
APPENDIX E: HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION 

APPRAISAL OF THE HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION STATEMENTS 

RELATED TO PLANNING APPLICATION NE/00151/FUL LAND EAST OF 

HALDENS PARKWAY, THRAPSTON. 

INTRODUCTION 

This Appendix fully supports with detailed and technical evidence the 

reasons for refusal set out in our letter of objection. We identify 

omissions, factual errors and flawed methodologies that require 

additional submissions and/or repeat surveys.  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The document at over 450 pages, is long with many supporting statistics and analysis of those 
statistics. However, the document has several inconsistencies, assumptions and errors which 
need to be clarified.  

1. Some of the survey data was measured at a time when Covid-19 rules meant 
that guidance to ‘work from home, where possible’ were still in place.  A full 
reworking is needed to have any confidence in the evidence provided.  
 
2. Nowhere does the document clarify if the assumptions and assessments are 
built on the expectation that government will introduce a law which will allow an 
increase in length of HGVs(Heavy Goods Vehicles). A trial has been completed and 
legislation is in the process of being introduced to increase maximum HGV length 
from 16.5m to 18.55m.  (DHL has been a participant in the trial and continues to 
use these large vehicles under licence.) This could make all evidence incorrect and 
unsustainable if it was not measured correctly! 
  
3. The translation of HGVs into PCUs (Passenger Car Units) seems to switch 
between the norm of 2.3 to 2.0 depending on which area of the plans the 
consultants are addressing.  If, as seems certain, longer HGVs are to be introduced 
then one should expect that the measure would increase, perhaps to 2.6. The use 
of 2.0 being allowed by the Highways Agency at a Dartford centre needs further 
investigation. Is this because of restrictions on vehicle sizes in London Boroughs? 
  
4. The comparisons for this development are largely being built upon the evidence 
from Pineham Park estate by the M1.  Pineham Park has three entry and exit points 
onto trunk roads.  The proposed development will have one access point, shared 
with the existing Haldens Parkway businesses. The comparison is therefore likely 
to be substantially flawed.  



5. Seasonality – there is no evidence that the TA(Traffic Assessment) makes any 
allowance for seasonal peaks in traffic movements 
 
6. Travel Plan – Much of the TA seems to be built on the belief that the Travel Plan 
submitted alongside the TA will be fully effective.  e.g. the TA uses 70% single 
occupancy cars rather than the 92% which is an actual measured evidence. 
  
7. Buses – At 90–120-minute frequency and daytime only service, there is not a 
current service that would meet the requirements of potential employees.  It might 
be possible to get a service extended initially, but it seems unlikely that this would 
be sustainable.  
 
8. Greenway – Putting a cycle path in from the RSA (Road Service Area) to the 
Huntingdon Road Roundabout is truly “A road to Nowhere”. The A45 and A14 are 
not roads used by cyclists, probably because it is too dangerous!  
 
9. Equally, the suggestion that keen cyclists would find a safe route to cycle from 
Kettering, Oundle, Wellingborough, etc. to the development is an attempt at 
‘greenwashing’.  
 
10. Rail Service – It is suggested that employees and visitors to the site could make 
good use of the rail service, linking with the bus service to Thrapston.  I think this 
assumption needs to be thoroughly questioned. 
  
11. J14 of the A14 leading to Polopit has largely been ignored in the findings of the 
TA despite the evidence of serious accidents and the poor quality of the junction.  A 
greater number of movements at J13 will, almost inevitably, have a knock-on 
impact to J14 as drivers try to avoid longer queues East and West bound at J13.  
 

Some specific comments on the TA:  
3.15/16 – These surveys were done during work from home guidance and the MCC was done 
over only One Day!  
3.17 – States that conversion to PCUs was done at 2.3 per HGV on all areas apart from merge 
and diverge data at J13.  This is not true, a conversion rate of 2.0 is used for much of the 
evidence provided.  
3.19 states that the A14 is an all-purpose road with street lighting.  The A14 does not have 
street lighting.  
3.21 States that there is HGV parking at the RSA. There is, but only for six vehicles.  However, 
it should investigate to see if vehicles can be parked overnight.  
3.25 states that the A605 north of Huntingdon Road has streetlights. It has but only three,lit 
for a limited time and thereafter is unlit. This is misleading.  
3.35 states that fig.4 shows many amenities within a 2km radius.  A quick look at the map 
provided shows that most of the facilities mentioned are actually outside the 2km 
radius.  The Travel Plan suggests that 400m is a reasonable distance to expect people to walk 
to local amenities.  There are no amenities within that distance. 



3.36 States that footpaths are being developed to the new housing.  This hasn’t happened to 
date and is not clear on the ground.  
3.42 Overstates the attractiveness of the topography for cycling. Suggesting that ambitious 
cyclists could reach the development from as far afield as Kettering and Wellingborough is 
an unnecessary embellishment that is ‘Greenwashing’ The roads are too busy and dangerous 
for cyclists.  

 

Buses  
3.46 Timetables do not meet shift requirements.  
3.47 Significant Proportion of employees expected to come from Thrapston.  As evidenced 
elsewhere, there is little evidence to support this assertion.  
3.48 A Wishlist of bus route development – No commitment to any of this!  
3.49 Concludes that existing services would meet requirements!!  Titchmarsh has no bus 
routes at all! There are no bus routes to Halden’s Parkway from Thrapston, Kettering or 
anywhere else, unless they are chartered by the companies sited there. 

 

Rail  
3.50 -52 this section overstates the link to the rail services from Kettering.  Again, an 
attempt at ‘greenwashing’ which should be discounted.  

 

Road Safety  
3.56 More serious consideration should be given to J14 on the A14.  In addition, a review of 
the impact of incremental traffic on the A605 Titchmarsh turn should be made.  This has, 
historically, been a very dangerous junction.  
3.59 suggests that J14 will not see any increase in traffic.  We would suggest that there could 
be a significant rise in traffic here as drivers avoid longer queues at J13.  This could have a 
severe impact on road safety at this junction.  

 

Proposed Development  
4.06 table 4.2 shows heavier HGV use compared to typical B8 development and yet attempts, 
later, to use a measure of 2.0 PCUs for HGVs. The table itself has an undernote that employee 
numbers exclude 200 FTE (Full-time Equivalent) part-time staff. Why?  
Are these trailer bays and docks built to allow the longer, 18m HGVs?  

 

Access  
4.08 Given access that is needed to the existing haulier yards on Ranway (Islington) restricting 
HGV movement will be impossible.  
4.12 suggests that 2,400 car parking spaces would be required to meet NNC standards. This 
is more than the number of spaces planned for the development.  However full B8 would 
require only 1,650 spaces.  Is the switching between different requirements helping to 
distract from the reality? Does this also ignore the 200 FTE part-time employees? 

Given the heavy seasonal nature of the distribution business will parking meet the peak 
Christmas demands?  

 



Traffic Generation  
Is the comparison with Pineham Park realistic?  Pineham Park has three entry/exit points 
onto major roads. This development will share access at one point with the existing 
businesses at Haldens Parkway. 
The measure of 2.0 PCUs for HGVs seems to be based on the development housing parcel 
delivery businesses. This is not assumed anywhere else in the application! Nor is any 
justification offered. 
5.12 excludes 200FTE part-time staff. Why?  Is this the seasonal peak staff requirement?  
5.14/5based on travel plan meeting 70% SOCDs (Single Occupancy Car Drivers) rather than 
the actual measured 92%.  
5.16 Not clear what these numbers mean.  Does it suggest 1,500 car trips per day?  If so, this 
is unrealistic given the 2,500 jobs being created.  
5.21/22 Is Pineham Park a good comparator, given its three major entry/exit points?  
5.23 links the traffic movements to noise and air quality assessments so these numbers need 
to be robust. 

 

Trip Distribution  
5.26 relies on 2011 data. Is this realistic?  
5.28 relies heavily on the Travel Plan to mitigate the heavy use on Huntingdon Road into 

Thrapston.  
5.29/30 are based on guesses.  
5.31I believe the NSTM (Northamptonshire Strategic Traffic Model) is currently being 
updated.  No decision should be made until this update has been used in the overall TA.  
5.35 suggests more traffic will travel through Thrapston and Aldwincle to reach the A6116  
5.36 Mitigation of greater traffic through Thrapston and Aldwincle is the Travel Plan to 
“encourage” employees to use the A14 west to access the A6116 at J12.  This will be 
monitored annually, and remedial action taken if through traffic is excessive. This is a 
worthless assessment as there is nothing that the developer can do to change behaviours 
outside of their development!!  

 

Assessment of Traffic Impacts  
6.27 DfT guidance used has been superseded! So, they have used the old criteria.  This 
needs robust checking.  
6.32 The impact of traffic flows onto the A14 east of J13 are ignored, even though this is a 
lower quality part of the road with dangerous junctions and crossovers.  
6.36 it is interesting to note the  Pineham Park SOCD was 92% despite several bus services 
that service that development. 

 

Capacity Assessments  
Includes demand from the IM Properties development, which adds some confusion to the 
remainder of the document!!  However, it does state that (7.10) there is insufficient capacity 
at the existing Huntingdon Road roundabout.  Does the entire section include the second 
development?  



Again, all the measurements would need to be reassessed if the expected legislation for 
longer 18m HGVs is forthcoming.  
7.21 Table 7.6 uses a term – Mean Maximum Queue – as a measure.  I think this needs to be 
properly understood. Does this mean that absolute Maximums are more than the Mean 
Maximum?  If so, surely the absolute maximums should be used?  
7.30 recognises that the A605 / Oundle Road roundabout needs improvement whether the 
second development goes ahead or not. Not doing so would provide a negative impact.  
 

 

HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS. 
❖ The highway improvements being proposed are all far too conveniently contained 

within the existing highway boundaries. For a scheme of this magnitude, this is too 
convenient to be accurate.  

❖ The proposed geometric and configuration improvements are limited and will add to 
levels of congestion.  

❖ The southern turn from Haldens Parkway towards the A14 J13 remains in affect a 
single lane, given that its width cannot accommodate an HGV and a car, let alone two 
HGV’s. The sign shown reads ‘HGV’s straddle both carriageways’. With the increased 
HGV volumes taken from their own assessments, this must be increased to two full 
width lanes to accommodate flows safely. The current congestion and confusion that 
exists will be increased. The constraint here is, the confines of the existing public 
highway, but highway safety must be the priority and we fully expect the Highway 
Authority to require additional works. 

❖ The contrast is with the northern section that has two lanes to the A605 roundabout 
but then narrows to a single lane north of the roundabout. A recipe for congestion 
and accidents. 

❖ Given the additional proposal from IM Properties and the alleged joint pre 
application discussions between the two parties, these roads require to be fully 
dualled and not the limited, minimized scheme currently on offer.  

❖ This scheme should be pursued through the Plan process allowing a comprehensive 
approach to highway improvements and not the piecemeal approach on offer. 

❖ The works proposed for the A14 J13 roundabout again appear very limited, and the 
views of National Highways are awaited.  

❖ The works to Haldens Parkway are cosmetic only and will not cater for increased HGV 
movements. 

 
Conclusions  
This TA relies heavily on assumptions within the Travel Plan to meet the benefits 
suggested.  The Travel Plan will be assessed separately, but must be able to show robust 
evidence to back up this TA.  
The NSTM has not been updated and cannot input into this TA.  
8.11 There is no evidence that this development will bring a Major Beneficial impact. 
Measures of this claim must be investigated fully!  Adverse impacts will be seen in various 
places:  



• J14 of A14  
• Westbound slip at J13  
• Huntingdon Road west to Thrapston  
• Inslington (Ranway) – probably also into Titchmarsh High Street  
• Islip and Aldwincle – traffic cutting through to the A6116.  
• The proposed Highway Improvements appear to try to shoehorn what is 
required within the existing limits of the highway. This is not putting safety first! 
 

Again, this whole document is irrelevant and needs reworking if the expected introduction 
of longer 18m HGVs has not been taken into consideration.  
  
Appendix H   
Measures on the last page summarising the earlier pages appear to be using the wrong ANPR 
cameras so need to be treated with caution/ignored/reset.  

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 
  
We question whether the baseline conditions obtained in October 2020 and in 2021 for 
existing traffic movements accurately reflect traffic volumes at pre-pandemic levels and 
consider they may be potentially unreliable. For example, clause 3.4.25 notes that "peak 
hour queuing with the A14 E/B Exit Slip at junction 13 is notorious, locally for causing issues. 
Here traffic was noted as blocking-back onto the A14 during at least one of the surveys". - 
At times pre-pandemic this was almost a daily occurrence at peak times on weekdays.  
  
The transport assessment has failed to satisfactorily consider the potential impact of 
increased traffic flows on the section of the A14 from Junction 13 to junction 21. Clause 
3.5.28 of the report makes the statement that "the A14 is a high standard Trunk Road ". The 
section extending east from junction 13 to junction 21 of the A14 is a not high standard 
trunk road. National Highways recognise that this section of the A14 is unsatisfactory and 
are aware that a significant number of junctions on this section of road are not fit for 
purpose.  
  
Trying to gain access on to the A14 for local users from the at grade junctions east of 
Thrapston is already extremely challenging to find gaps in the traffic flow, particularly at 
peak times. Consequently, we cannot accept that any increase in traffic flow will have a 
'Negligible' effect on the A14 and particularly on local traffic trying to access or cross the 
A14 at these junctions, as effectively concluded in Clause 3.5.28 of the Assessment.  
  
Mitigation measures have been proposed for Junction 13, which will most probably increase 
speed flows through the roundabout. No improvements have been proposed for the 
westbound slip, but the speed of vehicles through the roundabout will make entering the 
roundabout increasingly difficult for the increased number of HGVs trying to enter from the 
westbound slip road. Consequently, it can be anticipated that longer queues and waiting 
times to enter the roundabout from this slip road could result in traffic backing up onto the 



A14. Problems with this slip road, and slow access through to the development has the 
potential for westbound car traffic, who normally would exit the A14 at junction 13, 
choosing to take the alternative route of Polopit Lane from junction 14, to access the 
development site from Titchmarsh, or access the A605 northbound. Junction 14 is extremely 
dangerous, Polopit Lane is very narrow and the increased traffic flows through Titchmarsh 
would be unacceptable.  
  
It is particularly noticeable that junction 14 of the A14 has not been considered or 
mentioned once in the 20-page transport report. Yet realistically, if traffic flow through 
junction 13 to access the A605 is slow, there will inevitably be an increase in the number of 
drivers prepared to attempt the shortcut across the A14 and through Titchmarsh.  
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