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1.0

Introduction

1.1

My name is Mike Taylor and I am the Team Leader of the Transport
Development Control Team at Warrington Borough Council. I hold a BTEC
Higher National Certificate in Civil Engineering Studies and a Postgraduate
Diploma in Transport Engineering and Planning. I have worked at six highway
authorities and have over 30 years of experience in transport engineering; the
last 20 plus years of which have been specifically in dealing with
Highways/Transport Development Control issues.

1.2

I was employed by Warrington Borough Council in October 2017 and my
position includes the examination and assessment of major development
proposals from a transport/highways perspective. I did not consider the original
planning application during the statutory consultation period prior to the
decision to refuse planning permission on 24 th February 2017 but I did
subsequently examine the information submitted in support of the application
and review the transport information provided since my appointment. I gave
evidence at the previous Public Inquiry in 2018 on the basis of this.

1.3

I have since examined the additional information submitted in support of the
application and reviewed the transport information provided specifically the
Transport Assessment Addendum (TAA) submitted by Highgate Transportation
dated March 2020. My review of this is attached as Appendix A.

2.0

Inquiry Issues

2.1

Following the original decision to dismiss the appeal Satnam and their
transport consultants Highgate have engaged with the Council in preapplication discussions to undertake the necessary transport modelling
utilising the Council’s multi-modal transport model (WMMTM16) to create a
highway-only cordon model (Peel Hall WMMTM16) to inform the strategic
impacts of the proposed Peel Hall development.

2.2

The outputs from the Peel Hall WMMTM16 allow more detailed modelling at
specific locations and the Council have agreed the junctions identified for
specific analysis.

2.3

The Council have also agreed the use of a VISSIM micro-simulation model to
assess the development impacts along the A49 corridor including M62 J9 and
the A49/A50 junction. At the time of writing the VISSIM base model referenced
in the Transport Assessment Addendum is not agreed by the Council and
until such time as it is no confirmation can be given that it can be used to
accurately represent typical conditions on the network. It is anticipated that the
base modelling may be agreed later this week.

2.4

The VISSIM base model referenced in the Transport Assessment Addendum
(TAA) is not calibrated or validated in accordance with WebTAG.
WebTAG should serve as a best practice guide for transport modelling
and
appraisal and the VISSIM Methodology Note setting out how the model was
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developed (included at Appendix 30 of the TAA) highlights that WebTAG
guidance will be followed. The issues relate to the journey time on the eastwest links of the model i.e. the Sandy Lane West and the A50 Long Lane
approaches, where the development impact will be critical, but where the model
data did not represent recorded journey times from known data sources.
2.5

Additionally the queue lengths reported in the model did not appear to reflect
the typical situation along those same links. Given the Covid-19 situation it was
not possible to verify actual queue lengths but the queue outputs were
assessed by the Council’s Traffic Signals Team and their opinion is that the
queue lengths produced by the model were significantly different to those
occurring along Sandy Lane West and the A50 Long Lane based on traffic
conditions pre Covid-19. The Traffic Signal Team monitor performance on the
network on a daily basis and have extensive day-to-day knowledge of the
network with the benefit of cameras and signal monitoring equipment.

2.6

In order for VISSIM to then produce forecast scenarios the Base Model needs
to be agreed. The VISSIM forecast model is not yet agreed by either the Council
or Highways England. Notwithstanding the Council’s issues with the Base
Model there are also issues with the work carried out to produce the forecast
traffic demand scenarios; there is no complete methodology and audit trail of
how outputs have been produced and no clear indication of what the future
forecast traffic flows for VISSIM actually are.

2.7

It may well be that the forecast model is approved in advance of the Inquiry but
until it is agreed the specific impact of the development on the individual
junctions along the A49 corridor and along the corridor as a whole cannot be
determined. A timeline of the VISSIM work is produced at Appendix B.

2.8

My evidence will consider the specific impacts of the proposed development
and highlight the reasons why an objection is raised in respect of the impact on
the highway network.

3.0

Policy Context

3.1

In this section I will cover the policy issues relevant to transport and the
assessment of the development proposals.

3.2

A key emphasis of national and local planning policy is to achieve sustainable
development with safe and suitable access for all people and the transport
elements of any development proposal are vital not only in connecting
individuals with jobs, education, healthcare, shopping and leisure but also in
connecting communities, shaping neighbourhoods and impacting on economic
growth, safety and amenity.

3.3

National planning policy is set out in the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) which is supported by planning practice guidance (PPG) that is
regularly updated to supplement the framework. The NPPF defines the
parameters against which planning decisions must be taken and notes that
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development should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where
the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe. PPG highlights that
Transport Assessments are the means of assessing potential transport impacts
of developments and they should be thorough with all information and
assumptions set out in a clear and publicly available form.
3.4

Warrington’s Local Transport Plan 4 (2019-2040) (LTP) helps the council to
address local transport issues by providing a framework for decisions on future
investment. The LTP sets out objectives for transport to support the wider goals
and ambitions of the council and established policies to help achieve these
objectives.

3.5

The Local Plan Core Strategy for Warrington was adopted in July 2014
representing the overarching strategic planning policy in the Local Planning
Framework and sets out the policies against which planning applications will be
assessed. The key policies that relate to the proposed development are
described in more detail as follows:
3.5.1 Policy CS1 Overall Spatial Strategy – Delivering Sustainable
Development – This policy states that development proposals that are
sustainable will be welcomed and approved without delay provided that they
accord with national and local planning policy frameworks and have regard to,
amongst others:
The need to make the best use of existing transport, utility, social and
environmental infrastructure within existing settlements, and ensure additional
provision where needed to support development.
The need to safeguard environmental standards, public safety and residential
amenity.
3.5.2 Policy QE6 – Environment and Amenity Protection – This policy
highlights that the council will only support development which would not lead
to an adverse impact on the environment or amenity of future occupiers or those
currently occupying adjoining or nearby properties, or does not have an
unacceptable impact on the surrounding area. Factors taken into consideration
include, amongst others:
The effect and timings of traffic movements to, from and within the site and car
parking including the impacts on highway safety.
3.5.3 Policy QE7 – Ensuring a High Quality Place – This policy states that the
council will look positively upon proposals that are designed to, amongst others,
function well in relation to existing patterns of movement and activity.
3.5.4 Policy MP1 – General Transport Principles – This policy defines the
general principles by which the council will support development.
3.5.5 Policy MP3 – Active Travel – This policy highlights that a high priority will
be given to the needs and safety of pedestrians and cyclists in new
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development and that enhancements and improvements should look to
increase accessibility.
3.5.6 Policy MP4 – Public Transport – This policy states the council’s aims to
secure improvements to public transport infrastructure and services and to
make public transport a viable and attractive alternative.
3.5.7 Policy MP7 – Transport Assessments and Travel Plans – This policy
requires all development to demonstrate that it will not significantly harm
highway safety, to demonstrate that generated trips can be adequately served
by the transport network, to identify where there are significant effects on the
transport network and ensure that appropriate mitigation measures are in place.
It also highlights the need to ensure that development will not prejudice the
primary function of the Strategic Road Network.
3.5.8 Policy MP10 – Infrastructure – This policy highlights that the council will
ensure that Warrington’s future growth is supported and enhanced through the
delivery of necessary infrastructure.

4.0

Background

4.1

The history behind the original application for the Peel Hall development
proposals submitted in August 2016 is covered in my original Proof of Evidence
for the Public Inquiry in 2018.

4.2

During the course of that Inquiry additional information was submitted by the
appellant resulting in the production of my Supplementary Proof of Evidence
and my Second Supplementary Proof of Evidence for the Inquiry.

4.3

Following the original decision to dismiss the appeal Satnam and their
transport consultants Highgate engaged with the Council in preapplication discussions to undertake the necessary transport modelling
utilising the Council’s multi-modal transport model (WMMTM16) to create a
highway-only cordon model (Peel Hall WMMTM16) to inform the strategic
impacts of the proposed Peel Hall development. The issues were discussed at
a Pre-Application meeting in February 2019.

4.4

The Council appointed WSP to act as modelling consultants and they prepared
the Peel Hall Scope of Modelling document in February 2019 (Appendix C) to
identify the necessary modelling work required to identify areas on the
Warrington road network that would be impacted by the traffic generated by the
development.

4.5

The Scope identified the use of the Council’s WMMTM16 to create a
highway-only cordon model (Peel Hall WMMTM16) to inform the strategic
impacts of the proposed Peel Hall development.

4.6

The Scope then identified the parameters where further more detailed
assessment is required and the necessary software modelling packages to be
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used using the Peel Hall WMMTM16 modelling outputs. The scope was shared
with the appellant following the February meeting.
4.7

Further meetings and discussions followed to progress the pre-application and
agree the work required. In October 2019 the original Appeal decision was
quashed. At that time no results of the modelling had been reviewed by the
Council nor had any indication of how such results were interpreted been made
available.

4.8

The Transport Assessment Addendum (TAA) for Peel Hall which took account
of the discussions through the pre-application process was received on 23rd
March 2019. My review of this is included as Appendix A.

5.0

Issues of concern
Impact on the residential area south of the development

5.1

It is clear from the results within the TAA that the proposed development has a
significant impact on the residential roads south of the development site; the
impact is discussed within the main body of the TAA at paras 6.9 to 6.18 which
is based on the more detailed analysis within Appendix 15 TN09 Link
Capacity. However, the assessment of impact is based on reference to the now
withdrawn Design Manual for Roads and Bridges document TA 79/99 Traffic
Capacity of Urban Roads, the current Department for Transport (DfT) document
Manual for Streets and the dated 1997 Institution of Highways and
Transportation document Transport in the Urban Environment.

5.2

The methodology used is not considered appropriate as it takes no detailed
account of heavy on-street parking that occurs in the area, the number of
frontage accesses to dwellings, pedestrian and cycle movements or of the
extensive traffic calming measures in the area. All of these issues influence
movement along a route to an extent that an empirical value of maximum
theoretical capacity cannot be assumed.

5.3

As highlighted in section 5.1 above the use of the DMRB document TA 79/99
Traffic Capacity of Urban Roads is now withdrawn. Notwithstanding the fact that
is no longer used TA 79/99 was based on analysis of traffic flows on urban trunk
roads in Greater London and was used as the starting point for the design and
assessment of new urban trunk road links. It was referenced as a guide to the
capacity of existing urban roads, however, it is not considered that Poplars
Avenue or the other residential roads to the immediate south of Peel Hall
represent the definition within the document of an Urban All-Purpose Road
(UAP) and certainly not a UAP3 road as referenced in paragraph 6.17 of the
TAA.

5.4

Local typical urban roads meeting the definition of the document would be
considered for example to be the A49, the A50 and the A57. The roads south
of the development site such as Sandy Lane West, Poplars Avenue and
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Capesthorne Road, the main routes through the area, are all unclassified
residential roads; as are all of the adjoining roads.
5.5

Tables 2 and 3 of TN09 Link Capacity highlight the difference in link flows during
the AM and PM peak periods respectively on a number of residential roads
within the study area. These are produced below for reference:

5.6

As can be seen from these tables the increases during the peak periods as a
direct result of the proposed development are substantial, with key increases
highlighted as follows as vehicles per hour:

Link Name

AM Peak Hour – Two-way flows
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Without
Development
Capesthorne
Road (Greenwood

With
Development

Increase

% Increase

1023vph

1486vph

463vph

+45%

704vph

1047vph

343vph

+49%

606vph

864vph

258vph

+43%

1064vph

1308vph

244vph

+23%

Crescent to
Blackbrook Avenue)

Capesthorne
Road (Poplars
Avenue parallel to
Humber Road)

Poplars
Avenue (East of
central site access)

Poplars
Avenue
(Greenwood Crescent
to Capesthorne Road)

Link Name
Without
Development
Capesthorne
Road (Greenwood

PM Peak Hour – Two-way flows
With
Increase
% Increase
Development

984vph

1382vph

398vph

+40%

806vph

1188vph

382vph

+47%

630vph

927vph

297vph

+47%

1291vph

1630vph

339vph

+26%

Crescent to
Blackbrook Avenue)

Capesthorne
Road (Poplars
Avenue parallel to
Humber Road)

Poplars
Avenue (East of
central site access)

Poplars
Avenue
(Greenwood Crescent
to Capesthorne Road)

5.7

These are considered significant increases on residential roads which already
experience traffic and safety related issues in an area where substantial traffic
calming and traffic management interventions have been implemented.

5.8

Theoretical capacity has many influences of which one is the presence of direct
frontage access for which the turning manoeuvres to and from affects
movement along the main carriageway; as vehicles hold up flow whilst waiting
to turn into the access or, when turning out, influence the movement along the
main carriageway. As such, high volume routes were not recommended to
have frontage access.

5.9

The 2007 document Manual for Streets (MfS) raised the recommendation for
roads having frontage access from previous guidance of 3,000 vehicles per
day to 10,000 vehicles per day. Whilst it does make reference to the potential
to increase this limit further it should be noted that Warrington as Highway
Authority has not, and still deems 10,000 vehicles MfS limit as the maximum
9

for frontage access; as highlighted in the Council’s Design Guide for Residential
and Industrial Estate Roads (2008).
5.10

Table 4 (included below) of TN09 highlights the Average Annual Daily Traffic
(AADT) along the key residential roads immediately south of Peel Hall and
confirms that as a direct result of the proposed development Capesthorne Road
and Poplars Avenue (south of Capesthorne Road) will experience traffic flows
in excess of the 10,000 vehicle limit with AADTs of 12,860 vehicles and
10,365 vehicles respectively. It also highlights that Sandy Lane West will
experience a substantial increase over and above the 10,000 vehicle limit to
12,670 vehicles and that Poplars Avenue (Greenwood Crescent to
Capesthorne Road) will experience an AADT of 16,204 vehicles; well in excess
of the flows currently experienced along the A50 Long Lane.

5.11

The A50 Long Lane is the main east-west route on the highway network south
of the residential area and currently (2019 data) has an AADT flow of 12,162
vehicles. Its prime function is the movement of traffic.

5.12

It is worth highlighting that the residential road of Poplars Avenue will ultimately
carry more traffic than the classified A50 Long Lane as a direct result of the
proposed development. This is highlighted below with an extract from the
approved AADT flows used for Air Quality analysis attached as Appendix D and
contained within Addendum 2 to ES Volume 3: Appendix 12.4, Table 12.4.1
which highlights a 2022 opening year full development scenario.

Link No.
14
58

Link Name
A50 Long
Lane
Poplars
Avenue

2019 AADT

2022 AADT 2022 AADT Increase
(without
development)

(with development)

12,162 vehs

12,379 vehs

12,505 vehs

8,853 vehs

9,937 vehs

13,464 vehs

(Greenwood
Crescent to

10

+126
vehs
+3,527
vehs

Capesthorne
Road)

5.13

It can be seen that the development results in an increase in Average Annual
Daily Traffic of 3,527 vehicles along Poplars Avenue; causing Poplars Avenue
to carry more traffic than the designated classified A road serving east-west
movements.

5.14

It is considered that traffic levels of this volume will have a severely detrimental
effect on the operation of the residential roads south of Peel Hall such that the
very nature of the Poplars Avenue, Sandy Lane West and Capesthorne Road
route will change so that the primary function becomes movement. This will
subsequently alter the character of the area with potential impacts on public
safety, residential amenity and the movement of vulnerable road users.

5.15

Despite the statement within the TAA (paragraph 11.6) that the area is
appropriate to cater for traffic generated by the development, mitigation is
proposed in the form of removal of on-street parking by providing verge parking
areas and an extension to the existing 20mph speed limit on Poplars Avenue
as well as a range of traffic calming/traffic management measures.

5.16

Notwithstanding the potential of the measures proposed in terms of facilitating
vehicle movements, indeed they are measures that have been considered by
the Council to address existing traffic congestion in the area, they raise specific
issues. Verge parking is intended to free up road space to improve traffic
movement but the detrimental impact is a likely increase in vehicle speeds as
motorists have no physical obstruction.

5.17

The extension of the 20mph limit is not supported. This currently highlights the
main residential route for movements through the estate and assists through
the provision of terminal signing in highlighting the effectiveness of the existing
20mph routes. If the 20mph speed limit were extended it would require the
removal of terminal signs which may lead to increases in vehicle speeds on the
residential roads off the main through route.

5.18

The TAA at Section 10 includes an analysis of recorded injury accidents within
the study area with the following summaries:
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5.19

However, my review of the TAA (Appendix A) noted that the results indicate a
high proportion of vulnerable road user accidents in the overall accident
figures, particularly in the residential area south of the development site.
Despite the conclusions within the TAA there is no comparison to anticipated
accident rates within the study area.

5.20

A detailed analysis of the accident data has been undertaken by the Council’s
Road Safety Team and is included as Appendix E. The data is based on
pedestrian and cyclists as these are likely to be most impacted by potential
changes to traffic levels.

5.21

It is clear that the study area has a higher number of pedestrian and cyclist
casualties than the Borough as a whole and that the number of pedestrian and
cyclist casualties aged under 16yrs is significantly higher. The data is replicated
here:

Study Area 5 years

Whole Borough 5 years

Total number of casualties

398

2984

Total number of pedestrians
and cyclist casualties
Pedestrian and cyclist
casualties as a percentage of
all casualties

121

725

30.4%
(24.6% higher than whole
Borough at 24.4%)

24.4%

Total number of pedestrian
and cyclist casualties aged
under 16
Under 16 Pedestrian and
cyclist casualties as a
percentage of all casualties

38

171

9.5%
(66.6% higher than whole
Borough at 5.7%)

5.7%

5.22

The figures demonstrate that at current traffic volumes the proportion of
pedestrian and cycle casualties within the study area is 24.6% higher than the
figure for the whole Borough; despite the extensive traffic management and
traffic calming in place throughout.
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5.23

Additionally the figures in the table demonstrate that at current traffic volumes
the proportion of pedestrian and cyclist casualties within the under 16 age group
is significantly higher; 66.6% higher than the figure for the whole Borough.

5.24

Given the high number of pedestrian and cyclist casualties it is considered that
an increase in traffic volume through the residential estate will raise safety
concerns.

5.25

In view of the existing pedestrian and cyclist casualty data combined with the
high peak hour vehicle increases highlighted at 5.6 above and the significant
increases in AADT through the area highlighted at 5.10 to 5.13 above; both as
a direct result of the proposed development, it is considered that the
development will have an unacceptable impact on highway safety.

5.26

It is considered that the levels of traffic resulting from the development will
cause the main routes of Sandy Lane West, Poplars Avenue and Capesthorne
Road, which are unclassified roads, to change in nature and function and
become a barrier to the community already served by those roads. This is
contrary to the principles of the Council’s Design Guide for Residential and
Industrial Estate Roads and Manual for Streets.

5.27

It is further considered that the levels of traffic resulting from the development
will have an unacceptable impact on highway safety and that the proposal is
contrary to the aims and principles of the National Planning Policy
Framework and Policies QE 6, QE 7, MP1, MP3 and MP7.

Impact on Sandy Lane West arm of A49 Winwick Road/A574 Cromwell Avenue traffic
signal junction.
5.28

The impact on the junction of A49 Winwick Road/A574 Cromwell Avenue and
in particular on the Sandy Lane West arm of the junction will be informed by the
results of the VISSIM modelling which assesses the development impact on
junctions along the A49 corridor including M62 J9 and the A49/A50 junction.

5.29

As highlighted at 2.3 to 2.7 above, at the time of writing (6th August 2020), the
VISSIM base model is not approved by the Council and until such time as it is
no confirmation can be given that it can be used to accurately represent typical
conditions on the network. It is anticipated that the base modelling may be
agreed in the near future.

5.30

The VISSIM forecast model is not yet approved by either the Council or
Highways England. It may well be that the forecast model is approved in
advance of the Inquiry but until it is agreed the specific impact of the
development on Sandy Lane West cannot be determined.

5.31

The TAA addresses the impact on Sandy Lane West in paragraphs 9.7 to 9.11
and suggests that appropriate mitigation would be to “double-cycle” signal
timings to provide alternate cycles to prioritise the main A49 flows and Sandy
Lane West arm respectively; this effectively means that on one cycle of the
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traffic signal operation priority would be given to movements along the A49 and
on the next cycle priority would be given to movements from Sandy Lane West.
5.32

Paragraph 9.8 of the TAA highlights that the VISSIM modelling carried out
indicated that the southbound movement on the A49 Winwick Road is very
sensitive to any increase in delay with even tiny changes to signal timings
quickly leading to queue lengths reaching back to, and beyond M62 J9. Yet
paragraph 9.9 suggests that “double-cycling”, which involves considerable
changes to signal timings, addresses the issues at the junction; this is not
considered logical.

5.33

Queues are already experienced along Sandy Lane West and it is not
considered that “double-cycling” is a feasible solution. The Council has a
Network Management Duty under the Traffic Management Act 2004 (which is
outlined in detail in the Council’s Fourth Local Transport Plan) and part of that
is to facilitate the expeditious movement of traffic around the network by actively
managing the existing road network. If “double-cycling” was considered to
provide appropriate improvement it would have already been implemented.
Priority has to be given to movements along the A49 corridor.

5.34

All of the traffic signals along the A49 are linked by a SCOOT (Split Cycle
Optimisation Technique) system which is a real time adaptive traffic control
system that automatically adjusts traffic signal settings to reduce delays. The
traffic signals along the route are all synchronised to maximise efficiency and
reduce delays. Any delay at the A49 Winwick Road/A574 Cromwell
Avenue/Sandy Lane West junction impacts on the operation of M62 J9 leading
to congestion, delay and safety issues.

5.35

It is worth highlighting that the efficiency of the Sandy Lane West arm of the
signalised roundabout is not purely related to the amount of “green” time
vehicles receive. The arm is constrained by the proximity to and movements
to/from the junction of Winwick Road (residential estate road south of Sandy
Lane West), the retail site immediately north of Sandy Lane West and the
junction of Gough Avenue. Movements through these junctions affect the
number and flow of vehicles reaching the A49 traffic signals meaning that
enhanced “green” time would not serve a constant proportional flow.

5.36

Notwithstanding the fact that the VISSIM modelling is not yet approved
paragraph 9.7 of the TAA highlights the fact that the largest impacts are seen
on the Sandy Lane West and the A49 southbound approaches to the A49
Winwick Road/A574 Cromwell Avenue/Sandy Lane West signalised
roundabout. It highlights that the queue along Sandy Lane West reaches 295m
as a result of the development compared to 123m without the development; an
increase in queuing of 172m (almost two and a half times the existing queue).

5.37

Paragraph 9.7 of the TAA further highlights that the 295m queue caused by the
development reaches back to the roundabout junction of Cotswold
Road/Cleveland Road/Sandy Lane/Sandy Lane West.
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5.38

This means that, as a result of the development, the queue along Sandy Lane
West will result in standing traffic affecting the operation of the Cotswold
Road/Cleveland Road/Sandy Lane/Sandy Lane West roundabout. This
standing traffic means that vehicles are unable to exit the roundabout towards
Sandy Lane West thereby causing standing traffic on the circulatory
carriageway of the roundabout.

5.39

This then means that vehicles on the approach arms of Sandy Lane West,
Cotswold Road, Cleveland Road and Sandy Lane cannot progress through the
roundabout causing further queuing to form along these roads.

5.40

The Cotswold Road/Cleveland Road/Sandy Lane/Sandy Lane West
roundabout is a key junction for the entire transport network serving the
existing residential area south of the development site; as it links the entire
area with the A49 and the wider highway network. Any queuing or delay here
will likely encourage motorists to find other unsuitable residential routes in order
to avoid the junction. Given that Sandy Lane and Cotswold Road serve as bus
routes for the entire area it will also impact on public transport access
throughout the area, severely restricting bus movements.

5.41

It is worth highlighting that the queue along Sandy Lane West from the A49 will
also affect the priority junctions of Chiltern Road and Harvey Court leading to
difficulty for vehicles exiting and entering these junctions.

5.42

Until such time as the VISSIM modelling is agreed and the actual impacts on
the junction of A49 Winwick Road/A574 Cromwell Avenue/Sandy Lane West
are fully understood it is not known what form of mitigation scheme is required
to alleviate queuing issues along Sandy Lane West.

5.43

At the previous Public Inquiry my evidence stated that in my opinion a mitigation
scheme that addressed potential impact at the A49 Winwick Road/A574
Cromwell Avenue/Sandy Lane West signalised roundabout may be achievable
within highway land and could therefore be secured by condition. Given the
suggested results of the initial VISSIM modelling, which have yet to be agreed,
it is clear that substantial improvement works are necessary at the A49 as a
result of the development to improve movement from Sandy Lane West; not
just an amendment to the timings of the traffic signals.

5.44

Having reassessed the operational issues of the A49 Winwick Road/A574
Cromwell Avenue/Sandy Lane West junction and the impacts caused by the
development it is now my opinion that third party land outside of the highway
boundary would likely be required to provide necessary improvements.

Impact on A50 Orford Green/Hilden Road roundabout
5.45

The TAA identifies an impact at this location as a result of the development but
references discussions in January 2020 in relation to concern of potential
changes to the existing layout (which incorporate safety and accessibility
improvements) that may be detrimental to vulnerable road users. This was an
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issue raised at the previous Inquiry where the then proposed mitigation scheme
was not accepted by the Council as it involved the removal of existing measures
that were implemented to reduce vehicle speeds, assist the movements of
vulnerable road users and address potential safety issues. As can be seen from
the accident analysis such measures are vital.
5.46

Notwithstanding the discussions in January 2020, the view was always taken
that any decision on required mitigation would be led by the modelling results
and it is considered that mitigation measures are required. Further discussions
have been ongoing to identify appropriate mitigation, however, no scheme has
been proposed or revised modelling results provided despite assurances from
the appellant’s team that such were forthcoming.

5.47

It is likely that a mitigation scheme can be delivered within the highway
boundary and secured by condition. However, initial high level assessment by
WSP on behalf of the Council considering potential solutions such physical
amendments to the entry and exit arms of the existing roundabout; as per the
scheme proposed by the appellant’s team at the last Inquiry, or the replacement
of the roundabout with Traffic Signal control, has indicated that these do not
offer significant capacity improvements to mitigate the impacts of the proposed
development. A mitigation scheme is therefore not straightforward.

5.48

The need to maintain good pedestrian and cyclist accessibility through the
junction and the variation of AM and PM peak demand flows provide specific
challenges and until a scheme is identified the precise nature of the required
mitigation is unknown.

6.0

Conclusion

6.1

It is considered that the proposal will result in a severe impact on the Sandy
Lane West arm of the A49 Winwick Road/A574 Cromwell Avenue/Sandy Lane
West signalised roundabout; causing increased queuing that will subsequently
affect the efficiency of the Sandy Lane West/Cotswold Road/Cleveland
Road/Sandy Lane roundabout thereby affecting movements in and out of the
entire residential area including those made by the well-utilised public transport
services serving the area.

6.2

It is considered that by virtue of the increased traffic generated as a direct result
of the proposed development the proposal will result in a severe impact on the
surrounding highway network and an unacceptable impact on highway safety,
particularly through the residential roads to the south of the site, and
specifically along the Sandy Lane West, Poplars Avenue, Capesthorne Road
route.

6.3

The proposed development will change the nature and function of the Sandy
Lane West, Poplars Avenue, Capesthorne Road route so that its primary
purpose becomes movement creating a barrier to the existing community. This
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will subsequently alter the character of the area with potential impacts on public
safety, residential amenity and the movement of vulnerable road users.
6.4

It is considered that the development should be refused as it results in an
unacceptable impact on highway safety and the residual cumulative impacts on
the transport network would be severe. This is contrary to Policies QE 6, QE 7,
MP1, MP3 and MP7 of Warrington’s Local Plan Core Strategy and the aims
and principles of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Mike Taylor
Team Leader Transport Development Control
Warrington Borough Council
6th August 2020
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Environment & Transport Directorate
Internal Memorandum

To:

Martha Hughes

Date: 17/6/2020

From:

Mike Taylor
X4086

Ref:

2016/28492

Application: Land at Peel Hall; Land South of M62 bounded by, Elm Road: Birch
Avenue; Poplars Avenue; Newhaven Road; Windermere Avenue, Grasmere
Avenue; Merewood Close, Osprey Close Lockerbie Close, Ballater Drive and Mill
Lane, Poplars & Hulme, Warrington
APPEAL - Major Development: Outline planning application for a new mixed use
neighbourhood comprising residential institution (residential care home - Use
Class C2); up to 1200 dwelling houses and apartments (Use Class C3); local
centre including food store up to 2000 square metres (Use Class A1); financial &
professional services; restaurants and cafes; drinking establishments; hot food
takeaways (Use Classes A2-A5 inclusive); units within Use Class D1 (non
residential institution) of up to 600 sq m total with no single unit of more than 200
sq m; and family restaurant/ pub of up to 800 sq m (Use Classes A3/A4);
employment uses (research; assembly and light manufacturing - Use Class B1);
primary school; open space including sports pitches with ancillary facilities;
means of access (including the demolition of 344; 346; 348; 458 and 460 Poplars
Avenue) and supporting infrastructure. (All detailed matters other than access
reserved for subsequent approval.) (Application is accompanied by an
Environmental Impact Assessment).

Following the last Public Inquiry into the development at Peel Hall Highgate
Transportation have produced additional information in the form of Transport
Assessment Addendum (TAA) report. The following is a review of the TAA focussing on
the main areas where either further additional information/clarification is required and
where specific issues of disagreement are raised.
Modelling
The strategic modelling to identify the links and junctions impacted by traffic generated
by the development has now been undertaken using the Council’s multi-modal
transport model (WMMTM16) which covers the whole of the Borough and beyond.
Work has been carried out to ensure that the portion of the model representing the
specific Peel Hall Study Area has been calibrated and validated in line with Department
for Transport (DfT) guidance.
It is considered that the Peel Hall WMMTM16 SATURN model accurately represents
conditions within the study area and that the outputs are appropriate for further more
detailed modelling to assess specific junction operation and assist in understanding the
development impact.

It is also considered that the junctions identified within the TAA for further detailed
modelling following the use of the Peel Hall WMMTM16 SATURN model are
appropriate and that the use of VISSIM is appropriate for assessing the impact of the
development along the A49 Winwick Road corridor including M62 J9, A49/A574/Sandy
Lane West and the A49/A50 junctions.
There are still some outstanding issues related to the VISSIM base and forecast
models; these issues are detailed in WSP Technical Note 2: A49 VISSIM Model Option
Test Review provided to Highgate Transportation on 20th April 2020 and it is
understood that Highgate are re-running the VISSIM model to take account of these
issues and of those raised by Highways England.
Further comment will be provided on the impacts and potential mitigation required
along the A49 corridor following receipt of the latest VISSIM forecast model.
The individual capacity assessments result in a number of concerns in relation to key
issues:
Myddleton Lane/Delph Lane – The TAA correctly identifies an impact at this location
and suggests the implementation of traffic signals as a necessary mitigation measure.
This route is currently well-utilised and concerns are regularly raised in respect of traffic
volume, speeds and damage-only accidents due to the nature of the route, its limited
width and the presence of sharp bends. A traffic management scheme to address
these concerns is under consideration and given the additional traffic that will be using
the route as a direct result of the development it is considered appropriate to seek a
contribution towards the scheme.
A50/Hilden Road Roundabout – The TAA identifies an impact at this location as a
result of the development but references discussions in January 2020 in relation to
concern of potential changes to the existing layout (which incorporate safety and
accessibility improvements) that may be detrimental to vulnerable road users.
Notwithstanding this, the view was always taken that any decision on required
mitigation would be led by the modelling results and it is considered that mitigation
measures are required. Further discussions are required to identify appropriate
mitigation.
A50/Hallfields Road – The TAA identifies an impact at this location and suggests the
implementation of MOVA and to refresh road markings. The boundary constraints of
this junction negate physical improvements and it is considered that the introduction of
MOVA to improve the efficiency of the traffic signal operation at the junction will have a
positive effect; the refreshing of road markings will highlight appropriate road space for
all road users travelling through the junction and the mitigation measures are
considered appropriate.
Public Transport
Discussions have been ongoing between the Council and the appellant in respect of
required public transport provision to serve the site and it is considered that an
appropriate level of public transport service can be provided. This will need to be
secured via a S106 Agreement with the Council as Public Transport Authority.
Impact on Residential Area South of Development
It is clear from the results within the TAA that the proposed development has a
significant impact on the residential roads south of the development site, however, the
assessment of impact is based on reference to the now withdrawn DMRB document TA
79/99 Traffic Capacity of Urban Roads, the current DfT document Manual for Streets
and the dated CIHT document Transport in the Urban Environment.

The methodology used is not considered appropriate as it takes no detailed account of
heavy on-street parking that occurs in the area, the number of frontage accesses to
dwellings, pedestrian and cycle movements or of the extensive traffic calming
measures in the area. All of these issues influence movement along a route. The traffic
flows referenced suggest that the area is already at capacity.
The most appropriate means to accurately reflect link capacity and movement
throughout the area would be via a micro-simulation model.
Mitigation is proposed in the form of removal of on-street parking by providing verge
parking areas and an extension to the existing 20mph speed limit on Poplars Avenue
as well as a range of traffic calming/traffic management measures. Notwithstanding the
potential benefits of the measures proposed they also raise specific issues; for
example, the verge parking is intended to free up road space to improve traffic
movement but there is the concern that verge parking may mask pedestrian movement
which when combined with likely higher speeds has safety implications. In respect of
the extension of the 20mph limit this currently highlights the main residential route for
movements through the estate and assists through the provision of terminal signing in
the effectiveness of the existing 20mph routes; as a mitigation measure the 20mph
extension is not supported.
It is considered that the additional vehicle movements imposed on the residential area
to the south as a direct result of the development will change their nature and function
so that the primary purpose is movement and this will subsequently alter the character
of the area with potential impacts on public safety, residential amenity and the
movement of vulnerable road users.
Accident Analysis
It is noted that the accident results indicate a high proportion of vulnerable road user
accidents in the overall accident figures, particularly in the residential area south of the
development site. Despite the conclusions within the TAA there is no comparison to
anticipated accident rates within the study area.
Proposed Mitigation
Whilst there is no expectation that a development should mitigate existing issues it is
reasonable and expected that any proposal should not exacerbate an existing issue
and that where capacity issues are already experienced the development should
mitigate its own impact. A pragmatic approach is taken where small over capacity
increases to one arm are outweighed by larger decreases to other congested arms or
where there is no readily acceptable solution.
Issues of potential mitigation along the A49 corridor and associated junctions will be
dependent on the results of the latest VISSIM forecast model and further comment will
be provided then.
A Travel Plan and bus mitigation strategy are appropriate and can be secured via
condition and Section 106 Agreement respectively.
The proposed mitigation measures at A50 Orford Green/Hallfields Road, A49 Newton
Road/Golborne Road and Myddleton Lane/Delph Lane are considered appropriate and
can be secured by condition.
It is considered that the development will have a detrimental impact along Delph Lane
with an increase in movement along an existing rural route and a contribution is sought
towards traffic management measures to influence vehicle movement and speeds.

It is considered that the development will have a detrimental impact on the junction of
A50 Orford Green/Hilden Road roundabout and further discussions are required to
identify appropriate mitigation.
Whilst mitigation proposals to the residential roads south of the development are not
considered appropriate to mitigate the overall impacts of the development they will be
required should planning consent be granted; the exception being the extension of the
20mph speed limit.
Phasing of Development
The Council’s Design Guide Residential and Industrial Estate Roads provides the
requirements in respect of number of dwellings that can be served from an individual
access point and also the practical issue in respect of the adoption process in that the
Council will not adopt roads until all future construction served from them has been
completed. The phasing of development will be influenced by this
The Council’s Design Guide provides guidance on the number of dwellings served from
a cul-de-sac and when a secondary emergency access point is needed dependent on
the type and nature of the road involved.
Whilst these issues can be controlled by condition and are subject to reserved matters
the current overall control of land allows for individual plots to be inter-connected the
longer term delivery of the development site can cause issues as individual plots are
sold off and developers construct dwellings to maximise their individual site potential.
The phasing also needs to consider the requirement to deliver mitigation measures and
who may be responsible for key off-site infrastructure delivery.
The parcel sizes indicated on the Indicative Phasing Plan are considered appropriate
but the build-out within suggests a pepper-pot approach of smaller plots within the
parcels throughout the site minimising impact on individual access points. The actual
phasing is more likely to be in keeping with the build-out of the larger parcels indicated
and this may place more strain on one particular part of the existing highway network at
an earlier point than that modelled; meaning that the 600 dwelling trigger proposed for
some of the mitigation works is not reflective of actual impact.
It is considered that the mitigation trigger needs to be revisited particularly given that
the modelling undertaken identifies that the junctions of Myddleton Lane/Delph Lane
and A50 Orford Green/Hilden Road already experience capacity issues.
Alternative Access Strategy
Access Strategy Option B (forming a new all-movements junction at A49 Winwick
Road/Poplars Avenue) formed part of the appellant’s original appeal submission with
the conclusion that the development could be accommodated without impacting on the
existing road network and specifically without impacting on the operation of M62 J9.
It is clear that the latest appropriate modelling highlights particular issues with this
access strategy, as was always suggested by the Council, but no further work has
been undertaken to assess whether alternative junction designs or development
access strategies (e.g. allowing only part of the development to be accessed here)
suggest that a solution is feasible. No work has ever been undertaken on other
alternative access strategies.
As highlighted above it is considered that the impact on the residential roads south of
the development is such that alternative access strategies must be explored.

Summary
Further information is still awaited in the form of updated VISSIM modelling reports but
the conclusions of the Transport Assessment Addendum are not accepted. It is
considered that the current proposal will have a severe impact on the existing transport
network that has not been adequately mitigated.
Furthermore it is considered that the additional vehicle movements imposed on the
residential area to the south as a direct result of the development will change their
nature and function so that the primary purpose is movement and this will subsequently
alter the character of the area with potential impacts on public safety, residential
amenity and the movement of vulnerable road users. It is considered that these effects
cannot adequately be mitigated.
The Highway Authority maintain an objection to the proposal.
Mike Taylor
Team Leader – Transport Development Control

PEEL HALL VISSIM MODELLING TIMELINE
Date

Event

17 January 2020

WSP commissioned to review base year Vissim Model and LMVR Report
produced by Modelling Group (MG) Original MG documents are dated 10th
January.

24 January 2020

WSP provide Technical Note 1 response on base model
The review summary:


A49 Winwick Road/ A574 Cromwell Avenue/ Sandy Lane West
Junction, A49 Winwick Road/ A50, Junction, along with M62 J9 are
the main exits for the vehicles generated by the proposed new
developments. Compared with Google Traffic, the queues might be
under estimated in the base model.



Car demand on Northway (Link #227) seems to be doubled.

26 March 2020

Highgate and Modelling Group (MG) provide the second iteration of the
base model and first iteration of forecast models of Option A and B.

06th April 2020

WSP attend skype meeting between Highways England, Highgate and
Modelling Group to discuss the March submission. WSP provide overview
of our findings from the model review to this meeting.

08th April 2020

WSP provide Technical Note 2 in response to the March submission by
Highgate and MG.
The review summary:

8 First Street
Manchester
M15 4RP
Tel: +44 161 200 5000
wsp.com



Traffic performance on local roads joining the A49 corridor including
Sandy Lane and A50 in the base year model are critical for the
assessment of future scenarios. Therefore, we would like WBC to
confirm if the queues and delays are realistic from the videos
provided.



The traffic demand used for Vissim inputs are not consistent with the
LinSig model outputs and therefore SATURN model hourly flows.
There appears to be an issue with the methodology applied for
converting flow from SATURN to Vissim and we would suggest this is
reviewed and any new methodology submitted for agreement in
advance of further work.

WSP UK Limited | Registered address: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, London WC2A 1AF
Registered in England and Wales No. 01383511



The new vehicle class development cars are using different behaviour
parameters from background cars in some scenarios and the
parameters are not consistent in Do Something AM and PM
scenarios. The model animation also indicates the behaviour of the
development cars appears to be abnormal.



The methodology for the growth of the motorway mainline traffic
needs to be confirmed.



The error messages indicate significant suppressed demand and on
further investigation we would suggest the methodology for matrix
estimation needs to be revised.



Consider reducing the proposed Poplars Avenue junction in Option B
to two stages to improve performance.

18th May 2020

MG and Highgate provide a third iteration of the base model and traffic
forecasting methodology for review.

27th May 2020

Updated / revised information provided by Highgate and MG

16th June 2020

Forecast scenario matrix provided by Highgate and MG

19th June 2020

WSP produce Technical Note 5 response to the May modelling submission.
The review summary:


Significant disparity in journey time on Sandy Lane West and A50
Long Lane compared to observed data from basemap for November
18 in both AM and PM periods.



Long queues on Sandy Lane West particularly in the PM and latent
demand and long queues on A50 Long Lane. We would suggest
journey time routes are incorporated to validate this area of the model
based on April 2019 journey time data to be consistent with the A49
counts and existing journey time data in the model.



There appear to have been significant changes to demand in some
areas of the model with limited explanation for this.



Reporting of queues for comparison should be done in shorter time
segments and for the model peak and cool down period.

23rd June 2020

MG provide a Technical Note response to WSP Technical Note 5. No
further response is required at this stage.

30th June 2020

First iteration of the forecasting traffic flow spreadsheet provided by
Highgate and MG for review.

08th July 2020

WSP provide Technical Note 6 in response to the forecasting methodology
and spreadsheet:
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The review summary:
1. Please could a clear definition of each of the scenarios in the tab
“Matrix_Diffs_AM” Column V row 4-12 be provided by MG including
what developments they contain, the SATURN model runs they have
originated from etc?
2. Please could you clarify if it is intended to use SATURN scenarios
individually to produce forecast flow scenarios or in combination with
each other. Plus set out the scenarios to be built up and tested.
3. The matrix Diffs Tab includes formatting to highlight absolute
changes greater than 80 and percentage changes greater than
300%. However there is no narrative around if MG consider the
changes to the matrix to be reasonable and if they are proposing to
apply absolute difference, percentage difference or a mixture of both
to produce matrices for forecast scenarios in Vissim. Please could
this be clarified?
4. Tabs ‘AM_forVissim’ and ‘PM_forVissim’ are the final inputs and
routings to be used in Vissim as stated in the ‘Usage’ tab. Please
clarify the usage of cell ‘V4’. For example, if scenario ‘Demand_2032
DS_Full_Dev_’ has been selected in tab ‘Matrix_Diffs_AM’, which
approach should be applied, absolute or percentage?
5. The spreadsheet provided contains a lot of calculations and
reviewing all of this in detail would simply be impractical. We have
therefore reviewed the resulting changes to the inputs to Vissim
between each scenario. These changes are highlighted in the
comparison tabs of the attached spreadsheet. It is apparent that in
some cases there are significant changes in flow (more than a 20
fold increase) between 2018 and 2032. We have looked into some of
these in detail to understand the cause. Taking one example: Row
144 on the tab “Comparison_2032_DS_Abs_2018” of the attached.
This indicates that in two time periods (4,800 and 7,800 seconds)
LGV flows show a substantial increase, between multiples of 19 and
21 times the 2018 flow. We have worked back through the
calculations and identified an apparent error in the index match
formula in cell BB352. For the LGV vehicle class the formula
appears to reference the proportional split for time period 4,200 not
4,800. The same issue appears to be present on BG352. Once
corrected the large increase is removed. Finding issues during spot
checking with a spreadsheet with so many calculations is concerning
because it is simple impossible to check every step in turn. We
would recommend MG review the sheet and consider the inclusion
of some form a of self checking to assist in identifying issues with the
calculation themselves.
6. MG has provided the Vissim model but no forecast scenarios in
‘Scenario Management’. It is not clear which modifications are used
for each individual scenario.
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10th July 2020

Teams meeting between Highgate, MG, Highways England (Atkins) and
WSP. Responses are discussed and MG agree to provide more / updated
methodology information and spreadsheet.

20th July 2020

Highgate and MG provide forth iteration of the base model and second
iteration of the forecast traffic flow spreadsheet.

23-31st July 2020

WSP request three times via e-mail further information on the base
modelling, forecasting and timescales for completing the forecast traffic
flows. Including offering to attend a meeting to discuss. No response
received from Highgate or MG on the file e-mail of 31st July.

06 August 2020
(19:15)

Highgate and MG provide Vissim package including future year modelling
and forecasting spreadsheets.

Page 4

Peel Hall
Analysis of Collisions

The data used in this analysis covered the latest 5 year period to 30th September 2019 which was the
latest data set available at the time and that used for the purpose of the Traffic Assessment.
The data covered a wide area which encompasses the residential area and roads serving the
proposed development at Peel Hall.
For comparison purposes, this data was compared to the latest available set of data for the whole
Borough covering the 5 year period to December 2019.
The analysis was based on the pedestrian and cyclist user groups.

Study Area 5 years

Whole Borough 5 years

Total number of casualties

398

2984

Total number of pedestrians
and cyclist casualties
Pedestrian and cyclist
casualties as a percentage of
all casualties

121

725

30.4%
(24.6% higher than whole
Borough at 24.4%)

24.4%

Total number of pedestrian
and cyclist casualties aged
under 16
Under 16 Pedestrian and
cyclist casualties as a
percentage of all casualties

38

171

9.5%
(66.6% higher than whole
Borough at 5.7%)

5.7%

The figures in the table above demonstrate that at current traffic volumes, the proportion of
casualties in the study area in the pedestrian and cyclist group is 24.6% higher than the figure for the
whole Borough.
Additionally the figures in the table above demonstrate that at current traffic volumes within the
under 16 age group for pedestrians and cyclists in particular, the proportion of casualties in the
study area is 66.6% higher than the figure for the whole Borough.
Looking at the Sandy Lane West/Poplar Avenue/Capesthorne Road corridor for the latest 5 years
data to 31st May 2020 and comparing this to the A50 corridor between the A49 and Hilden Road:-

The extent of the Study Area used for the analysis

In addition to the aforementioned study, looking at the Sandy Lane West/Poplar
Avenue/Capesthorne Road corridor for the latest 5 years data to 31st May 2020 and comparing this
to the A50 corridor between the A49 and Hilden Road:Total number of casualties on the Sandy Lane West/Poplar Avenue/Capesthorne Road corridor = 29
25 slightly injured
4 seriously injured
10 of these casualties involved pedestrians or cyclists across all age groups, 1 casualty under age 16

Total number of casualties on the A50 corridor = 43
37 slightly injured
6 seriously injured
14 of these casualties involved pedestrians or cyclists across all age groups, 4 casualties under age 16

