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BRV18.01 BRV would wish to  respond to particular  questions  relating to  Matter  9,  as  set  out  below,
because they impact on our representations and previous written responses. Whilst we are aware
of the late arrival of documents NBBC/40 and NBBC/41 into the Examination Library, there
was insufficient time for a proper evaluation. Therefore, we  have responded to questions as put,
and wish to reserve opportunity for further comment, subject to the Inspector's wishes.

Issue 1: Does  the  Local  Plan  provide  the  infrastructure  necessary  to  support  the  delivery  of
development?

Q9.1 Does  Plan  policy  clearly  identify  the  infrastructure  necessary  for  each  phase  of
development on strategic site allocations and the likely timing of delivery? 

Is there a clear understanding of the timing, phasing and overall delivery of infrastructure
needed over the plan period to support the growth proposals?

BRV18.02 Certainly not,  the Plan simply puts a responsibility on developers,  vaguely described as 'to
mitigate  the  impacts'.1 In  relation  to  HSG72 and  HSG8,2 there  are  loose  references  to
contributions to various infrastructure provisions local to Bulkington, and Borough wide; but
none of this appears to be costed, apportioned to specific developments, or cash flowed against
future  years.  The  transport  elements  do  not  fully  relate  to  identified  needs.  Potential
contributions  are sought  for diversion of frequent  local  bus services  to access the  strategic
housing sites; but it is still subject to dialogue with stakeholders. No mention of the need to at
least double the existing service frequency to achieve Warwicks CC desired standard to promote
modal shift.  Route diversions will  add considerably to this.  Quite probably, what should be
described as necessary improvements to the piped sewerage system, are referred to as 'potential
improvements'. There should be more precision, with estimated contributions at this stage. We
consider this should have been part of the SA, along with transport, and all other contingent
estimated costs.

BRV18.03 Given all the years the Plan has been in gestation, NBBC and infrastructure providers should
have a clear and full understanding of necessary infrastructure and costs. This would have better
informed the SA and site selection, thus reducing risks. In the IDP at document D4.1, even the
well advanced 'Sport, Recreation and Community Facilities Strategy August 2016' is recorded
as “yet to be confirmed by Members” (page 4, Table at para, 1.2).  As a general statement, the
IDP advises that from consultation with STW there are some issues, although it is understood
they can be overcome with mitigation (page 50, para, 8.4 et seq).  Regarding education, we are
told that further work in relation to 0-4 years, and 16-19 years, needs to be undertaken with
providers to clearly identify required improvements (page 65, para 12.7). The IDP assures that it
will continue to develop to ensure that future policing and investment matches strategic growth
(page 91, para 15.27). It is not apparent how this will be achieved, as we believe it is within the
Police and Crime Commissioner's remit.

BRV18.04 The late arrival of document NBBC/41 into the Examination on, or about, 7 February 2018.
underlines our concerns as outlined above.  Whilst  we have not  had time to make a proper
evaluation of NBBC/41, it supports residents' perceptions of existing, and potential future traffic
issues.  The contingency provision  of  £1.5  million (page  9,  para  28),  is  additional  to  other
'mitigations' scattered through the Plan; and this may not represent the full need.  We envisage a
further  provable  need  for  additional  signal  controlled  pedestrian/cyclist  facilities  as  a
consequence of HSG7 and HSG8.
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1 D1.1 - Borough Plan 2011-2031: Publication (2017)  - Page 126, Policy HS1

2 D1.1 - Borough Plan 2011-2031: Publication (2017)  - Page 69, Policy HSG7; and Page 72, Policy HSG8
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Q9.2 Does  the  updated  2016  Strategic  Transport  Assessment  (STA)  provide  a  robust,
proportionate and up-to-date evidence base for the purpose of Plan-making?

BRV18.05 This impacts on our previous reps, about HSG7 and HSG8.  We are concerned that the reported,
August 2016, traffic modelling does not adequately represent existing traffic, or the modelled
future Plan scenarios. At doc Z6.1, network performance information is very limited, and fails
to give a reasonable picture of future conditions. We are told that the model is based on an
anticipated number of 9,271 new dwellings between 2017 and 2031 (page 21, fig 4). This is
much less than the OAN at Consultation, and the ever increasing proposed housing supplies
since offered at Examination. These changes invalidate all previous traffic modelling work, and
conclusions from it. The STA is neither robust, nor proportionate when considered against the
importance of the Plan to Borough's future.   Our other concerns, about the STA, are set out
below.

BRV18.06 The  approved  Coventry  Local  Plan  is  based  on  a  predicted,  and  abnormally  high,  local
population growth.  This  requires  large numbers  of  overspill  housing is  to  be distributed to
NBBC area, and neighbouring districts. Also, see at doc OTH/30.1 (p37, para 159) Inspector's
observation about increased travel to jobs outside Coventry City. We would question whether
using  TEMPRO  for  the  Coventry  side  of  the  NBBC  model  remains  valid  in  these
circumstances; especially with capping applied to growth.  Secondary to this, the model does
not appear to make any specific provision for the travel effects of the apportioned Coventry
housing overspill in the NBBC area. There may be no single best answer, but we would expect
to  see  sensitivity  testing,  and  more  commentary  on  how these  components  should  best  be
modelled.

Average speeds
BRV18.07 The STA  shows average journey speeds (p60, Fig. 16) in the range 46-49 kph (28.6-30.4 mph).

This is  remarkably high for a densely developed district,  especially during peak hours.  For
comparison,  Warwickshire Local  Transport  Plan (LTP3)  quotes average speed derived from
timed journey runs, which for Nuneaton in 2007-9 was 25.6 kph (15.92 mph), and for Bedworth
was 28.9 kph (17.93 mph).3 More recently (8 January, 2018), a single timed journey between
Bulkington and Nuneaton town centre at about mid-day yielded 35.2 kph (21.9 mph). This out
of peak journey was in light traffic, and otherwise very favourable conditions; yet there was no
prospect of matching the speed suggested by the model. It is very difficult to reconcile these
values with the STA.  We doubt the A444 flows would boost borough wide average speeds to
such an extent.  An explanation  might  be that  the  modelled  network  (p12,  Fig.  1)  contains
motorway links; but it would not be reasonable to include large non-local flows of high speed
vehicles, thus distorting the 'normal' performance measure for the local network.

BRV18.08 The 'Paramics' model  was justified on the grounds that microsimulation can more accurately
represent detailed network operation, with better results than the 'Strategic' (macro) model first
developed by Warwickshire County Council.  We support the reasoning, but the disparity in
model outputs of average speed, and other benchmark data gives doubt about how closely the
reported model mirrors the NBBC area. We have not found any account of how the STA (2016)
model  was  calibrated  and  validated,  against  existing  traffic  conditions.  Also,  assurance  is
needed that  the model  properly represents all  pedestrian facilities on the test  network,  with
pedestrian  movements  interacting  appropriately  throughout  the  test  periods.  This  will  be  a
critical  element in future scenarios where more signalled pedestrian movements are needed.
Large  junctions  may  need  split  movements  for  pedestrians,  with  safe  waiting  areas,  e.g.
replacement of College Street/A444 with a signalled cross roads (Appendix A, Dwg. Ref 01).
Even  allowing  for  the  existing  pedestrian  bridge,  there  will  be  demands  for  ground  level
crossing points, because pedestrians will perceive opportunities to cross through traffic to the
separating islands. It may be convenient to present the work to date as a strategic view, and
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Note:  References in line with text relate to doc Z6.1 unless stated otherwise

3  Z2 - Warwickshire LTP 2011-26  (LTP3) - Page 18, Table 4.1
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suggest there is a need for further detailed work. However, we consider the impacts on traffic
flows, network capacity, and environment, are too important to be ignored at this stage, because
the Plan depends on them. There is a real risk that the junctions identified for improvement may
later prove to be undeliverable because of  land take, cost of works, etc.  The STA must be
refined enough to eliminate these risks, they cannot be simply brushed under the 'mitigation'
carpet. 

Modal split
BRV18.09 There is no background data, or discussion in the STA about existing modal splits; nor does

LTP3  contain anything of real substance. Therefore, it is difficult to form a proper view on the
modal shift target. In the absence of better information, Table 18.01 shows modal splits we have
derived from ONS data sets via the Nomis web site. We believe it is sufficiently representative
for present purposes.

Travel mode - journey to work

Train Bus Taxi M'cycle/
scooter/
moped

Drive
car / van

Pass'nger
car / van

Bicycle Walk Other Totals

2001 375 2,943 194 644 36,462 5,079 1,559 5,266 162 52,684

2011 812 2680 222 533 42,431 4,430 1,284 5,598 263 58,253

2001 (%) 0.7 5.6 0.4 1.2 69.2 9.6 3.0 10.0 0.3 100

2011 (%) 1.4 4.6 0.4 0.9 72.8 7.6 2.2 9.6 0.5 100

Table  18.01 - Travel to work by mode - Nuneaton & Bedworth Area - 2001 & 2011

Note: Data extracted from ONS census data sets via Nomis website. Represents journey to work by mode, from set of
all usual residents aged 16-74. Original data Crown Copyright.

Recognising it is a limited data set, the best that might be said, is that travel modes for journey
to work in the Nuneaton and Bedworth area changed little between census years 2001 - 2011.
No evidence has been offered to demonstrate the situation is any different now. Nevertheless,
according to the Plan, the STA identifies that the strategic site allocations should adopt a modal
shift target of 15%.4  Perhaps more correctly, the footnote to page 6 of the STA states the 15%
target was set by WCC. The STA (p6, para 1.19) then endorses adoption of an allowance of
15% modal shift for new sites. The STA continues on the premise that it is up to individual site
promoters to demonstrate how this 15% can be achieved, but there is no starting benchmark. As
desirable as this is, there is nothing enforceable in these propositions. The 15% target can only
be  aspirational.  However,  this  Plan,  unlike  any  of  its  predecessors,  has  obligations  for
programmed deliverables within a specific time frame, and it cannot be reliant on aspirational
measures.  Therefore,  the  model  must  demonstrate  that  the  network  can  be  made  suitably
functional in all scenarios to 2031, without modal shift. In this context, little recognition seems
to have been given to the potential impact of traffic congestion and delay on transport serving
the employing businesses,  especially  if  modal  shift  is  not  realised.  The approved Coventry
Local Plan is sufficiently resilient, not being dependent on achieving its 10% modal shift target.5 

BRV18.10 None of the available documents indicate whether modal shift  has been applied to the pre-
development flows. By inference, there is no expectation that travel preferences will change for
the existing population; and considered against the findings at Table 18.01 above, this would
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4  D1.1 - Borough Plan 2011-2031: Publication (2017)  - Page 129, Para. 10.16
5 OTH/30.1 - Coventry Local Plan Final Report - Page 39, Para. 168
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seem reasonable. However, if there is a built  in modal shift  for all users,  the STA needs to
explain how and when it is applied.

Queue lengths
BRV18.11 Queue information (p.53, para 5.12) is restricted to reporting the difference in queue length

between two given scenarios. It is further restricted by a default that only considers what is
deemed to be the worst performing approach, i.e. the approach with the highest hourly average
maximum queue length for the period tested.  No absolute queue lengths are given, nor can they
be deduced. We are not given any insight to the extent and relevance of queuing that may, or
may not, exist on other approaches. Clearly, a total of 15 vehicles queueing in a single lane  is
more of a problem than for a multi-lane approach, especially if it is turning traffic; but this is
not knowable from the mapped results. Queue information is desensitised by assigning it  to
numerical bands, intended to indicate a range of states from a “queue reduction” to a “very
severe increase”.  Further confusion arises from advice (p53, para 5.15) that a queue length
increase of 50 vehicles does not necessarily mean that a scheme will not work because it may
indicate that further optimisation of the layout, or the signal timings is required.  This negates
making any sensible judgement about most of the sites identified.

Other performance measures
BRV18.12 The previous STA undertaken in August 2015,  included plots of percentage difference in mean

delay on network roads.6  Whilst it was somewhat helpful, it did not reveal absolute information
about  the  network,  because it  was  a  comparative mapping.  However,  even  this  exercise  is
missing from STA (2016). 

BRV18.13 A plot of mean speeds on individual links, as modelled, would be much more informative, and
would allow easy comparison of scenarios, giving more overall confidence. Queue details need
to be more comprehensive, especially where capacity problems are identified, and at important
junctions. Absolute delay information would help to complete the picture, and enable better
understanding of junction and network performance in different scenarios. Link traffic flow data
should be easily accessible for anyone that wishes to see it. Paramics is capable of this, and it is
central to making sound strategic decisions.

Sustainable Transport
BRV18.14 This topic is covered at doc Z6.4 [STA - Part 4 (2016)],  'Appendix C'; but without page or

paragraph numbers it is not very disciplined, or easy to reference. The appendix is even more
confusing,  because  it  carries  its  own  lettered  appendices  overlapping  with  the  main  STA
document.   It  becomes even more confusing when  ‘Appendix C’ at  section ‘5. Sustainable
Transport Infrastructure Delivery Plan’ refers to a non-existent “Appendix C” which should
contain the IDP for Sustainable Transport.  The same paragraph advises that the IDP within this
appendix should be treated as a 'live' document which will evolve as further opportunities arise.
However, the text and content is unchanged from STA (2015).7  Sustainability is too important
to the transport element of the Plan, to be buried in this remote part of the STA.  In this regard,
we note that at D4.1 (IDP for the Plan), 'Transport' occupies just 6 pages (3%) of the 184 page
document. Whereas, 'Sport and Leisure' occupy 82 pages (44%).8  The Transport section has not
kept  pace  with  events.  The  latest  reference9 to  traffic  modelling  cites  work  carried  out  in
December 2013.

Bus service improvements
BRV18.15 Z6.4,  (Appendix  B,  within  Appendix  C)  shows  well  developed,  proposed  bus  service

improvements for north Nuneaton. As expected, the improvements will  be very costly at an
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Note:  References in line with text relate to doc Z6.1 unless stated otherwise
6  Z5  -  STA: Modelling Report (2015) - Appendix C  - Page 114
7  Z5  -  STA: Modelling Report (2015) - Appendix D  - Sustainable Transport Technical Note -  Page 116
8  D4.1  - Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2018) -  Pages 4-16; 99-111; 126-183 (Appendix F)
9  D4.1  - Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2018)  -  Page 43, Para. 6.18
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estimated contribution of £1.5 million. There is no reason to believe the necessary provisions to
support  modal  shift  policy will  be easier  at  other sites;  but  these important  details  are still
absent. Bulkington is likely to be more problematic because it is relatively rural, compared to
the centres  of  Nuneaton and Bedworth.  Bulkington has  two distinct  services  with different
travel objectives. Together, they provides 400m bus accessibility for the majority of residents,
but they do not give all residents the same choice of destinations. The proposals for HSG7 and
HSG8 will only accentuate existing public transport problems. Both services would need to be
at  least  doubled  in  frequency  to  meet  the  15  minute  standard.  The  Plan  recognises  that
Bulkington is highly orientated to commuting to work. We strongly doubt that the proposed
idealised bus services can become commercially viable within 5 years, or even the life of the
Plan.  Public  transport  enhancement  would  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  the
sustainability  of  any  proposed  development.  Finance  would  be  further  complicated  by  the
several fragmented development be assembled before any development, to ensure the improved
services could be operational when needed. Overall  financing for the Plan remains obscure,
with unknown returns from CIL, and an optimistic expectation that any shortfalls can be made
up from ad hoc S.106 agreements.

Cycling
BRV18.16 In our response to Matter 4 (Q 4.7)10 we have shown that the proposed cycle route facility

between Bulkington and Bedworth11 is not deliverable. Also, we consider the Bulkington to
Nuneaton cycle route shown on the same STA drawing, is not deliverable.12

Summary conclusion

BRV18.17 We consider STA (2016) does not provide a robust, proportionate, or up-to-date evidence base
for the purpose of Plan making.  A secondary problem is the lack of consistency with the Plan
(doc D1.1)  and other  supporting documents.  It  appears  inevitable  that  the  model  will  need
significant changes, some of which may result from Stage 2 of the Examination.  We are aware
that  Traffic  for  London  (TfL)  require  all  submitted  traffic  models  to  be  audited  before
acceptance;  but  the practice  has not  been adopted nationally.   Nevertheless,  in  view of the
importance of traffic and transport to the Plan, and this Examination, we believe the model
should be independently audited to ensure it is the best possible fit to local circumstances and
the needs of the Plan. 

Q9.4 Is the Plan’s target of a modal shift of 15% in Policy HS2 justified and suitably realistic in
terms of delivery? Is any progress being made on achieving modal shift in the Borough?

BRV18.18 We are not confident that the desired 15% modal shift  is deliverable, because there is little
evidence  to  show  that  previous  policies  have  made  any  significant  effect  (page  3,  para
BRV18.09), Bulkington is very car dependent by nature of its spatial relationship with other
centres,  places  of  employment,  and  non-local  services.  Extreme  traffic  congestion  at  local
schools  provides  visual  evidence  of  extensive  car  use.  Additional  housing  would  only
exacerbate matters. Table 18.02 (page 6) shows modal splits we have derived from ONS data
sets via the Nomis web site. We believe it is sufficiently representative for present purposes.
This very limited view suggests perhaps, a preference for individual transport; and certainly, no
reduction in car use. Also, we would note that nothing in the Plan gives consideration to the
transition to electrically powered vehicles, which is now part of government policy. This will
blur the edges with respect to sustainable transport.
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10  Matter 4, 40002 BRV - Background note - Page 3, para BRV12.15
11  Matter 4, 40002 BRV - Background note - Page 2, para BRV12.06
12  Z6.4,  - Appendix A, within Appendix C  - Nuneaton and Bedworth Cycle Network Plan
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Travel mode - journey to work

Train Bus Taxi M'cycle/
scooter/
moped

Drive
car / van

Pass'nger
car / van

Bicycle Walk Other Totals

2001 10 102 3 35 2117 205 56 153 9 2,690

2011 23 70 2 19 2073 160 43 126 3 2,519

2001 (%) 0.4 3.8 0.1 1.3 78.7 7.6 2.1 5.7 0.3 100

2011 (%) 0.9 2.8 0.1 0.8 82.3 6.3 1.7 5.0 0.1 100

Table  18.02 - Travel to work by mode - Bulkington Area - 2001 & 2011
Note: Data extracted from ONS census data sets via Nomis website. Represents journey to work by mode, from set of
all usual residents aged 16-74. Original data Crown Copyright.

Issue 2: Whether sufficient and justifiable provisions for transport infrastructure have been made
and whether the provisions are deliverable.

Q9.10 Are there any outstanding issues, including cross-boundary matters, relating to highways
and transport infrastructure?

BRV19.01 Residents' perception of traffic congestion is that at peak hours, and at times between peaks,
traffic delays and queuing are more acute in NBBC area than it would appear from the traffic
modelling reports.

BRV19.02 Coventry  Road  (B4109)  and  Shilton  Lane  (B4029)  are  heavily  used  for  commuting  into
Coventry, and to access Coventry Eastern Bypass (A46). We are concerned that these routes
may be overlooked, because of acknowledged problems on other routes into Coventry. Major
housing  developments  in  the  Bulkington  and  Whitestone  area  would  have  notable  adverse
impacts, which should be reflected in any traffic modelling.

(2,970 words - excluding questions and references)

Page 6  of   6 


