
 

APPENDIX E : 

APPRAISAL OF TRAFFIC/TRAVEL ASSESSMENT RELATED TO PLANNING 

APPLICATION NE/00698/OUT LAND ADJACENT TO HALDENS 

PARKWAY, THRAPSTON. 

INTRODUCTION 

This Appendix fully supports with detailed analysis and technical 

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

identify policy flaws, omissions, and factual errors. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The applicant’s submissions regarding traffic and highway improvements 

focus on this development with passing reference to the neighbouring 

proposal at Castle Manor Farm. There are wider implications for the A605, its 

capacity and its junctions, from Thrapston to its junction with the A1 at 

Peterborough. These wider implications need a comprehensive study by 

adjoining highway authorities before any new strategic developments are 

considered along the length of the A605. 

It will be clear to the Council from the consultation responses already received 

that this concern is live and widely recognised. It is regrettable that the NN 

Highway Authority do not appear to recognise such concerns and have not 

been proactive with their neighbouring highway authorities to pursue a joint 

approach. 

National Highways have again lodged a holding objection given the schemes 

unacceptable impact on the A14 and have required further analysis and 

physical improvements to junctions and slip roads. The potential for queuing, 

tailbacks and congestion is obvious and compounded by both applications. 

Again, the impacts of this major warehousing scheme have been minimised 

leaving inadequate highway improvements to the A605 and the nearby 

Thrapston and A14 roundabouts. Short, inadequate width sections of dualling 

will create bottlenecks at the merger points with roundabout geometry not 

allowing the safe passage of HGV’s side by side. Those confidential pre-



application discussions between developer and Highway Authority were 

clearly not fit for purpose and pose serious questions as to the Highway 

Authorities weak role in the planning process. A Freedom of Information 

Request has been made to the Council to enable STAUNCH to fully understand 

what has been agreed between developer and the Council. This request has 

been denied but STAUNCH reserve the right to pursue this further when the 

formal response from the NNC highway officers comes to light. 

It is noted that the Local Highways Authority responded to a scoping query 

NE/21/00993/SCR by stating: “Currently the LHA are not accepting traffic surveys for 
volumetric purposes due to the ongoing CV-1pandemic and associated restrictions. This 
application will require survey data to support a Transport Assessment due to lack of valid 
data available in this location.” 

A further complication for the developers are the strong concerns, indeed 

tantamount to a formal objection, of Historic England with regard to the 

location of the roundabout onto the A605 and the internal access road. They 

have objected to its location as it will damage a heritage asset with potential 

national significance. The application cannot therefore proceed on the 

submitted basis. 

 

TRAVEL ASSESSSMENT 

A key issue for the reader of the Travel Assessment should be the accuracy of the 

information.  However, it appears that the applicant has used models that do not recognise 

the reality of today’s Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs). Whilst the plans are silent on some of 

the data inputs it should be noted that the applicant is using very beneficial measures of 

Passenger Car Units (PCUs) within their modelling and is not recognising the Longer HGVs 

within its roadway plans – perhaps, dangerously so, as their roundabout plans are using 

54ft HGV rather than 61ft vehicles that are now in use. (It should be noted that DSV 

participated in the trial of Longer HGVs and has a licence to use them.)  We believe that the 

modelling is faulty and should not be relied upon by the planning committee. Without 

doubt questions must be asked about the sustainability of the development planned when 

there are such errors in the data presented.  

Within the models Appendices E-L the ‘Base’ numbers appear to use 0% HGVs in the AM 

peak figures but 10% HGVs in the PM peak. 0% seems unrealistic and 10% suggests an 

unrealistic approximation.  

See detailed review of the appendices later. 



STAUNCH believe that the traffic surveys undertaken by the applicants during COVID are 

clearly inaccurate and probably seriously underestimated. They must be redone and 

resubmitted. Staunch are amazed that such matters are not being picked up the Highway 

Authority as a matter of course. Where are the formal views of our highway officers? The 

absence of transparency in the consideration of this application and the Newlands 

application and the cumulative impacts are giving justified concerns around the credibility 

of the Council in dealing with such applications. 

It is important to fully consider the submissions from the following Parish and Town 

Councils that will be directly affected by the proposal.  Of note are their concerns about the 

CUMULATIVE effects of developments being proposed as well as the impact of these 

proposed developments on the A605 and its already limited junctions. These views are 

vitally important community concerns based on first hand local knowledge and must not be 

summarily dismissed by the Highway ‘experts’. 

• Thrapston Town Council 

• Peterborough City Council 

• Barnwell Parish Council 

• Islip Parish Council 

• Lilford cum Wigsthorpe Thorpe Achurch Parish Council 

• Warmington Parish Council 

• Titchmarsh Parish Council 

• Hemmington, Luddington and Thurning Parish Council 

• Lowick and Slipton Parish Council 

• Pilton, Stoke Doyle & Wadenhoe Parish Council 

 Elton Parish Council 

• Aldwinkle Parish Council 

 

Review of Traffic Assessment 

1.8 The assessment includes cumulative impacts from the Newlands application.  We 

would argue that there should be cumulative impacts measured to include the increased 

level of use of the A605 by vehicles from new developments near Peterborough and the 

impacts that will be felt from the new logistics developments around Corby and Kettering.  

These two applications cannot be looked at in isolation. 



2.1.1 we would argue that this application does not prove its sustainability by, amongst 

other things, its failure to properly recognise longer HGVs and their impact on road 

size/design/capacity. 

2.1.3 It can be seen from the responses of the local councils that will be impacted by the 

increase in traffic that there are serious concerns about the impact on road safety from the 

accumulation of developments both here and across the wider area. 

2.2.1 Within the JCS Growth Towns will be the focus of infrastructure investment and 

facilities to support major employment and Market Towns are areas where developments 

should be on a scale appropriate to the character and infrastructure of the town – A 

reminder here that this development is largely within the Parish of Titchmarsh a RURAL 

village and, therefore, does not fit either of the two categories above. 

Policy 24 also makes clear that Logistics proposals should have good access to inter-modal 

links (there are none other than road here) and make provision for HGV parking (there is 

none) and have good access to labour (there is none). 

3.0 Again this misleads – by ignoring that fact the site lies mainly within the boundaries of 

Titchmarsh (a rural village).  Titchmarsh is not even mentioned in the description as an 

area that bounds the proposed site. Is this intentional? 

3.3.1 The traffic counts have not been made available 

It is not clear how the average annual daily traffic flows have been calculated.  

3.3.3 The drawing mentioned has not been provided. 

3.4 While we recognise that collision data will always be moving as time passes, we are 

aware of several incidents over recent months which will not be included in the data. 

There are no adequate measures, or concern expressed, about the A14 junction 14 which 

will be used more frequently and could easily be the subject of queues back onto the main 

carriageway.  

At Junction 13 the on and off slips are too narrow for two HGVs to use side by side causing 

dangerous merging and congestion back to the Thrapston roundabout. This roundabout’s 

geometry is also inadequate to accommodate the likely increase in number of HGVs and 

has inadequate carriageway width to safely accommodate a HGV and a car let alone two 

HGVs.  The inadequacy of carriageway width, both north and south, from the A14 

roundabout will cause danger from merging traffic and congestion. These concerns are 

replicated by Highways England in their holding objection. Their Travel Assessments 

based upon weak COVID timeline data show that the Thrapston roundabout is at practical 

capacity, even after modifications, and the A14 roundabout is similarly over capacity with 

inadequate modifications which have at least been responsibly identified by Highways 

England. It is becoming even clearer that the inadequacy of the proposed modifications is 



being led by lack of space within the confines of the current highway and has been 

unreasonably constrained to avoid third party land. 

Please also see the attached detailed review of the roundabout capacities at the end of this 

appendix. 

3.5 There are two footpaths that run through the site.  The A605 is too busy, and 

dangerous to be used by cyclists. The application does acknowledge that there are very 

limited ‘off-road’ cycle routes in Thrapston However, it again ignores Titchmarsh and the 

fact that the country roads around Titchmarsh are often frequented by leisure cyclists. 

3.6 Acknowledges limited bus service into Thrapston but ignores zero service to Titchmarsh.  

The mention of rail is an irrelevance given that it is in Kettering and can only be accessed by 

car from this area. 

4.2.3 It appears that the developers plan to use Ranway (Islington) to access the site during 

the construction phase.  This road is not suitable for the volume or size of vehicles likely. It 

will cause great danger to existing road users namely cars, cyclists and pedestrians. It will 

also destroy the rural approach to Titchmarsh. The use of an access for blue light vehicles is 

also noted but this is also objectionable in changing the status of Islington (Ranway) and 

would be open to abuse through unauthorised use.  

4.3.2 Does this mean that the existing footpath will be rerouted through the site? Or will it 

be outside a fenced area? Either way hardly a relaxed rural setting! 

4.4 The limited agreement on extension of bus route 16 puts into question the 

sustainability of the proposal. There are already bus stops in the existing Haldens Parkway 

development which are testament to the willingness of developers to pay lip-service to bus 

routes, but there are no buses to use them and developers will not provide long-term 

funding to ensure that the routes are viable for the operators. 

4.5 Parking- DSV require 501 car spaces to cater for 670 staff. Plus 200 cycle spaces.   Why 

the application states ‘importantly’ for the cycle spaces isn’t clear. The reliance on the 

private car is testament to the sites unsustainable location and many staff will have to 

cycle over 20 miles to get to their shifts. A very unlikely occurrence. If the location is 

fundamentally unsustainable no amount of paper provision will change the reality of the 

travel to work pattern. If indeed they can find the staff to travel to work. 

501 spaces would not accommodate staff in single occupancy cars at peak shift time. This 

seems to be a very high number if as stated elsewhere most of the staff are to be recruited 

from the Thrapston area! 

This simply won’t happen there is not the labour pool available. There also appears to be no 

allowance for ‘visitor’ parking nor for service providers using car parking spaces. 

4.5.7 There will be a heavy reliance on the Travel Plan to assure that there is sufficient car 

parking.  Travel plans are notoriously ineffective and no more than a paper exercise. This 



also states that the developer will be providing a bus service to the site. Does this mean the 

funding for an extension to route 16 or will there be some bussing in of employees from 

elsewhere? There is no commitment to long term funding. 

5 Traffic Generation 

Trip Rates - It would be useful for the reader if ‘Trip Rates’ were defined. What do these 

numbers mean? Do they relate to the Traffic Generation numbers that follow? With whom 

were these number agreed? 

5.2-5.4 The traffic Generation figures do not tie-up with the Assignment figures in 5.4.  The 

figures differ by up to 15%.   

e.g. AM light vehicles from table 10 and 11 total 691 but the Table 14 assignment of light 

vehicles total 794 – a difference of 103, nearly 15%. There are similar issues with PM 

numbers.  These cannot be relied upon! 

6 Traffic Impact 

6.1.1 NSTM model is not yet available so numbers cannot be relied upon. (Why a reduction 

in underlying traffic of 5% in 2031?) 

6.4 Cumulative impacts form committed logistics developments at Kettering, Corby, 

Wellingborough, and Peterborough should also be considered. 

6.4.1 We believe that the potential impacts from the development plan 11/01240/FUL 

should also be modelled within this process. 

6.5 Again we have a table of numbers which we are told are within limits but without any 

context or scales to understand the figures presented!  Please see the separate report on 

junction/roundabout impacts at the end of this appendix. 

6.5.15 Measurement of traffic flows through Thrapston do not appear to take the 

narrowness of the carriageways through the High Street and the disruption that is caused 

by larger vehicles here.  There should also be some measure of increased use of the cut 

through from the Hight Street to Oundle Road via. Chancery Lane and De Vere Road. 

 

Details within the ‘Scoping Note’ part of the Transport Assessment 

3.1.2 Despite being within the boundary of Titchmarsh the applicant ignores Titchmarsh 

when describing the location as 1.5kn from Thrapston and 15km from Kettering. 

3.4 Personal Injury data provides a very limited geography of incidents but doesn’t define 

what the area covered is nor why the area is chosen. This does note that there will be a 

future traffic assessment. 

3.5 This section correctly identifies that the current bus service is inadequate for 

employment site purposes.  There is a later mention that existing operators MAY divert 



existing routes through the development. The addition of a note about the Rail station in 

Kettering is a red herring as there would be no use of rail travel to the site. 

4.2 Notes changes proposed to the roundabout.  How will cyclists and pedestrians cross at 

this junction? 

4.6.5 HGV parking as an issue is not addressed but will be ‘explored further through the 

Transport Assessment process’. Not acceptable. 

5.1 Why have trip generation numbers for Discount Retail Food Stores been used?  Is 

there any suggestion within the application that retail food will be a use for the site? 

5.2 The use of 2011 census data must put in question any of the outcomes from the data 

analysis. There have been many changes to working patterns over the ensuing 11 years. 

5.2.7 For HGV use the applicant decides that 2011 data cannot be used! Why?  They prefer 

to create their own counts (yet to be commissioned).  Can we be sure that DSV will not 

manipulate this count by reducing activity at their existing site on the days of survey? 

 

 

 

APPENDICES: 

It appears that the modelling is relying on a Passenger Car Unit (PCU) input rather than 

explicitly entering percentages for individual vehicle types.  Also, to be questioned is the 

use of 2.0 as the measure in PCUs for HGVs.  There is no justification for this in the Scoping 

Note and the Department for Transport (DfT) standard measure is 2.3.  I believe that this 

measure should, in fact, be increased further as the DfT number was agreed before the 

new longer HGVs were allowed on the roads.  Given these vehicles will be 18.5m in length 

rather than the 16.5m of a standard HGV the PCU should be 2.6(2.3x18.5/16.5). 

Appendix C (Traffic Count Data) not supplied but available on request! 

Appendix E – Modelling Outputs presumably key figures for assessing the impact of this 

development and cumulative impacts! Is this just for the Oundle Road roundabout?  

Where is the A606? 

Appendix F-G – Model for Huntingdon Road roundabout appears to be using 0% HGV 

within the model for AM Base 2031.   PM Base is using a 10% HGV within the model.  Then 

in Appendix G (proposed roundabout) the PM HGV level, including development is 0%.  

However, when the model includes ‘Newlands’ the PM numbers are back at 10% HGV 

again. Why the discrepancy? These numbers cannot be relied upon! 



Appendix H – J13(existing)models. All the numbers are modelled on 0% HGVs AM and PM.  

Apart from 2031 Base, Development plus Newlands PM peak, which uses 10% HGV. 

Unreliable! 

Appendix I – AM figures still use 0% HGV(incl. developments) PM uses 10% 

Appendix J – Uses 10% HGV AM and PM throughout. 

Appendix K – A14 J12. – Again reverts to 0% HGVs but this time across all AM and PM 

models. 

 

Review of the Travel Plan for IM Developments application 

The travel plan, whilst it tries to say the right things, will achieve nothing of substance like 

most travel plans.  It is full of laudable aspirations but has no teeth. How will the 

developers be held to account if they fail to meet the ‘objectives’ of the travel plan? The 

answer is they can’t, and they know it. 

2.3.4 Cycling – This Statement is very misleading – the definition ‘quiet roads suitable for 

on-road cycling’ defines residential streets away from through roads.  See the map on the 

following link. Cycle Map. See later comments on cycling. 

Objectives and Targets 

3.3 Apparently benefits for employees of the Travel Plan will be  

• Cost and Time savings – I can understand cost savings if cars are to be shared or 

employees walk but how there is a time saving is not clear 

• Improved Fitness and Health – The small number who might walk or cycle might see 

improved health and fitness but it is a bold statement to suggest this for all employees and 

visitors 

• Better Quality of Life – one can only assume that the author of the report couldn’t 

find benefits so stuck this statement in to fill a space.  This is blatant nonsense – quite apart 

from the negative impact on quality of life for the people living in the area around the 

development and along the A605. 

Walking and Cycling – The provision of a new signalised crossing for pedestrians and cyclists 

is proposed on the A605.  Has the impact of this on traffic congestion been modelled? 

For Cyclists the developer says there are numerous quiet routes for cyclists around 

Thrapston, as highlighted in the Oundle, Thrapston & Islip and Raunds & Stanwick Cycle 

Map.  The map from smartmovenorthamtonshire.net in fact shows that the routes adjacent 

to the proposed development are all classed as:  

“Roads that are normally hazardous for cyclists, but experienced adult highway users may 

find them useful especially in quiet periods”. 

https://www.northamptonshire.gov.uk/councilservices/northamptonshire-highways/cycle-northants/where-to-cycle/Documents/Oundle.pdf


Even the roads approaching the site are classed as: “Busy principal roads with high 

speeds, HGVs. and complex junctions. Suitable for highly skilled commuting cyclists.”   

Hardly an attractive proposition to encourage new cyclists and indeed more dangerous 

with the increasing volumes of HGVs. 

5.3.8 Car Sharing – The applicant highlights the level of car share at another site.  Is that for 

the one unit or across all the businesses on the site, is this a new build or an older 

property?  If one unit what are the numbers at the other units? 

We presume that DSV must have car share numbers for their existing property at Haldens 

Parkway and at Raunds – Why are those numbers not supplied? 

 

 

 

 

SPECIFIC CONSIDERATIONS OF THE KEY JUNCTIONS IMPACTED BY THIS DEVELOPMENT 

AND THE NEIGHBOURING PROPOSAL BY NEWLANDS  

 For both developments to go ahead, the Transport Assessments for both developers 

suggest redesign of both the A605/Huntingdon Rd and A14 Jn13 roundabouts due to 

capacity issues. It is questionable whether the capacities of those revised junctions are in 

fact adequate for 2031 traffic flow projections. There is also a risk that the two junctions 

will interact, as indeed they do today. The modelling used by the developers does not 

address that potential interaction. 

Definitions 

 RFC – ratio of flow to capacity, 0.85 or greater indicating congestion  

DOS – degree of saturation as %, largely equivalent to RFC – 85%-90% indicating congestion  

MMQ – mean maximum queue in PCUs  

PCU – passenger car units, roughly 4.6m, I believe  

NL – Newlands 

 IMP – IM Properties  

 

Considering MMQs 

 The MMQ is a mean. When a junction is becoming congested due to a high RFC or DOS 

then queues tend to build. This can mean that at times of high traffic a queue at the end of 



the modelling period could be twice the MMQ. How the modelled traffic flows are 

distributed over the 1hr AM peak also affects the results. In the real-world flows fluctuate.  

 

A605 – Oundle Rd roundabout  

 

A fourth (East) arm is proposed to the roundabout for site access. Traffic flows are 

modelled on all four arms by IMP, but NL appear not to have modelled any flows on Arm B, 

the site access see (Table 7.7). This should be queried.  

The NL assessment also indicates that Arm C (A605 from the South) will be congested if the 

proposed site access does not go ahead. 

A605 – Huntingdon Rd roundabout  

are labelled clockwise starting from the North arm. 2031 traffic flow modelling for the AM 

peak assuming both developments give RFCs as follows…  

   NL   IMP 

Arm A                       0.8   0.79 

Arm B              0.4   0.39 

Arm C                        0.81   0.81 

Arm D                        0.85   0.87 

The agreement between the results is reassuring. Note that both sets of results indicate 

congestion on Arm D – traffic entering the roundabout from Thrapston on Huntingdon Rd. 

This is a problem and a clear indicator of potential congestion and inadequate roundabout 

geometry. 

NL’s transport assessment indicates several strategies for trying to reduce the traffic 

demand on this arm in Sections 5.24, 5.28, 5.36, 6.34 and 6.36. Those should be carefully 

reviewed by the Highway Authority and the assumptions challenged.  

 Note also that Arm C (A605 from the A14 Jn 13) RFC is also high and could at times result in 

congestion back to Jn13 and knock-on effects. 

 A14 – Jn13 roundabout  

Considerable modification including traffic lighting the roundabout is proposed by both 

developers. Note that NL Table 7.6 indicates a DOS of 88% on Lane 1 of the approach from 

the A605 and an MMQ of 10 during the AM peak. Any queue could potentially be double 

the MMQ and interact withA605 – Huntingdon Rd roundabout decreasing performance. 

This is often the situation today. 



The ‘Rotary’ indicates DOS up to 80% and MMQ’s of 10/11. By the same logic this could 

mean potential queues of 20 which may well block the West bound A14 entry slip road 

contrary to the assertion in the TA. Gridlock could well be the result. 

It is somewhat reassuring to read the Highways England objection which appears to echo 

these concerns and required significant amendments to both applications. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

STAUNCH WILL REQUIRE THE LOCAL HIGHWAY AUTHORITY TO THOROUGHLY VET THE 

APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION WHICH IS BY ITS NATURE TECHNICAL AND TO REQUIRE THE 

OBVIOUS GAPS AND WEAKNESSES TO BE ADDRESSED. THE TIMING OF THEIR TRAFFIC 

counts MUST BE CHALLENGED AS THEEY APPEAR TO HAVE BEEN DONE DURING THE 

PERIOD OF COVID, AND THE CURRENT DATA DISMISSED. NEW STUDIES ARE REQUIRED. 

WE HAVE SEEN THE DETAILED CONCERNS OF HIGHWAYS ENGLAND BUT ARE EXTREMELY 

CONCERNED THAT THE DETAILED VIEWS OF THE LOCAL HIGHWAY AUTHORITY ARE NOT 

YET AVAILABLE. WE REMAIN CONCERNED THAT THE CONFIDENTIAL PRE-APPLICATION 

HIGHWAY DISCUSSIONS HAVE BEEN LESS THAN ROBUST. 

THE LIMITATIONS OF ALL THE ROUNDABOUTS, INCLUDING PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS, 

TO SAFELY SERVICE THE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF BOTH DEVELOMENTS IS THERE TO BE 

SEEN. IT IS EXPECTED THAT THE HIGHWAY AUTHORITY WILL EXPOSE THIS WEAKNESS IN 

BOTH SUBMISSIONS AS THEY ASSESS THE TA’S.  

THE FAILURE OF ADJOINING HIGHWAY AUTHORITIES TO WORK TOGETHER ON 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS IS A MAJOR CONCERN. 

THE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF THE TWO SITES PROPOSED CLOSE TO THRAPSTON WILL 

HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL IMPACT ON THE LOCAL HIGHWAY NETWORK BY VIRTUE OF; 

1. SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASED HGV MOVEMENTS. 

2. CONGESTION AND INCREASED HIGHWAY DANGER TOWARDS OTHER ROAD USERS. 

3. INADEQUATE ROUNDABOUT GEOMETRY TO COPE WITH HGV INCREASE AND 

PRIVATE CARS. 

4. INCREASED MERGING OF TRAFFIC OVER SHORT DISTANCES DUE TO LACK OF 

DUALLED LENGTHS OF CARRIAGEWAY. 

5. NARROW ROAD WIDTHS CAUSING COMPETITION FOR LIMITED ROAD SPACE. 

6. INADEQUATE CONSIDERATION OF CYCLISTS AND PEDESTRIANS. 

7. QUEING AND CONGESTION ON THE A14 AND ITS SLIPS. 

8. QUEUES BACK ONTO LAZY ACRE ESTATE DUE TO NO GAPS IN TRAFFIC TO ALLOW 

SAFE EGRESS. 

9. QUEUES BACK INTO THRAPSTON WITH INABILITY TO SAFELY ENTER THRAPSTON 

ROUNDABOUT. 



THIS APPLICATION MUST BE REFUSED ON TRAFFIC SAFETY, CONGESTION AND HIGHWAY 

CAPACITY GROUNDS. 

 

 

D K Bailey MRTPI (retd) on behalf of STAUNCH.       September 2022 

 

 

 

 

 

 


