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Nuneaton and Bedworth Local Plan Review

Stagecoach Midlands’ Response to Matters raised by KM Appointed Inspector

Matter 9 Infrastructure (including transport), Viability and Monitoring

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

Q9. 1) Does Plan policy cleafly 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?

As we have said in our duly-made representations to the Regulation 19 consultation, we do not
believe that it does.

We will not repeat the submission here, as we are instructed by proptocol to assume that they have
been already taken as read.

Q9.2) Does the updated 2016 Strategic Transport Assessment (S TA) provide a robust,
proportionate and up-to-date evidence base for the purpose of Plan-making? Is there a need
for more detailed modelling of each site to determine travel demand, impact on existing
networks and any required mitigation?

Warwickshire County Council should be commended for undertaking a Strategic Transport
assessment in support of the Plan. Of necessity that has had to evolve to respond to changes as the
Plan has progressed, in the light of other evidence and changing development requirements.

Stagecoach Midlands is of the strong view that a micro-simulation model such as S-PARAMICS used
in this instance, offers an appropriate level of detail and robustness. This is particularly because the
model allows much more detailed assessment of the impacts of junctions design than higher level
strategic models such as SATURN. The use of micro-simulation at this scale is in our wide experience
across Southern England, unusual.

We also commend WCC for undertaking this work in line with Plan preparation and suitably early. Not
only that, but it has published the results of its works and its updates in a way that allows
representors to properly evaluate the outputs, should they so wish, and draw reasonable conclusions.
We have thus been able to make reference in our representations, and these need no repetition. We
assume the Inquiry will have taken them as read.

However some of this work is now becoming out-of-date as the baseline position has moved on
significantly, both as a result of traffic levels reacting to the wider economic recovery, and the impacts
of already delivered large-scale development north of Nuneaton in particular.

No overarching transport assessment has ever been done for the allocation at HSG1. The last
applications are now submitted, and all but one (land West of Higham Lane) is close to determination.
This represents a significant hole in the evidence base. Not only that, but certain assumptions about
the purpose of new links in the model and in particular the so-called “Northern Relief Road” (NRR)
planned through HSG1, have been overtaken by events. The character of the NRR is as a
development spine road through HSG1, and its character has already been defined through outline
permissions and subsequent detailed consents, It does not have the character of a strategic link in
any meaningful way. Indeed,

• it features near unrestricted individual frontage access,
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• it is relatively sinuous, and in places indirect (as a result of a retained ransom strip), and
• it includes multiple traffic calming features intended to keeping traffic speeds well below 30

mph.

It will not read as a strategic route and is unlikely to be used as such, in our view.

In this regard we believe that further work to calibrate the model to a new baseline is likely to be both
necessary and appropriate.

In addition, we also agree that much more detailed work will need to be done at the scale of individual
allocations, including retrospective work in support of HSG, using further micro-simulation on key
junctions. This will be especially relevant in the immediate future to the A47 between the town centre
and the A5, given that development is already underway on HSG1 on multiple fronts. Packages such
as VISSIM, LINSIG or JUNCTIONS9, that allow detailed impacts of junction configurations and use to
be modelled, are likely to be required to ensure that the impacts are fully understood and appropriate
deliverable mitigations specified.

Finally it must be stressed that all the models used are traffic models, not multi-modal transport
models. They are purposed to evaluate at the addition of passenger car movements. These models
do not allow for improvements in the relative attractiveness of sustainable modes to be considered.
Some modules within SATURN can be used on a multi-nomial logit-choice basis, to do this. Other
more sophisticated packages do exist but we understand the level of expertise available in the UK is
limited, and the cost is commensurate with their complexity. Calibrating such models to existing
conditions would also be complex and time-consuming.

In order to look at mode choice in PARAMICS, this is done by simply applying a blanket reduction in
single-occupancy trips before the model is run. This is a “black box’ approach that has no empirically
verifiable rationale or mechanism behind it.

While it would be ideal if a dynamic-assignment multi-model transport model had been used, and this
would certainly have helped optimise the robustness of the modelling and the developments of
supporting mitigations, the cost and complexity of this would have been very high. Outside
metropolitan authorities we are not aware that such an approach has ever been used in support of
Plan-making, within the last 20 years in England.

Given that WCC has typically gone rather further in providing a detailed transport evidence base in a
timely manner and much more so than most County highways authorities, it would seem rather
unreasonable to expect a greatly more sophisticated methodology to have been employed in this
case. It should be pointed out that this methodology has been accepted as appropriate in other recent
Local Plan Examinations, not least in Stratford upon Avon District in 201 4-16.

Q9.3) Is there a clear policy relating to travel assessments and, where necessary, (Green)
Travel Plans?

Stagecoach has no further comments to make on this matter.

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?

Stagecoach Midlands believes that the 15% mode shift target (defined as a proportionate reduction in
peak single occupancy car journeys across the Borough) is ambitious and appropriate.

Achieving the target will require sustained and singular focus, on ensuring that efficient, direct, and
reliable bus services can be operated, that are both relevant to travel demands, and competitive with
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private car use. The IDP provides little evidence that such measures are anticipated to favour public
transport, or other sustainable modes.

Certainly, any measures that address wider capacity constraints in the network will assist bus services
operating more efficiently and reliably. However, it cannot be inferred that in providing additional
capacity to accommodate single occupancy car users, mode shift will occur as a happy by-product.
Without active measures to rebalance transport systems towards sustainable modes”, as NPPF
demands at paragraph 29, there is neither local nor national evidence to suggest that mode shift will
occur. Indeed, car dependency is if anything likely to worsen.

The Plan and its supporting IDP makes no clear, or systematic attempt to encourage sustainable
travel.

There is evidence, for example in Greater Bristol since 2012, that an impressive degree of mode shift
can be achieved, and quite quickly, if the best possible conditions for walking cycling and public
transport are put in place, on a systematic basis. The West of England has since 2009 seen one of
the most consistent roll-outs of bus and cycle infrastructure on a corridor-wide basis, in any part of the
UK. These measures include the Greater Bristol Bus Network funded as a major scheme under LTP;
and more recently initiatives that have evolved as a result or major development proposals, including
a number of sections of comprehensive bus priority such as at Wallscourt Farm (“Cheswick Village”),
and at Filton North Field (“Charlton Hayes”). “MetroBus” Bus Rapid Transit will create a further major
step change in the provision of attractive, fast frequent and reliable bus-based public transport.

Bus priority measures are essential, as we have previously pointed out, on key public transport
corridors and around the town centre, in order to enable buses to make a meaningful contribution
towards mode shift. To recap, these are in particular at

• A47 Long Shoot northbound approaching A5
• A47 Long Shoot southbound approaching Eastboro Way
• A47 Leicester Road, from Eastboro Way to Gyratory and including the Gyratory
• A444 Inner Ring Road, all quadrants, but in particular the western and north eastern

quadrants. This could be achieved by a partial de-pedestrianisation of parts of the town
centre, to allow bus-only access.

• A444 Coton Road and Coton Arches, all approaches,
• B41 12 College Street/Bull Ring, and A444 approaches to George Eliot Hospital
• A444 Bermuda Park-, including relaunching the B4113 Coventry Road as a sustainable

transport priority corridor.

Without such measures being put in place Stagecoach believes there is little realistic prospect of
achieving mode shift towards public transport, and a greater risk that the attractiveness and relevance
of bus service will be undermined.

We see little evidence to date of mode shift away from car use being achieved in the Borough, from
new developments or more broadly.

We expect to see some evidence from routes 1-2 before long, but they were initiated only in
November 2017, and it must be stressed they benefit from no bus priority measures.

Q9.5) Explain who is going to provide the infrastructure to support the growth in the Plan and
what assurances have been given by service providers and others that their investment plans
and/or developer contributions will facilitate the infrastructure necessary to support levels of
growth over the Plan period. Explain what certainty there is that the required infrastructure will
be delivered, including what funding is currently secured and what funding gap remains.
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Stagecoach Midlands has maintained ongoing dialogue with the County Council in particular, and the
Planning authority, regarding our views on how the bus network in the Borough and to/from adjoining
areas should evolve in response to the identified growth opportunities.

As well as our input into the Local Plan over the last 5 years, we have had separate more detailed
discussions with applicants, their agents, and the County Council on the appropriate packages of
public transport extensions and improvements to support the main allocations. This evidence is to a
very great extent already known to the Inquiry through our previously made representations.

The vast majority of our bus services in the Borough are run on a commercial basis. They are fully
funded by Stagecoach and its customers through fares paid and concessionary reimbursement in line
with Statute, under the English National Concessionary Travel Scheme (ENCTS). Given ongoing
pressures on local government finance, it is quite certain that this will remain the case.

Where extension diversions or augmentation of bus services are required to support the allocations a
“pump priming” contribution is generally necessary from the developer, since high fixed operating
costs would lead to very large short term losses being run up over the development build-out period,
that would not be recoverable for many years, if at all. WCC generally seeks and agrees such
contributions, in dialogue with commercial bus operators. At agreed points the Council then seeks
best value by tendering service packages. This is generally undertaken in such a way that the best
level of service achievable within the monies available, and that most likely to become commercially
sustainable, secures funding.

This has, for example, been achieved in 2017 with the funding for service enhancements along
Weddington Road to serve the western end of HSG1. This has led to an extension of the pre-existing
service and a doubling of its frequency, to every 15 minutes, as service 1/2. This has also involved
creating a cross-town route to provide direct services to George Elliot Hospital and close to Bermuda
Park. This has involved leveraging to a significant extent Stagecoach’s wider resources and
investments, and in so doing, has also created the scope to achieve mode shift in the wider area, by
offering new links and more frequent service along the corridor as a whole.

With regards to capital funding, please see our comments on emerging government policy below.

Q9.6) The capacity of education and health infrastructure to support the proposed numbers of
additional homes appears to be of particular local concern. How have the Education Funding
Agency and Health Authorities been engaged in the Plan preparation and is this reflected in
the IDP? What robust evidence is there that education and health services cannot be
expanded to accommodate additional needs arising from the planned growth?

Stagecoach Midlands has no comment to offer on this matter.

Q9.7) Explain what the consequences would be of non-delivery of infrastructure and what
contingency plans and/or alternative strategies are in place. Is the Plan sufficiently flexible to
deal with this?

As raised clearly in our duly-made representations, the consequences of key elements of transport
infrastructure not being delivered could be highly deleterious to the ongoing operation of bus services
in the Borough.

As it is, Stagecoach Midlands faces challenges in the local commercial environment on certain routes
arising from secular shifts in travel demands. These have multiple causes, not all of which are clear.
They include the decline of occupied floorspace in the primary retail centres of the Borough; the
growth of internet shopping; the fact that retirees increasingly own cars and are able and willing to
drive despite the availability of free concessionary bus travel, and the fact that the patterns of
commuting to employment continue to become more diverse and more complex. This tends to involve
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longer distance car-borne commuting to a wide range of destinations, for which public transport use is
often unable to provide a realistic alternative.

Congestion has continued to increase over the period this Plan has been prepared, on key stretches
of the highway network used by Stagecoach Midlands services. Service reliability has been adversely
impacted as a consequence. To address this, Stagecoach continues to add scheduled running time to
many services, and in many cases, this requires an additional vehicle to be added to the operating
cycle. This raises costs significantly and undermines the commercial viability of the service. While
more reliable services do help retain and grow patronage, ever-lengthening journey times do not

In Summer 20161 the need to retain timekeeping and frequency meant we needed to add an extra bus
to the operating cycle of service 48, involving a 4.8% increase in like-for like operating costs. Similarly
we had to add a bus to the combined cycle of the 55-56-57 services, raising like-for like costs by just
under 9%. However at the same time, we also had to reduce the mileage operated on service 55/56
and 57 significantly, as otherwise a second vehicle would have been needed.

The non-linear relationship between delay and queue length, and traffic volume growth, as junctions
and links reach and exceed their nominal capacity, means that highways that are approaching their
practical capacity can be relatively free flowing; but even relatively small incremental increases in
demand cause queue lengths to rapidly increase once capacity starts to be approached and
exceeded. This has complex knock-on effects, as motorists reassign their routes. Such effects are
picked up in models, and in particular in the s-PARAMICS microsimulations run by WCC to support
the Plan evidence base.

It is clear from the evidence base that delays and queue lengths are forecast to rapidly rise on key
parts of the network, and identifiable mitigations cannot be delivered in the short term, or, potentially,
even in the long term, given their costs.

This presents the very real risk that to maintain even current levels of service, will demand still higher
levels of resourcing, even in the 2018-2023 period; not least because so much of the strategic
quantum allocated north of Nuneaton is consented and under construction. This will continue to add
pressure to the key Leicester Road Gyratory, Long Shoot/AS and Long ShootlEastboro Way junctions
in particular; the Inner Ring Road through which all our bus services must pass, as well as less direct
impacts on the A444 and its junctions further south.

It is difficult to see how such higher costs will be recompensed with commensurately higher revenues,
at least in the short term. Given the relatively modest margins on which this Company operates, there
is a significant risk that if effective mitigations are not identified and delivered quickly, at least some
local bus operations will become uneconomic.

This would lead to one or more of the following potential outcomes:

• Frequency and capacity reductions in order to ensure costs remain within revenue levels.
• Above inflation fares increases where these can be sustained. However these tend to lead to

longer term patronage loss and we therefore always seek to avoid this
• The withdrawal of certain marginal services.

In severe cases local bus depots can close. This scenario has been seen in Hereford, with a peer
company, where we understand ongoing unmitigated traffic congestion played a major role in
precipitating this outcome.

Q9.8) Do the IDP and Local Plan Viability Assessment meet the requirements of NPPF
(paragraphs 173.177)? Please explain. 23 Issue 2 - Whether sufficient and justifiable provisions
for transport infrastructure have been made and whether the provisions are deliverable.
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It would appear that the evidence Base on costs and funding of the Infrastructure required to support
the Plan do not meet the standards set out at NPPF paragraph 173. Neither costs nor funding
streams are properly identified.

In fact, to the degree that costs are estimated, these are at very high level given that the resolution of
design is entirely schematic.

In addition the evidence presented to the Inquiry does not in our view provide sufficient detail to allow
the technical and other delivery risks to be appraised with an appropriate degree of robustness.

It should, however, be stressed that the funding of infrastructure is a matter where there is very
considerable fluidity at national level. In particular, the Government has clearly and publicly signalled,
through its consultations on the priorities for investment on the Strategic Roads Network (SRN)1 in
next Roads Period 2020_20252, and in its parallel consultation on a new Major Roads Network
(MRN)3, that it recognises a step change in investment is required. In part this is explicitly enquired to
support the substantial boost in the supply of housing that the Government continues to seek.

The Government intends to hypothecate a very significant portion of revenues from Vehicle Excise
Duty to investment in both categories of highway, in order to provide a stable and suitably high level
of funding. This is extremely welcome. It does in the view of Stagecoach, offer a much greater level of
certainty that funding may well be made available in support of the key highways elements of the
Development Plan.

Nuneaton and Bedworth lies in a particularly strategic position between the A5 and M6, which plays a
significant part in explaining conditions on the local network, which are regularly affected by major
incidents on the SRN.

The MRN Network is yet to be fully defined. However indicative plans make clear that the A444
between M6 j3 and the A5 is intended to be included. However, the A47 between the Leicester Road
Gyratory and A5 at Dodwells Island is apparently not currently included. We trust that WCC is making
its own representations to the Dif for its inclusion.

The MRN Consultation indicates (section 6 page 28) that a range of schemes would be eligible for
funding, and that these are expected to be relative large-scale transformative projects, ranging from a
minimum indicative cost of £20m to, up to £50m. It also allows for packages of discrete schemes that
work synergistically to unlock capacity on a defined corridor.

This funding would (it appears) be in addition to other sources of funding for Local Roads, and smaller
scale improvements could also continue to attract funding from other sources, not least dedicated
streams such as the Local Growth Fund, and the Integrated Transport Block. Such streams are
already able to leverage developer funding, and to be successful, typically need to do so.

However, even if it were to be shown that the schemes in the IDP were already funded, the
responsible bodies must have the resources to deliver these proposals within timescales that align
with the Plan’s development delivery trajectory, particularly in respect of housing.

This is all the more important in that the system is already “in deficit”, because housing delivery has
already run significantly ahead of the identification and specification of schemes at a strategic scale;
and even more so in terms of their delivery. The majority of Strategic Allocation HSG1 is consented,

‘Highways England: Strategic Roads network Initial Report- Investment Priorities for Roads Period 22020-
2025, DfT, Feb 2017
2 Department for Transport: Moving Britain Ahead- Shaping the future of England’s Strategic Roads, December

2017
Department for Transport: Moving Britain Ahead- Proposals for a Major Roads Network, December 2017
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as a series of departures from the currently adopted Statutory Development Plan, with no overarching
transport mitigation strategy. Much of it is also well underway. While we recognise that capacity
enhancement schemes have been identified and some brought forward (most notably on the AS just
outside the Borough at Dodwells Island; and on the A5 further west at the junction of the A444 and at
MIRA), there has been relatively little progress in defining and moving schemes forward in the heart of
the Borough.

Local Government resources and specialist expertise in defining and delivering multiple large civil
engineering projects simultaneously is in short supply. Warwickshire has shown itself to be rather
more adept than most, not least in bringing forward heavy rail schemes, as well as key highways
projects, such as at M40 junction 13. However, we share the Government’s view that Highways
England will need to offer significant assistance to local authorities4 although it has yet to be
demonstrated that these resources will themselves be readily available, at least in the short term.

Assuming that this is the case, we wonder if it would be appropriate and expedient to:

a) Focus the delivery of housing and Infrastructure in the north of the Borough to support the
sustainable delivery of HSG1 without “severe” impacts arising in the short to medium term at
least;

b) Phase the delivery trajectory accordingly on the other strategic allocations in the south of the
Borough. As this would allow the definition and delivery of mitigations on the A444 and at M6
junction 3 to be undertaken in much closer synchrony with housing and employment delivery.

Q9.9) Explain how the transport evidence base fully complies with Part 54 of the PPG
(‘Transport evidence bases in plan making and decision taking’).

Stagecoach Midlands has no further comments to make over and above those set out elsewhere in
this submission.

Q9. 10) Are there any outstanding issues, including cross-boundary matters, relating to
highways and transport infrastructure? What is the strategic approach to capacity at Junction
3 of the M6?

The only major missed opportunity to meet the requirement of NPPF regarding the cross boundary
duty to co-operate on infrastructure and transport matters, relates to the public transport links with
Leicestershire, both to MIRA just north of the A5 outside the Borough, and more importantly to
Hinckley.

In many respects the public transport offer across the boundary reflects the seamless mutual inter
relationships between housing and employment across the boundary. The exchanges of people
reflected in existing traffic flows can only be expected to intensify given recent committed and planned
employment growth, on either side of the local authority boundary.

This is clearly reflected in the pressure on the AS north of the Borough.

Existing very frequent bus links exist between Nuneaton and Hinckley and the journey lengths and
nature of the network give strong cause to believe that these links could be very relevant and effective
in achieving mode shift. We are already committed to working in partnership with the developers of
the consented site west of Normandy way in Hinckley, to improve such links further in the next 18
months.

However no attempt has been made to consider with Leicestershire County Council or Highways
England, how such opportunities can be realised. It is essential that any measures to further enhance

DfT: Proposals for a Major highways Network p. 31
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capacity on this part of the network identify and fully take up the opportunities to enhance bus journey
times and reliability.

Q9.11) Are there any strategic transport infrastructure priorities or schemes, contained within
the Local Transport Plan or West Midlands Strategic Transport Plan which the Borough Plan
should recognise, facilitate or promote? Are there any specific transport schemes in and
around Nuneaton whose routes/alignments should be indicated or protected in the Plan? What
is the ‘Northern Relief Road’? (North Wa,wickshire Borough Council representation 3.0024J. Is
this the proposed distributor link road through North of Nun eaton (HSGI)? Should such a
scheme be identified in the Plan?

We understand that the “Northern Relief Road” is the proposed distributor (or spine road) through
HSG 1. As we make clear in our earlier comments at 9.2, we do not, however, believe that this will
have anything other than very local significance, mainly to provide access to and through the
developments themselves.

We have no other comments to add.

Q9. 12) Are there any additional infrastructure requirements relating to the Nunea ton —

Coventry rail corridor which should be identified in the Plan?

Stagecoach Midlands has no further comments to make.

Q9.13) Does the Plan reflect the West Midlands Metropolitan Transport Emissions Framework
(WMMTEF) in respect of transport’s role in tackling air quality issues? Are there grounds to
require new air quality monitoring apparatus as necessary new infrastructure?
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