that "Note on residential
development there is no requirement to complete an Accessibility Questionnaire for
housing schemes", a completed LCC Accessibility Questionnaire is included in the TA
(as LCC has stated a requirement for this), and reported at the end of Chapter 5. The
same Accessibility Questionnaire is also included in The North West of England

Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) to 2021.

A Travel Plan forms a key element of the development proposal. This is prepared in
accordance with the DfT Guidance (April 2009) and the principles of this are outlined
in Chapter 7. A summary indication is included in Chapter 7 of the Action Plan for the
Travel Plan. This includes measures that are to be implemented prior to first
occupation of the development, as well as subsequent and ongoing
measures/initiatives. A separate Travel Plan document is submitted as part of the

planning application, and is complementary to the TA report.
The estimation of the development generated traffic and associated With
Development traffic flows is presented in Chapter 8. Modelling of the impact of

development traffic on the highway network is described in Chapter 9.

The conclusions of the TA are presented in Chapter 10.

www.ashleyhelme.co.uk
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A holistic approach is adopted for the desired access strategy. Due cognisance is
taken of a range of relevant policy documents and considerations that represent

national and local policies. These include:

e PPS1 & 3,PPG13,

e 1998 Transport White Paper ‘A New Deal for Transport: Better for Everyone’,

e 2004 Transport White Paper 'The Future of Transport: A Network for 2030',

¢ DfT ‘Planning for Sustainable Planning: Towards Better Practice’,

e Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (RVDLP), adopted June 1998,

e Lancashire County Council Local Transport Plan (2006/07-2010/11),

e The North West of England Plan Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021 (North West
RSS), September 2008.

It is noted that the current Government intend to bring forward legislation to cancel
Regional Spatial Strategies (RSS), meaning they would no longer form part of the
development plan. Whilst the Secretary of State has written to advise that this
intention should be treated as a material consideration, until primary legislation is
passed and new arrangements enacted the RSS remains part of the development

plan for the application site.

A general thrust of current national and local policies is to promote and deliver
sustainable transport objectives, and this is a key factor in defining the access

strategy for the proposed development.

There are a range of documents that provide advice and guidance identifying that
the historic approach of adopting rigid highway design standards and considering
this in isolation is not appropriate or desirable in today’s world. This includes, for

example, the Urban Design Compendium (UDC) and Manual for Streets (MfS).

www.ashleyhelme.co.uk
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PPS1: SUSTAINABILITY

The Government’s commitment to sustainable development is emphasised in PPS1.
This includes advice to local authorities to integrate their transport programmes and

land use policies in ways that help:

. Reduce growth in the length and number of motorised journeys,

. Encourage alternative means of travel, which have less environmental impact
and hence,

. Reduce reliance on the private car.

PPS1 further advises that the planning system should foster forms of development that

encourage walking, cycling and public transport use.

The proposed development respects and reflects the PPS1 transport sustainability

related objectives.

PPS3: HOUSING

PPS3 (June 2010) sets out that local planning authorities should assess the suitability of

a site for residential development against a range of criteria including:

"In support of its objective of creating mixed and sustainable communities, the
Government's policy is to ensure that housing is developed in suitable locations which
offer a range of community facilities and with good access to jobs, key services and

infrastructure." (para 36),

PPG13: TRANSPORT

PPG13 (March 2001) is consistent with PPS3 and sets out that objectives of current

national and local policies (refer PPG13, para 4) are to integrate planning and

transport to:

e Promote more sustainable transport choices,

e Promote accessibility to destinations (including jobs, shopping and leisure
facilities) by public transport, walking and cycling, and

e Reduce the need to travel, especially by car.

www.ashleyhelme.co.uk



27.2

2.7.3

2.8

28.1

2.8.2

2.8.3

284

ashleyhelme

More specifically, PPG13 sets out that it is Government policy to deliver the following

sustainable objectives:

e Reductions in car usage (particularly single occupancy journeys) and increased
use of public transport, walking and cycling, and
e Reduced traffic speeds and improved road safety and personal security

particularly for pedestrians and cyclists.
PPG13 notes that:

“Walking is the most important mode of travel at the local level and offers the
greatest potential to replace short car trips particularly under 2.0 kilometres. Walking
also forms an often forgotten part of all longer journeys by public transport and car.”

(para 75), and

"Cycling also has potential to substitute for short car trips, particularly those under

5km and to form part of a longer journey by public transport" (para 78).
RIBBLE VALLEY DISTRICTWIDE LOCAL PLAN (RVDLP)

The extant local plan for Ribble Valley is the Ribble Valley Distictwide Local Plan
(RVDLP), which was adopted in June 1998.

This was prepared to conform to the Lancashire Structure Plan Review 1991-2006
which had been adopted in 1997. It was written with a 15 year life-span from mid

1991; it was programmed to run until mid 2006.

The plan was first made available for public comment in Spring 1994 with a Local
Plan Inquiry held in Spring 1996. Modifications were made in June 1997 and
February 1998.

Following The Secretary of State’s direction under paragraph 1(3) of Schedule 8 to
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, a number of policies were saved
and continue to apply. Unsaved policies no longer applied after 28 September

2007.

www.ashleyhelme.co.uk
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The letter which accompanied the ‘saving direction’ made clear that this does not

represent “an opportunity to delay DPD preparation”. It further states:

“Following 27 September 2007 the extended policies should be read in context.
Where policies were adopted some time ago, it is likely that material considerations,
in particular the emergence of new national and regional policy and also new
evidence, will be afforded considerable weight in decisions. In particular, we would
draw your attention to the importance of reflecting policy in Planning Policy
Statement 3 Housing and Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments in relevant

decisions.”

Despite the saving direction, it is now 4 years beyond the end date of the plan. Itis
further noted that no consultation draft of the emerging Ribble Valley LDF Core

Strategy DPD has yet been published.

Review of the relevant RVDLP Map shows that the application Site is adjacent to the

Clitheroe Settlement Boundary (Policy G2).

Saved Policy T1 sets out the context for assessing the transport accessibility and
sustainability aspects of the proposed residential development, identifying a range
of criteria to ensure that new developments are sustainably located and provide a

range of transportation choices.
Policy T1 states that:

"In making decisions on development proposals the local planning authority will

attach considerable weight to:

the availability and adequacy of public transport to serve those moving to and

from the development;

e the relationship of the site to the primary route network;

e the provision made for access to the development by pedestrian, cyclists and
those with reduced mobility;

e proposals which promote development within existing developed areas at

locations which are highly accessible by means other than the private car;

www.ashleyhelme.co.uk
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e proposals which strengthen existing town and village centres which offer a
range of everyday community shopping and employment opportunities by
protecting and enhancing their viability and vitality;

e proposals which locate developments in areas which maintain and improve
choice for people to walk, cycle or catch public transport rather than drive
between homes and facilities which they need to visit regularly;

e proposals which limit parking provision for developments and other on or off
street parking provision to discourage reliance on the car for work and other

journeys where there are effective alternatives."

The access strategy for the proposed development recognises the requirements of

the RVDLP Policy T1, and is defined accordingly.
The RVDLP saved Policy 77 relates specifically to parking provision, and states that:

"All development proposals will be required to provide adequate car parking and

servicing space."
The RVDLP further explains that:

"...the nature of Ribble Valley as a large rural district is such that it is essential to
recognise car use will be a principal way of getting to work, shopping and leisure

facilities." (para 8.7.3)

"In many cases failing to ensure adequate off-street parking is attached to
developments will lead to on-street parking rather than the use of public transport or
walking/cycling. Whilst the adverse effects of on-street parking may be controlled or
moderated by parking restrictions they are likely to have some impact on local

environmental problems." (para 8.7.4)

"The parking requirement for development proposals will be decided having regard
to the County Council's 1998 published Car Parking Standards, incorporating any
subsequent amendments, and also having regard to the desirability of restricting
unnecessary use of the car whilst maintaining viable town and village centres.”

(para 8.7.5)

www.ashleyhelme.co.uk
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The Lancashire County Council (LCC) 1998 Car Parking Standards have been
superseded and replaced by the current LCC Car parking Standards, as set out in
the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan 2001 - 2016 SPG 'Access and Parking', adopted in
March 2005. This presents the relevant car parking standards to be referenced in
accordance with the RVDLP Policy T7, having regard to the associated para 8.7.5
(as set out above). The development proposal respects and is consistent with the
RVDLP Policy T7.

The Borough Council supports the LCC development and delivery of the Local

Transport Plan (LTP).
LANCASHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL LOCAL TRANSPORT PLAN (LTP)

Lancashire County Council (LCC) is the local highway authority, and has

responsibility for the development and delivery of the Local Transport Plan (LTP).

The underlying theme and objectives of the LTP are to promote policies and
measures to foster and achieve improved opportunities for travel choices by non-
car modes. This provides the context for specific local measures to be considered,

promoted and introduced.
NORTH WEST REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY (RSS)

The North West of England Plan Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) to 2021 sets out the
‘Vision” for the North West by 2021. The Vision is to:

“see a region that has acted to deliver sustainable development, leading to a
higher quality of life for all, and reduced social, economic and environmental

disparities”.

It is noted at the outset of the plan that development will be seen in a global
context, and the region will contribute to the reduction of carbon dioxide and other
greenhouse gas emissions. The transport impacts of development are a

consideration in this regard.

www.ashleyhelme.co.uk
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The RSS Policy DP5 seeks to manage travel demand, reduce the need to travel and
increase accessibility. The RVDLP saved Policies T1 & T7 (refer above) are consistent

with this.

The RSS Policy DP9 seeks to reduce emissions and adapt to climate change. The
proposed development will assist with the regional priority of reducing the region's
carbon dioxide emissions from all sources by reason of (inter alia) reducing the need

to travel by car, by promoting walking, cycling and the use of public transport.

The development is located so as to reduce the need to travel, especially by car,
and will enable people as far as possible to meet their needs locally. This forms an

underlying tenet of the access strategy for the proposed development.

This is complemented by the development's residential Travel Plan (TP). The TP
provides an important element in assisting the promotion of environmental, social
and health benefits of making sustainable travel choices for meeting residents'
needs/making journeys. The development TP is submitted as an accompanying
document to this TA report, outlining in detail the TP proposals. An overview

summary of the key features of the TP is included herein in Chapter 7.

As the development constitutes major development and is located immediately
adjacent to the urban area, where strategic networks connect and public transport
is well provided, the development directly contributes toward the key policy

objective of reducing the need to travel.

PRINCIPLES OF THE ACCESS STRATEGY

The access strategy for the development provides the means to achieve the
identified policy objectives by optimising the opportunity for access to/from the Site

by non-car modes. This is in accordance with all local, regional and national policies.

The accessibility of the Site for those travelling on foot and cycle is reviewed in
Chapter 5. The current accessibility of the Site by public transport is outlined in
Chapter 6 herein. The proposed development takes account of the needs of the

mobility impaired.

www.ashleyhelme.co.uk
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The Access Strategy for the development is cohesive, reflecting the need to
appropriately consider and enable provision for the movement of people and goods.

This includes considering, inter alia:

e Permeability of the Site from/connection to the surrounding locality, for all modes
of transport, motorised and non-motorised,

e Primary/secondary access/routing: for the external linkage to the Site. The
corresponding internal access/routing details are to be addressed in subsequent
reserved matters application(s),

e Internal access arrangements, all to be the subject of reserved matters
application(s), should minimise distance travelled by all modes (where
appropriate),

e Emergency access requirements must be met.

The development proposals adopt an integrated approach to managing travel
demand, offering safe and sustainable access for all by a choice of sustainable
transport alternatives, between homes and employment and a range of services

and facilities, such as retail, health, education, and leisure.
SUMMARY
In summary, the development proposal respects and promotes the principles of

transport sustainability, and is consistent with national, regional and local transport

policy objectives.

10
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highway network

3.1 The location of the Site is indicated on Figure 1 in the context of the local highway

network. The Site adjoins Henthorn Road, which is a public highway.

3.2 STUDY NETWORK

Traffic generated by the Site will pass through the following 17 junctions that comprise

the TA study network of junctions:

REF JUNCTION CONTROL

SJ1 Lancaster Drive/Edisford Road: Priority control,
SJ2 Seedall Avenue/Edisford Road: Priority control,
SJ3 Faraday Avenue/Edisford Road: Priority control,
SJ4 Thorn Street/Bawdlands: Priority control,
SJ5 Henthorn Road/Bawdlands: Priority control,
SJ6 Henthorn Road/Eshton Terrace/Thorn Street: Priority control,
SJ7 Parson Lane/Station Road: Mini-roundabout,
SJ8 Station Road/Railway View Road/King Street: Mini-roundabout,
SJ9 King Street/Castle Street: Priority control
SJ10 Market Place/Church Street/York Street: Priority control,
SJ11 Wellgate/Lowergate: Priority control,
SJ12 Shawbridge Street/Waterloo Road: Priority control,
SJ13 Lowergate/Moor Lane/Woone Lane: Mini-roundabout,
SJ14 Moor Lane/Queensway/Whalley Road: Mini-roundabout,
SJ15 Whalley Road/Greenacre Street: Priority control,
SJ16 Greenacre Street/Woone Lane/Eshton Terrace: Priority control,
SJ17 Primrose Road/A671 Whalley Road: Priority control.

3.3 The local highway authority (LCC) are responsible for all the study junctions listed

above. The TA network of study junctions is presented on Figure 2 and is agreed with
LCC.

11
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The existing study network junctions are presented on the following drawings:

REF JUNCTION DRG NO

SJ1 Lancaster Drive/Edisford Road: 1222/05,
SJ2 Seedall Avenue/Edisford Road: 1222/06,
SJ3 Faraday Avenue/Edisford Road: 1222/07,
SJ4 Thorn Street/Bawdlands: 1222/08,
SJ5 Henthorn Road/Bawdlands: 1222/08,
SJ6 Henthorn Road/Eshton Terrace/Thorn Street: 1222/08,
SJ7 Parson Lane/Station Road: 1222/09,
SJ8 Station Road/Railway View Road/King Street: 1222/10,
SJ9 King Street/Castle Street: 1222/11,
SJ10 Market Place/Church Street/York Street: 1222/11,
SJ11 Wellgate/Lowergate: 1222/12,
SJ12 Shawbridge Street/Waterloo Road: 1222/12,
SJ13 Lowergate/Moor Lane/Woone Lane: 1222/13,
SJ14 Moor Lane/Queensway/Whalley Road: 1222/14,
SJ15 Whalley Road/Greenacre Street: 1222/15,
SJ16 Greenacre Street/Woone Lane/Eshton Terrace: 1222/16,
SJ17 Primrose Road/A671 Whalley Road: 1222/17.

SJ1 is the priority control junction of Edisford Road and Lancaster Drive. Edisford Road
is a single carriageway road that is circa 9m wide at the junction with Lancaster Drive,
has footway on both sides of the road, is subject to a 30mph speed limit, with street
lighting and an absence of parking restrictions. Lancaster Drive is on the south side of
Edisford Road, and is a a single carriageway residential road of typically 6.7m width
with footways on both sides of the road. There is a bus stop on the south side of

Edisford Road, a short distance east of Lancaster Road.

A short distance further east of Lancaster Drive, Edisford Road forms a priority control
junction with St Paul's Street, on the north side of Edisford Road. A traffic management
scheme provides a right-turn lane facility on Edisford Road, for the turn into St Paul's

Street.

12
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SJ2 is located east of SJ1, and is the priority control junction of Edisford Road and
Seedal Avenue. Edisford Road is circa 7.8m wide at the junction with Seedal Avenue.
Seedal Avenue is on the south side of Edisford Road, and is a single carriageway
residential road circa 8.5m wide at the junction, with footways on both sides of the
road. There is a signalled pedestrian warning sign on the south side of Edisford Road,
just west of Seedal Avenue. There is a bus stop on the south side of Edisford Road,
(that accommodates buses travelling in both directions), located circa mid-way

between SJ2 & SJ3.

SJ3 is located a short distance east of SJ2. The layout of the SJ3 priority control
junction is indicated on AHA Drg No 1222/07. Edisford is wider at this location, being

circa 11m wide to the east of Faraday Avenue. Faraday Avenue is circa 5.6m wide.

SJ4, SJ5 & SJ6 are in close proximity to each other, east of SJ3, and the layout is
indicated on AHA Drg No 1222/08. Edisford Road changes name to Bawdlands at
some point east of Faraday Avenue. There continues (from Edisford Road) to be
footway on both sides of Bawdlands, a 30mph speed limit, street lighting and an
absence of parking restrictions until near to the SJ5 junction with Henthorn Road.
During visits parked cars have been observed on both sides of Bawdlands in the
locale of SJ 4 & SJ5, where there is an absence of restrictions. There is a bus stop on
the south side of Bawdlands a short distance west of Henthorn Road (SJ5). There are
double yellow line waiting restrictions on all four corners of the priority control

crossroads SJ6.

East of Henthorn Road and SJ5, there is a level crossing on Thorn Street (east of this
and the railway line the road name is Eshton Terrace). There is a 'Keep Clear' road
marking on the Thorn Street eastbound approach to the level crossing, just west of
Franklin Street. There is full barrier control of the level crossing, and cameras are

pointed at the crossing.

Henthorn Road is a single carriageway road, typically circa 7.1m wide, with footways
on both sides, street lighting and subject to a 30mph speed limit; there is generally an
absence of waiting restrictions, (although there are restrictions at SJ6). The Site

boundary is next to Henthorn Road.

13
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As Bawdlands extends east, the name of the road changes to Parson Lane. SJ7 is the
3-arm mini-roundabout junction of Parson Lane and Station Road. On the east side of
SJ7 the Parson Lane arm of the roundabout operates one-way in a westbound
direction, entering the roundabout. There are waiting and loading restrictions in force
at SJ7. On land at the northeast sector of the roundabout, between Station Road
and the one-way section of Parson Lane, there is a permit holders' car park; one-way
entry is from Station Road and one-way exit is onto Parson lane (one-way westward

operation).

The SJ8 3-arm mini-roundabout junction of Station Road/King Street is located north of
SJ7, and the layout is indicated on AHA Drg No 1222/10. A bus stop is located on the

west side of, and immediately adjacent to, SJ8. Waiting restrictions apply at SJ8.

The priority control 4-arm crossroads SJ9 is indicated on AHA Drg No 1222/11. There is

one-way working on 3 of the arms of the junction:

e Castle Street: one-way northbound, entry into SJ9,
e Market Place: one-way northbound, exit from SJ9,

e King Lane: one-way westbound, entry into SJ9.

As indicated on AHA Drg No 1222/11, there is a pedestrian crossing on the Castle
Street entry to SJ9, 'stop lines' on the King Street and King lane minor road entry arms

to SJ9, and waiting restrictions apply in the locale of/at SJ9.

SJ10 is located a short distance north of SJ9. There is bus stop and layby provision on
Market Place, between SJ9 & SJ10. As indicated on AHA Drg NO 1222/11, Market
Place changes name to York Street on the north side of SJ10. Market Place/York
Street operates one-way in a northbound direction. There is a pedestrian crossing on
York Street just north of Wellgate, complemented by a cobbled 'raised table on
Market Place just south of Wellgate. The Church Street arm of SJ10 operates one-way
in an eastbound entry direction to SJ10. Wellgate operates one-way eastbound as
exit from SJ10.

SJ11 is the 3-arm junction of:

14
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e Wellgate: one-way eastbound entry to SJ11, with unrestricted eastbound travel
into Shawbridge Street and give-way travel into Lowergate,
e Shawbridge Street: unrestricted 2-way route,

e Lowergate: one-way southbound exit from SJ11.

The layout of SJ11 is indicated on AHA Drg No 1222/12. There are waiting restrictions in
force at SJ11.

AHA Drg No 1222/12 also shows the layout of SJ12. This comprises two 3-arm junctions

on Waterloo Road that are only a short distance apart:

e Waterloo Road/Shawbridge Street: priority control, with ‘'stop line' on
Shawbridge Road,
e Waterloo Road/Shawbridge Street mini-roundabout, with anti-skid surfacing on

both Waterloo Road arms of the junction.

There is a pedestrian crossing on Waterloo Road on the south side of the mini-

roundabout junction. There are waiting restrictions in force on Waterloo Road.

The layout of the SJ13 mini-roundabout is indicted on AHA Drg No 1222/13. There are
waiting restrictions at SJ13. There are cycle lanes along Moor Lane, on the south side
of SJ13.

The layout of the SJ14 mini-roundabout is indicted on AHA Drg No 1222/14. There are
waiting restrictions at SJ14. There are cycle lanes on the Moor Lane southbound entry
and the Queensway entry to SJ14. There is a time-limited parking bay on the west side

of Moor Lane, on the Moor Lane northbound exit from SJ14.

SJ15 is a short distance south of SJ14; the layout is indicated on AHA Drg No 1222/15.
There are waiting restrictions at SJ15. There is a pedestrian crossing on Whalley Road,

south of Greenacre Street.

The layout of the 4-arm priority controlled SJ16 is indicated on AHA Drg No 1222/16.
Greenacre Street operates as one-way entry to SJ16. Greenacre Street/Eshton Street

is designated as the 'major' road, ie having priority over Woone Lane. Both of the

15
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Woone Lane entries to SJ16 operate with 'stop line' control. There are waiting

restrictions at SJ16.

SJ17 is the priority control junction of Primrose Road and Whalley Road. In the
response to the TA Scoping Study, LCC has requested that this be included in the TA

study network, notwithstanding that "this may be a rather distant junction".
ESHTON TERRACE LEVEL CROSSING
There is an existing level crossing on Eshton Terrace to the northeast of the Site.

AHA commissioned a survey at the level crossing on 3 March 2010, between the
periods 0730-0930 and 1600-1815. The surveys recorded the:

¢ Times when the level crossing barriers were closed,

e Length of time they were closed,

e Length of the queues that formed during these periods, and

e Time taken for normal traffic conditions to resume (ie the time taken for the

gueues to dissipate).

The level crossing barriers were down on four occasions during the AM survey period,
with two occurrences during the AM peak hour. The barriers were down for an
average of just under two minutes and normal traffic conditions on both sides of the
barrier generally resumed within typically a further 0.5 minutes. The maximum
recorded queue on the eastbound approach was 15 vehicles. This occurred at
08:26:35, and the back of the queue reached Henthorn Road. The maximum
recorded queue on the westbound approach was 9 vehicles and this also occurred
at 08:26:35.

The level crossing barriers were down on six occasions during the PM survey period,
with only one occurrence during the PM peak hour. The barriers were down for an
average of just under two minutes and normal traffic conditions on both sides of the
barrier generally resumed within a further 1 minute. The maximum recorded queue
on the eastbound approach was 9 vehicles and this occurred at 17:09:31. The
maximum recorded queue on the westbound approach was 14 vehicles and this also
occurred at 17:09:31.

16
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ACCIDENT HISTORY

The most recently available three year accident records (2007-2009 inclusive) are
purchased from the Lancashire Constabulary for the area specified in the TA Scoping

Study report (ref 1222/2. This comprises:

e Henthorn Road,

e TA study junctions.

(Note: The accident records were ordered and received prior to receipt of LCC
highway authority response to the TA Scoping Study report, which requires that the
SJ17 is added to the TA study network of SJ1-16 proposed in the TA Scoping Study

report, refer para 3.22 above.)

This information establishes the existing conditions at/in the vicinity of the Site, and
provides the context in which to assess the transport impact of the proposed

development at the Site.

The accident records are for the most recently available (at time of ordering) 3 year

period 2007-2009 inclusive.

Figure D1, Appendix D indicates the locations and severity of the recorded accidents
within the identified selection are. Copies of the accident records can not be

included herein, for legal reasons.

Review of the accident data shows that there are no recorded accidents on

Henthorn Road in the vicinity of the proposed development Site access.

Further along Henthorn Road, northeast of the proposed Site access, there are
accidents recorded as follows, at:

e Garnett Road: 2 accidents, both in 2008 and each with different features/causes,

e Mytton View: 1 accident in 2008,

e Dean Meadows: 1 accident in 2009,

e Whipp Avenue: 1 accident in 2009.

Examination of the Constabulary records establish that each of these recorded
accidents has an isolated incident cause. Specifically, there is no evidence of any

recurring accident problem/cause along Henthorn Road.
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3.24.7 At the TA study junctions the summary of recorded accidents is as follows:

SJ NO OF ACCIDENTS YEAR(S)

1 0

2 0

3 1 2007

4 1 2007

5 1 2007

6 1 2009

7 1 2007

8 3 1in 2007 & 2 in 2009

9 3 2in 2007 & 1in 2008

10 0

11 1 2007

12 0

13 5 4in 2007 & 1 in 2009

14 0

15 2 2008

16 3 21in 2007 & 1 in 2009.
3.24.8 The Constabulary records have been reviewed to investigate whether there is any

evidence of a recurring pattern/cause of accidents. It is determined that there is not.

3.24.9 Whilst all accidents are regrettable, the fact remains that more often than not an
accident has unique isolated accident cause/characteristics, providing no basis for
identifying or requiring accident remedial/mitigation works. That is the situation for the

recorded accidents at SJ1-16.

3.24.10 It is concluded that the proposed development has no material impact on the
occurrence of accidents on the study network, subject to the development access

arrangements according with usual design standards.
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proposed site access arrangements

4.1

4.2

421

4.2.2

4.2.3

424

4.2.5

A holistic approach to the Site access arrangements is at the core of the
development Site access strategy. Thus, there is a cohesive 'package’ of
development access arrangements for differing modes of travel, comprising, walk,
cycle, bus and motor vehicles. Further information about walk and cycle modes is

presented in Chapter 5, and about public transport in Chapter 6.

SITE ACCESS JUNCTIONS

The proposed vehicular Site access arrangements for which planning consent is
sought through the current planning application are presented on AHA Drg No
1222/03 Rev A.

The key features of the proposed access arrangement are:

¢ Realignment of Henthorn Road, south of the property 'White House',

e The new alignment provides a route into the application Site, and this is to be
desighated as the priority route,

e The existing length of Henthorn Road southwest of the new Site access alignment
is to be realigned to form a priority (give-way) control T-junction with the new Site

access road alignment.

The arrangements outlined above maintain vehicular access to land that is presently

accessed along Henthorn Road south of the 'White House'.

The road alignment shown on Drg No 1222/03 Rev A has been tested with computer
swept path tracking. It is confirmed that the proposed junction can accommodate
the swept-path turning movements of large vehicles, eg refuse vehicle, delivery
vehicles etc. This is illustrated on the AHA Drg NO 1222/SP/01.

In accordance with usual practice, the detailed design of the proposed Henthorn
Road Site access junction arrangement is to be the subject of S278 approval of LCC;

however, the Drg No 1222/03 Rev A illustrates the principle of the proposed junction
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and that there is no underlying reason why this can not be constructed to meet LCC

design standard requirements.
INTERNAL ROADS

The internal road layout for the outline application is to be the subject of reserved

matters application(s).
PEDESTRIANS

Good pedestrian connectivity between the proposed residential development and
the surrounding area is a key component of the development access strategy. This is

converted into practice by a combination of:

e Well designed on-Site development layout that recognises pedestrian desire lines
and provides enabling pedestrian facilities (eg footways, roads that discourage
high speeds, a sense of place that is safe for pedestrians fostered by the layout

of buildings, etc), and
e Pedestrian links between the Site and the surrounding area.

The former (on-Site layout) will be the subject of a reserved matters application, as
the planning application is in outline. However, the principles of the pedestrian
access strategy are established in this TA report (and the accompanying Travel Plan,
AHA report ref 1222/4), and will form the basis of the detailed development Site

layout for which reserved matters permission will be sought.

The AHA drawings referred to in Chapter 3 (of the TA study junctions and network)
illustrate the existing pedestrian infrastructure around the Site and the surrounding
area. The proposed development provides pedestrian linkage to this existing

pedestrian infrastructure. This is described in Chapter 5.
CYCLE

The cycle facilities on the existing highway are outlined variously on the AHA Drg Nos
1222/05 - 16, as referred to in Chapter 3.
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The proposed development provides cycle links as described in Chapter 5. This
promotes connectivity between the Site and Clitheroe, thereby offering positive

encouragement for residents to elect a cycle mode.
EMERGENCY ACCESS

The proposed development internal roads layout is to be the subject of a reserved
matters application. However, at this time it is confirmed that a key criterion for the
detailed internal roads layout is that this must be demonstrated to provide suitable
access arrangements for all emergency vehicles, including fire engines, to serve all

buildings.

MOBILITY IMPAIRED

The needs of those with mobility impairment are an important component of the
detailed design of the development. The detailed design of the internal layout of
the development, which must be the subject of reserved matters approval, will
describe the facilities to be provided on Site to assist the mobility impaired, taking
account of guidance and standards together with good practice and

local/national policies.
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walk and cycle

51

511

5.1.2

513

514

515

WALK

National guidance in PPG13 sets out that:

"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” (para 75).

The CIHT provides guidance about journeys on foot. It does not provide a definitive
view of distances, but does suggest a preferred maximum distance of 2000m for
walk commuting trips. A 400m distance corresponds to a walk time of 5 minutes,
based on upon typical normal walking speed. Figure 3 presents the development
400m, 800m and 2000m walk isochrones, (ie reflecting 5, 10 and 25 minute walk

journeys).

Along Henthorn Road there is existing footway (on both sides of the road) that
provides links between the Site and the continuous existing footway infrastructure
beyond. This is evidenced by review of AHA Drg Nos 1222/05 - 16 (as described in
Chapter 3).

The proposed highway works shown on Drg No 1222/03 Rev A include the
introduction of new footway along both sides of the realigned highway route
proposed. This is to be complemented by the internal Site pedestrian
infrastructure/provision, which must have a priority design consideration of good safe
provision for pedestrians. The internal Site layout must be the subject of a reserved
matters application to be approved by the Council, in consultation with the highway
authority LCC. The underlying principle and objective is to promote and achieve
good pedestrian connectivity between the Site and local amenity destinations to

the north/east of the Site (refer para 5.1.6 & Figure 4).

It is widely recognised that commuting distances of up to about 2000m (which
typically corresponds to about a 25 minute walk) can be acceptable. Review of
Figure 3 confirms that a substantial part of Clitheroe is within 2000m of the Site. Thus,

it is clear that the location of the proposed residential development affords the
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opportunity for residents of the development to live within walking distance of many

of the employment locations in Clitheroe.

Figure 4 illustrates that there are a range of local amenities available in Clitheroe
within walking distance of the Site (refer Figure 3), including, for example: schools,
shops (convenience store, supermarket, DIY/garden store), post office, playground,
leisure centre, pubs, restaurants/takeaways and churches. It is clear that there is

good opportunity for residents of the development to walk to these facilities.

Improvements to local pedestrian infrastructure are identified, to be implemented if
the development proceeds. These are indicated on AHA Drg No 1222/17. The
underlying principle and objective is to achieve improvements to assist pedestrians

at crossing desire lines, from the Site along the walk routes of:

e Henthorn Road, and

e Garnet Road/Lancaster Drive (to Edisford Road).
The proposed improvements arise from. and reflect that:

e The existing pedestrian infrastructure was established at a time when different
policies and design standards applied for roads in residential areas than apply in
2010,

e The Manual for Streets (MfS) philosophy and advice is applicable in this locality
in 2010,

e The balance of priorities between car traffic and pedestrians has changed (in
favour of pedestrians,) from when the existing road/pedestrian infrastructure

was constructed to the current 2010 situation.

The key features of the AHA Drg No 1222/17 pedestrian improvement works

comprise:

e Reduce corner radii at junctions, to reduce pedestrian crossing width,

e Introduce dropped kerbs on pedestrian desire line, ie shortest walk distance,
instead of expecting pedestrians to walk longer distance around corners
diverting from the crossing desire line,

¢ Introduce pedestrian refuges on roundabout arms.

23
www.ashleyhelme.co.uk



5.1.10

5.2

521

5.2.2

5.2.3

524

5.3

54

54.1

ashleyhelme

The AHA Drg No 1222/17 scheme achieves benefits for all existing residents using
these roads, as well as residents of the proposed development. This is a pedestrian

benefit attributable to the proposed development.
CYCLE
National guidance sets out that:

"Cycling also has potential to substitute for short car trips, particularly those under

5km and to form part of a longer journey by public transport” (para 78).

Figure 5 indicates the 2km and 5km cycle isochrones for the Site, reflecting typically
10 minute and 25 minute journeys. Review of Figure 5 highlights that, beyond the
environs of the built-up area of Clitheroe itself, the roads and cycle route
opportunities extend into a pleasant rural area that provides excellent opportunity

for leisure cycling, with the attendant health benefits.

The existing cycle lane infrastructure in the vicinity of the Site is described in Chapter

3 and illustrated variously on the associated AHA Drg Nos 1222/05- 16.

In summary, the destination opportunities within a 5km cycle ride of the Site for
residents of the development comprise a full range of amenity and employment

locations within Clitheroe itself and beyond.
SUMMARY

Transport sustainability is a principle underlying the proposed development.
Encouraging walk and cycle journeys is recognised as important. The location of the
Site, provides a good context for journeys of residents to be undertaken on foot and

by cycle.
LCC ACCESSIBILITY QUESTIONNAIRE
The LCC SPG ‘'access and parking' explicitly states that "Note on residential

development there is no requirement to complete an Accessibility Questionnaire for

housing schemes". Notwithstanding this, the LCC response to the Scoping Study
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report stated a requirement for a completed LCC Accessibility Questionnaire to be
included in the TA. The LCC Accessibility Questionnaire now also forms part of The

North West of England Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021 document.

An LCC Accessibility Questionnaire is completed for the Site with the existing
conditions. This is included in Appendix F. This establishes an accessibility level of 'low'

for the outline application Site for the 'Existing’ situation.

However, the proposed development includes measures that have a beneficial
impact that improve the accessibility score for the proposed development. An LCC
Accessibility Questionnaire is completed for the Site with the proposed development.
This is included in Appendix F. This establishes an accessibility level of 'medium’ for the
outline application Site for the 'Proposed Development' situation. The changes
attributable to, and forming part of the, development proposal that increase the

Accessibility level score compirise:

e Provide new bus stop within the Site,

¢ Include play area within the Site.
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public transport

6.1

6.2

6.3

The CIHT ‘Guidelines for Planning for Public Transport in Developments’ (March 1999)

set out that, in considering public transport provision for development, three questions

need to be addressed:

e What is the existing situation with respect to public transport provision in and

around the development?

What transport provision is required to ensure that the proposed development

meets national and local transport policy objectives?

Are the transport features of the development consistent with the transport policy
objectives, and if not, can they be changed to enable the policy objectives to be

achieved?” (para 4.18).

The CIHT Guidelines conclude that a broad methodology which allows the issues to

be identified and debated comprises the following general principles:

Investigate existing public transport provision,

Using this information, determine whether the Site is well served by public

transport,

Where the Site is not well served or existing services are fully loaded, suggest

measures to rectify this situation,

Define infrastructure for the proposed development which enables public
transport to be operated effectively and make it attractive to potential

passengers.

The proposed development affords opportunity for development generated public

transport journeys to be made by bus and rail.
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BUS

Bus stops near the TA study junctions are variously identified in Chapter 3, and
indicated (as relevant) on AHA Drg Nos 1222/05 - 16. The bus services calling at the

stops near the Site are summarised in Table 1.

The bus stops closest to the Site are located on Kenilworth Drive and Garnett Road,
near to Henthorn Road. The Kenilworth Drive bus stop is just beyond about a 400m
walk of the centre of the Site and the Garnet Road bus stop is within about 600m. On
Monday to Saturday the circular Service C1 calls at these bus stops providing 2 buses
an hour, and also the circular Service C2 providing 2 buses an hour during the peaks
and 1 bus an hour at other times, (refer Table 1). Thus, at peak times Monday -
Saturday there is a total of 4 buses per hour calling at stops that are within 600m of

the Site.

There are additional bus stops on both sides of Edisford Road that are within about a
900m walk of the Site (refer Figures 3 & 6). As indicated in Table 1, typically there are
an additional 4 buses per hour calling at these stops during the day on Monday to
Saturday, representing typically 4-5 buses per hour taking account of buses travelling

in both directions along the road.

The existing bus services summarised in Table 1 offer travel to a range of destinations
including Clitheroe town centre, Blackburn, Bolton and Whalley. The bus services call
at Clitheroe rall station, providing opportunity for a rail journey without the need to

travel to the rail station by car.

It is proposed that, as part of the proposed residential development, a new bus stop
is introduced within the Site, the detailed location to be agreed as part of the
reserved matters application for the internal Site road layout. As part of the
preparation of the TA report, negotiations have taken place with the C1 service
provider Travel for All Ltd, to investigate the opportunity for the existing C1 service to
be re-routed to include a 'loop’ within the Site to call at the proposed new bus stop.
There has been a positive outcome to this, as summarised in the 2 August 2010 email

from Travel for All included in Appendix G. This sets out that:
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“| am sure that your housing development will easily fit into our bus route and time
table. Running the service around the housing development will not cause any

problems."

It is concluded that, in the context of the existing bus services (and proximity to
Clitheroe town centre), the capacity they offer and the destinations to which they
go, and the additional demand for bus travel which can realistically be generated
by the development proposal, the introduction of the proposed new bus stop within
the residential development Site and re-routed Service Cl (para 6.4.5) is an
appropriate level of bus improvement for the outline application of up to 270

dwellings.
RAIL
Clitheroe rail station is within a circa 1800m walk of the Site (refer Figure 3).

There is an hourly (typically) frequency rail service from Clitheroe station to
Manchester, via Blackburn, Preston and Bolton, and also local stops. This is
complemented by an additional seasonal service operating May - September
between Carlisle and Blackpool that also stops at Clitheroe, with 2 outward trips and

3 return trips a day; this provides for leisure travel journeys.

Passengers with destinations even further afield have ample opportunity to make
such journeys by rail, with a change of train, as Manchester offers access to the inter-

city rail routes.
SUMMARY

It is demonstrated that the Site has good public transport accessibility, with journeys
to/from the Site by bus and rail to a range of locations. This is to be further enhanced
by the proposal for a bus stop to be introduced within the Site and the re-routing of
the existing Service C1 to call at this new bus stop. This is in accordance with the aims

and objectives of current national and local policies.
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travel plan

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

The Travel Plan (TP) report ref 1222/4 is submitted in support of the planning
application, and complementary to this TA report. A summary of the key points in the

TP are set out below.

The form of the TP report ref 1222/4 is that of an Interim Framework Travel Plan (IFTP),
which complies with current guidance (refer para 7.3 below). The primary reason for
this is because, as the application is in outline, it is possible that the Site could be
developed by more than one housebuilder, and the requirements of the TP must
relate to all dwellings constructed on the Site. For the avoidance of doubt, the IFTP
(report ref 1222/4) applies to, and provides the context for, any and all future TPs

prepared for the entirety of the outline application Site area

The TP for the proposed development is prepared in accordance with the DfT April
2009 '‘Good Practice Guidelines: Delivering Travel Plans through the Planning Process’,
complemented by the DfT 2005 'Making Residential Travel Plans Work: Good Practice

Guidelines'. The DfT 2009 recommended outcomes approach is adopted.

The key objectives of the TP are to:

e Contribute to traffic reduction and other sustainable transport objectives set out in
national, regional and local policies,

e Improve accessibility of the Site by sustainable modes of transport and address
traffic and parking issues,

e Widen choice of travel mode for all those travelling to/from the Site.

Specific outcomes sought from the TP are to:

e Achieve the minimum number of additional single occupancy car traffic
movements to/from the development,

e Address the access needs of site users, by supporting walking, cycling and public
transport,

e Reduce the need for travel to/from the Site.
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The TP explicitly considers accessibility by the sustainable travel modes of pedestrian,

cycle, public transport and car share.

The TP target is set as: maximum peak hour 2-way vehicle trip rate of 0.548
vehicles/hour/dwelling, to be achieved within 5 years post-completion of the fully
consented development. This time period is consistent with that specified by LCC f for
the TP to operate and be funded by the developer, for residential development

proposals elsewhere in Lancashire.

The residential developer will appoint a Travel Plan Coordinator (TPC), to introduce,
manage, operate and monitor the TP. As part of the ongoing management of the TP,
the TPC will maintain a dialogue with the Council, and monitor emerging best
practice information, to provide the most efficient platform for maximising the

effectiveness of the TP.

The residential developer is required to finance the TP. A sufficient revenue budget
will be identified to employ the TPC for a period of 5 years post-completion of the
development, on a sufficient basis to introduce and manage the TP initiatives, and

thereafter as required to:

¢ Manage the initiatives,
e Finance the measures identified in this and subsequent TP Monitoring and Review
reports and as agreed with the Council, and

e Enable the TPC postholder to carry out the duties identified above.

The TP Action Plan is set out in Chapter 10 of the TP. The TP Table 5 summarises
identified measures that are proposed, and indicates the timing for the measures and
funding information. This illustrates the holistic approach adopted for the TP, aimed at
encouraging from the outset a positive sustainable transport awareness and culture
for the development. The TP measures wil be reviewed and amended as
appropriate, in consultation with and requiring the agreement of the local authority,

as part of the ongoing dynamic monitoring and review process for the TP.
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traffic flows

8.1 STUDY NETWORK

The TA study network of junctions comprises:

REF JUNCTION CONTROL

SJ1 Lancaster Drive/Edisford Road: Priority control,
SJ2 Seedall Avenue/Edisford Road: Priority control,
SJ3 Faraday Avenue/Edisford Road: Priority control,
SJ4 Thorn Street/Bawdlands: Priority control,
SJ5 Henthorn Road/Bawdlands: Priority control,
SJ6 Henthorn Road/Eshton Terrace/Thorn Street: Priority control,
SJ7 Parson Lane/Station Road: Mini-roundabout,
SJ8 Station Road/Railway View Road/King Street: Mini-roundabout,
SJ9 King Street/Castle Street: Priority control
SJ10 Market Place/Church Street/York Street: Priority control,
SJ11 Wellgate/Lowergate: Priority control,
SJ12 Shawbridge Street/Waterloo Road: Priority control,
SJ13 Lowergate/Moor Lane/Woone Lane: Mini-roundabout,
SJ14 Moor Lane/Queensway/Whalley Road: Mini-roundabout,
SJ15 Whalley Road/Greenacre Street: Priority control,
SJ16 Greenacre Street/Woone Lane/Eshton Terrace: Priority control,
SJ17 Primrose Road/A671 Whalley Road: Priority control.

8.2 PEAK PERIODS

The times when the combination is greatest, of traffic generated by the proposed
residential development and the existing highway network traffic, are the weekday
AM & PM peak hours. The TA includes quantative analysis of the traffic impact of the

proposed development for these periods, and this is agreed with LCC.

8.3 TRAFFIC COUNTS

8.3.1 AHA undertook traffic count surveys at TA Study Junctions in 2010.
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The traffic count data for SJ 1-6 were analysed and the identified peak hour traffic

flows reported in the AHA Scoping Study report (ref 1222/2) as:

o AM 0800-0900,
e PM 1700-1800.

Following the collection of the additional traffic count data, all of the available
count data for study junctions was reviewed, to allow a re-appraisal of the peak

hour for the TA study network of junctions. From this, it is confirmed that the peak

hours are:
e AM 0800-0900,
e PM 1700-1800.

The TA quantative analysis is undertaken for these peak hours.

The AM & PM peak hour traffic count data are converted to the equivalent

passenger car units (pcu). These are presented on Figure E1, Appendix E.

ASSESSMENT YEARS

The DfT Guidelines on Transport Assessment (GTA) recommends that TA modelling of

network performance is undertaken for:

e Year of development opening: defined for this purpose as the year in which the

proposed development is fully completed and occupied, and

o [If future year modelling is required for the local network, a period "of no less than

five years after the date of registration of a planning application" (para 4.4).

The development year of opening is adopted 2016 for the TA analysis, and this is

agreed with LCC.

With regard to the local highway network, the GTA suggestion of a future year
assessment five years after the date of registration of the planning application is, in

this specific case, 2015. This is actually a year earlier than the adopted Year of

32
www.ashleyhelme.co.uk



8.4.4

8.5

8.5.1

8.5.2

8.5.3

8.6

8.6.1

8.6.2

ashleyhelme

Opening of 2016. However, it is LCC policy to request assessment for 5 years after
development opening. In this specific case that is 2021. Thus, the TA includes
guantative assessment of the development generated traffic impact for year 2021,

and this is agreed with LCC.

It should be noted that the future design year 2021 represents 11 years after
registration of the outline planning application, being more than double the time
period suggested in GTA for future design year analysis. Thus the TA future design

year provides an extremely robust test for the development impact.
YEAR OF OPENING 2016: FACTORED COUNTS

Growth factors are applied to the 2009 count data. The growth factors used are DfT

NRTF factors adjusted by TEMPRO. This methodology is agreed with LCC.

DfT NRTF Low growth factor adjusted by TEMPRO is applied to the traffic count data
to estimate the 'growthed' year 2016 peak hour traffic flows at the study junctions.
AHA Technical File Note 1 (Appendix C of AHA TA Scoping Study Report ref 1222/2)
sets out the methodology for estimating the low growth factor. The factor is agreed

with LCC.

The consequent estimate of 2016 factored peak hour traffic count flows at the TA

study junctions are presented on Figure E2, Appendix E.
FUTURE YEAR: FACTORED COUNTS

The methodology of adopting DfT NRTF low growth factor adjusted by TEMPRO to
factor the traffic count data to a future year is agreed with LCC. AHA Technical File
Note 1 (Appendix C of TA Scoping Study report ref 1222/2) sets out the
methodology for estimating the year 2021 low growth factor. As set out in para 8.5.2,
the growth rate derived by AHA is agreed with LCC.

The consequent estimates of 2021 factored peak hour traffic count flows at the TA

study junctions are presented on Figure E3, Appendix E.
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COMMITTED DEVELOPMENTS

AHA is aware of a major committed development in Clitheroe. Planning permission
has been granted for a residential scheme on land off Primrose Road. It is
understood that the scheme comprises 170 residential units with access taken from
Primrose Road. At the time of preparing this report, construction work has not

commenced on the permitted scheme.

Thus, traffic generated by this committed development needs to be added to the
TA study network of junctions. The source of the committed (ie permitted)
development traffic flow estimates is the TA that was submitted in support of that
planning application. These are presented on Figure E5, Appendix E. The committed
development TA study network comprised only the SJ 13-17 of the study network of
junctions included in this TA report. Hence, also presented on Figure E5, Appendix E

is the estimated assignment of the committed development traffic to the SJ1-12.
BASE TRAFFIC

The 'Base' traffic flows at the TA study junctions is defined as the traffic that
represents the ‘permitted’ situation, ie assuming full implementation of the
consented development. For a given year, the Base traffic flows are estimated by
adding the estimated committed development traffic to the factored traffic count
data. For the avoidance of doubt, the term '‘Base' traffic is defined as the ‘factored
count data + committed development traffic'. This provides the proper context in

which to assess the traffic impact of the proposed development.
Thus, it is necessary to:

e Estimate the AM & PM peak hour residential committed development traffic at
the TA study junctions (refer para 8.7.2 & Figure E5, Appendix E), and

e 'Add' this to the TA analysis year 'growthed' AM & PM peak hour traffic flows on
Figures E2 & E3, Appendix E,

e To provide the estimated analysis year AM & PM peak hour Base traffic flows at

the TA study junctions.
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The AM & PM peak hour Base traffic flow estimates for 2016 & 2021 are presented on
Figures E6 & E7, Appendix E respectively.

GENERATED TRAFFIC

The peak hour residential trip generation rates presented in Table 2 are agreed with

LCC for the purposes of the TA analysis.

Consequently, the peak hour traffic generated by the proposed development is

estimated, and summarised in Table 3.
DISTRIBUTION OF SITE GENERATED TRAFFIC

It is necessary to estimate the % distribution of the proposed development

generated traffic and assign this to the TA study network of junctions.

A staged methodology is adopted for estimating the % distribution /assignment, as

follows:

e Stagel: Identify (from traffic count survey data) the pattern of vehicular
traffic entering/leaving the existing residential area next to the Site and on the
west side of the railway line. Use this as the basis for estimating the % distribution

for generated traffic entering the area comprising SJ1 - 6,

e Stage 2: Identify (from traffic count survey data) the pattern of vehicular
traffic entering/leaving the area comprising SJ7 - 17 and on the east side of the
railway line. Use this as the basis for estimating the % distribution for generated

traffic entering the area comprising SJ7 - 17,

e Stage 3: Combine the Stages 1 & 2 information to derive the TA estimated

generated traffic % distribution,

e Stage 4: As a comparative review of Stage 3, compare with the %
distribution adopted in the Waterman Boreham TA (ref KY/BD/J/207709) dated
June 200.
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For Stage 1, the most onerous test assumption is adopted for SJ5 & 6, ie that all of

the generated traffic that is assigned to SJ7 travels through SJ6 to SJ5.

For Stage 2, it is noted that the traffic counts record very low levels of traffic to/from
Eshton Terrace travelling along Woone Lane. Some explanation of this may be, as
set out in the LCC response to the TA Scoping Study report, that "There are known
traffic issues, particularly concerning parked vehicles on the highway network in the
vicinity of Woone Lane". The Stage 2 assignment of traffic to the TA study network

reflects the recorded count pattern of traffic movements.

Figure E4, Appendix E presents the % distribution (and assignment) on the TA study

network of development generated traffic adopted for the TA.

The consequent estimated AM and PM peak hour traffic generated at the TA study
network junctions by the proposed development is presented on Figure ES8,

Appendix E.
TRAFFIC IMPACT
The March 2007 GTA sets out that:

"For the avoidance of doubt, the 1994 Guidance regarding the assessment
thresholds of 10 percent and 5 percent levels of development traffic relative to

background traffic is no longer an acceptable mechanism....".

However, GTA does suggest that a threshold of 30 two-way trips may be
appropriate for identifying the level of impact below which the need for a formal
assessment may not be needed. Indeed, it is generally the HA's approach to apply
the 30 two-way trips threshold as that below which operational assessments are not
required for the trunk road network. It is concluded that, in the specific case of this
TA, and the absence of any other guidance, the '30 two-way trip threshold' should
be adopted as the basis of a materiality test of traffic impact for all the TA study

junctions.
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The total increase in peak hour traffic flows generated at the TA study junctions by

the proposed development is presented on Figure E8, Appendix E.

This is summarised below for each of the existing study network junctions:

REF

SJ1
SJ2
SJ3
SJ4
SJ5
SJ6
SJ7
SJ8
SJ9
SJ10
SJ11
SJ12
SJ13
SJi4
SJ15
SJ16
SJ17

JUNCTION TRAFFIC INCREASE (vehs)
AM PM
Lancaster Drive/Edisford Road: 24 27
Seedall Avenue/Edisford Road: 0 0
Faraday Avenue/Edisford Road: 0 0
Thorn Street/Bawdlands: 0 0
Henthorn Road/Bawdlands: 65 62
Henthorn Road/Eshton Terrace/Thorn Street: 134 152
Parson Lane/Station Road: 65 62
Station Road/Railway View Road/King Street: 65 62
King Street/Castle Street: 18 9
Market Place/Church Street/York Street: 18 9
Wellgate/Lowergate: 10 5
Shawbridge Street/Waterloo Road: 16 23
Lowergate/Moor Lane/Woone Lane: 19 10
Moor Lane/Queensway/Whalley Road: 25 28
Whalley Road/Greenacre Street: 37 67
Greenacre Street/Woone Lane/Eshton Terrace: 69 90
Primrose Road/A671 Whalley Road: 63 72.

Review of the information presented on Figure E8, Appendix E and summarised

above, shows that the junctions at which the proposed development is estimated to

generate an increase in traffic of more than 30 vehicles (2-way) are:

REF
SJ5
SJ6
SJ7
SJ8

JUNCTION

Henthorn Road/Bawdlands,

Henthorn Road/Eshton Terrace/Thorn Street,
Parson Lane/Station Road,

Station Road/Railway View Road/King Street,
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SJ15 Whalley Road/Greenacre Street,
SJ16 Greenacre Street/Woone Lane/Eshton Terrace,

SJ17 Primrose Road/A671 Whalley Road.

It is consequently concluded that modelling of the traffic impact of the proposed
development is required for the above TA junctions. The results of this TA junction

modelling are reported in Chapter 9.
WITH DEVELOPMENT

The estimated AM and PM peak hour With Development traffic flows at the TA study
junctions adopted for the TA junction modelling are presented as follows in Appendix
E:

e 2016 Figure E9,

e 2021 Figure E10.
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operational performance of

highway network

9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

94.1

9.4.2

9.4.3

The DfT computer program PICADY is used to model the performance of a Priority
(give-way) control junction. PICADY predicts the ratio of flow to capacity (RFC) and
associated queue for the minor (give-way) entry to the junction and for the major
road right-turn (into the minor road). PICADY is used to model the operational

performance of the SJ 5, 6, 15 - 17.

The DfT computer program ARCADY is used to model the performance of a
roundabout junction. ARCADY predicts the ratio of flow to capacity (RFC) and
associated queue for each entry to the roundabout. ARCADY is used to model the

operational performance of the SJ 7 & 8.

SJ5

Table 4 presents the results of the PICADY modelling for SJ5. Review of Table 4 shows
that SJ5 is predicted to operate in an acceptable manner with a high level of spare
capacity in the 2016 and 2021 AM & PM peak hour Base situations, and continues to

do so upon implementation of the proposed development.

SJ6

Table 5 presents the results of the PICADY modelling for SJ6.

Review of Table 5 shows that in the AM peak hour SJ6 is predicted to operate in an
acceptable manner with a high level of spare capacity in the 2016 and 2021 Base
situations, and continues to do so upon implementation of the proposed

development.

In the PM peak hour Base situation SJ6 is predicted to operate with spare capacity in
both 2016 and 2021. Correspondingly, in 2016 and 2021 SJ6 is predicted to
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accommodate in an acceptable manner the traffic impact of the proposed

development.
SJ7

Table 6 presents the results of the ARCADY modelling for SJ7. Review of Table 6 shows
that SJ7 is predicted to operate in an acceptable manner with a high level of spare
capacity in the 2016 and 2021 AM & PM peak hour Base situations, and continues to

do so upon implementation of the proposed development.

SJ8

Table 7 presents the results of the ARCADY modelling for SJ8. Review of Table 7 shows
that SJ8 is predicted to operate in an acceptable manner with a high level of spare
capacity in the 2016 and 2021 AM & PM peak hour Base situations, and continues to

do so upon implementation of the proposed development.
SJ15

Table 8 presents the results of the PICADY modelling for SJ15. Review of Table 8 shows
that SJ15 is predicted to operate in an acceptable manner with a high level of spare
capacity in the 2016 and 2021 AM & PM peak hour Base situations, and continues to

do so upon implementation of the proposed development.
SJ16

Table 9 presents the results of the PICADY modelling for SJ16. Review of Table 9 shows
that SJ16 is predicted to operate in an acceptable manner with a high level of spare
capacity in the 2016 and 2021 AM & PM peak hour Base situations, and continues to

do so upon implementation of the proposed development.
SJ17

Table 10 presents the results of the PICADY modelling for SJ17. Review of Tablel0

shows that SJ17 is predicted to operate in an acceptable manner in the 2016 and

40
www.ashleyhelme.co.uk



9.10

9.10.1

9.10.1.1

9.10.1.2

9.10.1.3

9.10.2

9.10.2.1

ashleyhelme

2021 AM & PM peak hour Base situations, and continues to do so upon

implementation of the proposed development.
ESHTON TERRACE LEVEL CROSSING
AM Peak Hour

The level crossing barriers were closed on only two occasions during the AM peak
hour, with the combined total impact on traffic movements along Eshton Terrace
confined to only about 5 minutes during the whole of the AM peak hour. On each of

the two occasions of crossing closure the barrier was closed for 2 minutes.

The proposed development is estimated to generate 48 eastbound movements
along Eshton Terrace during the AM peak hour, equivalent to an average of less
than one vehicle every minute. Thus, the proposed development may be estimated
to add at most 2 vehicles to the existing queue when the barriers are in use, (ie 1
vehicle per minute). It is concluded that this will have no material traffic impact on

the eastbound approach to the level crossing.

The proposed development is estimated to generate 21 westbound movements
along Eshton Terrace during the AM peak hour, equivalent to an average of around
one vehicle every three minutes. The maximum queue which formed on the
westbound approach to the level crossing was 9 vehicles during this period. The
proposed development may be estimated to add at most just 1 vehicle to this
queue. It is concluded that this will have no material traffic impact on the

westbound approach to the level crossing.
PM Peak Hour

The level crossing barriers were in use on six occasions during the PM survey period,
but only one of these occurred during the peak hour. For both approaches, the
maximum queue that resulted from the barrier operation occurred during this single
closure in the PM peak hour. The survey recorded a queue of 9 vehicles on the

eastbound approach and 14 vehicles on the westbound approach.

41
www.ashleyhelme.co.uk



9.10.2.2

9.10.2.3

ashleyhelme

The proposed development is estimated to generate 25 eastbound movements
along Eshton Terrace during this period, equivalent to an average of just under one
vehicle every two minutes. Therefore, the proposed development may be estimated
to add at most just 1 vehicle to the eastbound queue. It is concluded that this will

have no material traffic impact on the eastbound approach to the level crossing.

The proposed development is estimated generate 65 westbound movements along
Eshton Terrace in the PM peak hour, equivalent to an average of about one vehicle
every minute. The survey recorded a maximum queue of 14 vehicles on the
westbound approach on the single occasion that the barriers were in operation in
the PM peak hour. The proposed development may be estimated to add 2 vehicles
to this queue. It is concluded that this will have no material traffic impact on the

westbound approach to the level crossing.
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summary and conclusions

10.1

10.2

10.3

104

10.5

The Site is presently vacant. The planning application is for outline consent for up to

270 dwellings.

It is proposed that vehicular access to the Site is via a realignment of Henthorn Road.

An accessibility appraisal of the Site is undertaken, to assess the transport
sustainability of the development proposal. The completed LCC Accessibility
Questionnaire categorises the Site as ‘'low accessibility for the existing
conditions/situation. However, this improves for the 'With Development' situation to
an accessibility level score of 'medium'. This is attributable to measures included
within the development proposal, (new bus stop and re-routed Service C1 and new

play area).

Encouraging walk and cycle journeys is an essential component of the development
access strategy. The location of the Site provides a good context for journeys of
residents to be undertaken on foot and by cycle, for a variety of purposes, including
employment, leisure, shopping, school, etc. The development includes proposals to
enhance the existing pedestrian infrastructure, to reflect 2010 policies and standards
that give greater priority to pedestrians (compared with vehicles) than was

historically the case.

There are typically about 8-9 buses per hour calling at existing bus stops near to the
Site during the day on Monday-Saturday, (taking account of buses travelling in both
directions along the road). These offer opportunities for bus travel to a range of
destinations. Additionally, it is proposed that, as part of the proposed residential
development, a new bus stop is introduced within the Site, the detailed location to
be agreed as part of the reserved matters application for the internal Site road
layout. application for the internal Site road layout. It is established with the C1
service provider Travel for All Ltd that the existing C1 service can be re-routed to
include a 'loop’ within the Site to call at the proposed new bus stop. In the context
of the existing bus services (and proximity to Clitheroe town centre), the capacity

they offer and the destinations to which they go, and the additional demand for
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bus travel which can realistically be generated by the development proposal, the
introduction of the proposed new bus stop within the residential development Site
and re-routed Service C1) is an appropriate level of bus improvement for the outline
application of up to 270 dwellings. It is confimed that the reserved matters
application for the detailed internal roads layout of the outline application Site must
provide suitable road geometry to accommodate a bus using the proposed new

bus stop.

The Interim Framework Travel Plan (IFTP report ref 1222/4) is submitted in support of
the outline application, and is complementary to this TA report. For the avoidance of
doubt, the IFTP also applies to, and provides the context for, any and all future TPs
prepared for the residential development on the Site. The IFTP is prepared in
accordance with the DT April 2009 'Good Practice Guidelines: Delivering Travel Plans
through the Planning Process', complemented by the DfT 2005 'Making Residential
Travel Plans Work: Good Practice Guidelines'. The DfT 2009 recommended outcomes
approach is adopted. The TP target is set as: maximum peak hour 2-way vehicle trip
rate of 0.548 vehicles/hour/dwelling, to be achieved within 5 years post-completion

of the development.

Traffic generated by the Site will pass through the following junctions that comprise

the TA study network of junctions:

REF JUNCTION CONTROL

SJ1 Lancaster Drive/Edisford Road: Priority control,
SJ2 Seedall Avenue/Edisford Road: Priority control,
SJ3 Faraday Avenue/Edisford Road: Priority control,
SJ4 Thorn Street/Bawdlands: Priority control,
SJ5 Henthorn Road/Bawdlands: Priority control,
SJ6 Henthorn Road/Eshton Terrace/Thorn Street: Priority control,
SJ7 Parson Lane/Station Road: Mini-roundabout,
SJ8 Station Road/Railway View Road/King Street: Mini-roundabout,
SJ9 King Street/Castle Street: Priority control
SJ10 Market Place/Church Street/York Street: Priority control,
SJ11 Wellgate/Lowergate: Priority control,
SJ12 Shawbridge Street/Waterloo Road: Priority control,
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SJ13 Lowergate/Moor Lane/Woone Lane: Mini-roundabout,
SJ14 Moor Lane/Queensway/Whalley Road: Mini-roundabout,
SJ15 Whalley Road/Greenacre Street: Priority control,
SJ16 Greenacre Street/Woone Lane/Eshton Terrace: Priority control,
SJ17 Primrose Road/A671 Whalley Road: Priority control.

10.9 Comprehensive analysis and modelling is undertaken of the traffic impact of the

proposed development on the existing local highway network. It is demonstrated
that the proposed development has no material detrimental impact on the

operation of the TA study network of junctions.

10.10 It is concluded that the proposed development is in accordance with national and
local transport policies, and that there are no transport/highways reasons for refusal

of planning permission.
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