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Stuart Dunhill

From: Geoff Whittaker <geoff.whittaker@nottscc.gov.uk>
Sent: 06 April 2011 14:43
To: Stuart Dunhill
Cc: Martin Green
Subject: Land West of Toton Lane - TA
Attachments: toton lane , toton TA letter.rtf

Stuart 
I refer to your e-mail to concerning the above matter addressed to Martin Green. 
A response was sent to you on the 28th May 2010 including a copy of our safety audit. 
I attach a  copy of the letter the date of the letter is of course today as our letters update themselves I 
will put a copy in the post to include the safety audit as well if you want.  
Regards 
Geoff Whittaker 
Principal Highways Development Control Officer 
Nottinghamshire County Council 
Communities Department 
Trent Bridge House 
Fox Road 
West Bridgford 
Nottinghamshire 
NG2 6BJ 
Tel: 01159772210 
Emails and any attachments from Nottinghamshire County Council are confidential. If you are not 
the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by replying to the email, and then 
delete it without making copies or using it in any other way. Senders and recipients of email 
should be aware that, under the Data Protection Act 1998 and the Freedom of Information Act 
2000, the contents may have to be disclosed in response to a request. 
 
Although any attachments to the message will have been checked for viruses before transmission, 
you are urged to carry out your own virus check before opening attachments, since the County 
Council accepts no responsibility for loss or damage caused by software viruses. 
 
Nottinghamshire County Council Legal Disclaimer 

mailto:<geoff.whittaker@nottscc.gov.uk>


  
 H.S/B/GPW/TotonLane   
 0159 772210  
 hdc.south@nottscc.gov.uk 
        28 May 2010   
 
 
Stuart Dunhill 
BWB  
3-4 Kayes Walk, 
The Lace Market 
Nottingham 
NG1 1PY 

Please ensure Our References are quoted 
in ALL future correspondence 

 
 
Dear Sir 
 
Re: Land West of Toton Lane, Toton, Nottinghamshire 
We are in receipt of the copy of the Draft Transport Assessment and Travel Plan sent 
to us under cover of a compliment slip. 
We would offer the following comments on the two documents provided. 
Travel Plan 
General 

An indicative timetable for the submission and agreement of a Full Travel Plan 
(including confirmation of final measures and targets) should be provided and this 
should be secured via Condition. 

The Plan should describe access to and from the Attenborough and Beeston stations 
in order to gauge the potential for their use.  

The Travel Plan should confirm the mechanism and strategy through which the Travel 
Plan will be adopted through occupying organisations. 

The Travel Plan should provide a commitment to provide the TPC with necessary 
funding for the Travel Plan. 

Car Parking 

It is noted the developer would introduce a car-share scheme. The proportion of 
spaces allocated to car-sharers should be confirmed as an initial allocation; as it is 
more difficult to introduce car share spaces following occupation than before. 

The car share scheme should be accompanied by an “Emergency Ride Home” facility. 

The strategy for Parking Management should also be confirmed. 

Phasing 

It is noted that the phasing of the development has not yet been determined but an 
indicative phasing is proposed. This is directly relevant to the period of appointment of 
the Travel Plan Co-ordinator (TPC). 
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We would suggest that the appointment of the TPC should match the monitoring 
period, and that this should be from first occupation to five years following 50% 
occupation (for Framework Travel Plans).  

It should be noted that the Travel Plan would continue after the monitoring period, but 
that monitoring after this time would be on a voluntary basis. 

However, the monitoring period would only be linked to the land under consideration 
for this planning application. When the remainder of the land is developed, this should 
have a separate monitoring period (but could be under the same overall Travel Plan 
Framework, depending on how this is brought forward in terms of ownership etc). 

Public Transport 

The improvements to the public transport services should be secured via legal 
agreement. 

It should be confirmed if the Transport Assessment considered the impact of mode 
shift on the passenger capacity of the bus network. 

Cycling 

Within workplaces there should be the provision of showers and changing facilities for 
bicycle users. 

There could be the creation of a BUG scheme. Further detail, e.g. how often members 
would meet and the associated measures that would be implemented, could be 
confirmed. 

Promotion 

The Travel Plan should include for the promotion of national sustainable travel events, 
such as Bike to Work week etc. 

Targets 

However, the mode splits proposed for the development seem to rely heavily on a high 
proportion of access on foot (25%). Confirmation should therefore be given within the 
TP itself as to the basis for these assumptions. 

It would be useful to have further detail as to how the trip generation targets in 
paragraph 6.2.5 have been calculated as it is currently unclear. 

Fall Back Measures 

Section 8.3 refers to the instigation of fall-back measures in the event targets are not 
met. A minimum fall back measure should be the extension of the appointment of the 
TPC and associated formal monitoring period; and this should be included.  

Monitoring and Evaluation 

The number/s of full / part-time staff and their associated working hours that are 
working at the site should be confirmed in the monitoring reports, as should the number 
of houses occupied.  

As part of the monitoring and evaluation process outlined in the TP, the TP should also 
give: 



• a commitment to disseminate the results of the surveys to both staff and 
visitors; 

• A commitment to a three year review and evaluation. 

There should be mention of the commitment to liaise with Nottinghamshire County 
Council on the content of the travel survey form.  

It is noted that the monitoring strategy also includes for the collection of count data. 
This is supported, but the counts should be undertaken in accordance with the 
Standard Assessment Methodology (SAM) with the data provided to the LHA and 
TRICs for inclusion within the TRICs database.    

An indicative timetable for monitoring is suggested below. 

 
Year SAM Travel Survey 

Baseline Yes Yes 

1 No Yes 

2 No Yes 

3 Yes Yes 

4 No Yes 

5 Yes Yes 

 

 
Transport Assessment 
This TA does not accord with the modelling protocol that has been agreed by 
Nottingham City/ Nottinghamshire County Council/ Derbyshire  County Council / 
Highways Agency i.e. that the Nottingham HMA multi modal model be used for 
assessing major developments arising from the Nottingham HMA LDF aligned core 
strategy for development in Greater Nottingham.  
At paragraph 1.11 you acknowledge this and claim that to undertake the necessary 
model tests would have delayed the submission of the planning application which was 
not acceptable to the applicant. However you did so at your clients own risk and the 
local highway authorities will need to judge whether the alternative method you have 
used is sufficiently robust? 
 
At paragraph 1.12 the report asserts that the pre application consultation agreed a 
study area of just 4 junctions, three of which are on the trunk road. I cannot find in the 
attached correspondence NCC agreement to this? At pre-application stage it is usual 
to identify the junctions immediate to the development site that will definitely need 
assessing and advise that other locations will need to be considered on the evidence of 
likely detrimental impacts arising from the TA. 
 
In paragraph 2.3.3 it is felt that the site would not attract as many cycle / train journeys 
as you have indicated in the TA.  
 
In paragraph 2.5.2 it should be noted that both stations have very limited car and cycle 
parking. 
 



In paragraph Para 2.5.4 explains that the site is excellently located to encourage 
journeys by tram 
which it is but what is the fall back position if the tram does not proceed? The pre 
application scope identifies the need for a testing a no tram scenario which doesn’t 
appear to have been undertaken? If this site is given consent then approval will need to 
conditional upon the delivery of the tram. Given the current review of NET2 being 
undertaken then it is felt that this situation should be addressed within the TA if an 
application is to be made prior to the completion of the review. 
 
In paragraph 3.2. Access. In accordance with the TRIBAL study recommendations 
there will be a need to safeguard for the future provision of the NET running across this 
site. You should to consult with City Council NET team for details of how this should be 
achieved. Is it a requirement that the adjoining Toton Sidings site needs to be served 
through this site? You should consult with Broxtowe to determine their views on the 
likihood of the site coming on stream. 
In paragraph 4.0 Trip generation.  In the pre-application correspondence the County 
Council agreed to align ourselves with the HA and accept the rates agreed by the HA. 
Following perusal of the TA it is felt that the figures for the walking and cycling 
percentages are rather high, given the sites location and its location.  
In paragraph 4.8.1 this is the trip mode share that we anticipate from the site. The 
TEMPRO method paragraph 4.8.2 gives very low private vehicle mode share. The 
TRICS multi modal database is a further source of data that should have used. Have 
the Highways Agency accepted this?  
  
In paragraph 7.0 Trip distribution - Uses the 2001 census. This method is acceptable. 
  
In paragraph 7.7.4 an assessment of the modal switch to tram is made. We would 
need confirmation from the Nottingham City NET team of the reasonableness of these 
assumptions? The use of the Nottingham HMA multi modal model would permit the trip 
generation via NET to be accurately established.  
 
In paragraph 8.2.1, base traffic flows rely on the outputs from the Nottingham HMA 
model rather than observed turning counts. However the turning counts produced in 
the model are in many locations synthetic. Although the Nottingham HMA model has 
been validated to the satisfaction of the HA as a strategic tool it does not recreate all 
junction and link flows to comply with Government standards. As part of the detailed 
testing of SUE's the HA and NCC require the model to be locally refined and 
revalidated against observed junction counts in the immediate vicinity of major 
development sites. 
In summary the base counts that you have used are not thought to be reliable for the 
use in detailed junction assessments and up to date turning counts are the minimum 
requirement.  
   
In paragraph 8.4 Sensitivity test. You have dismissed the Toton sidings development 
and have suggested that the Stanton redevelopment is assessed by varying the future 
TEMPRO factor. This is a very coarse overview and does not properly consider the 
cumulative impact of the LDF growth strategy for the Nottingham HMA area. It is 
suggested that you should contact Erewash BC to ascertain the proposed number of 
dwelling which the Stanton site will now accommodate. It is believed that you figures 
are rather low from that now proposed. Also the proposed new access into Stanton will 
also need to be assessed as it is likely to affect the Bramcote Island. No consideration 
has been given to the site at Field Farm which will also impact on the Bramcote Island 
and also Bardills roundabout possibly.  



Your sensitivity test produces a 2020 Do Minimum reference case which 
includes growth from the RSS process in global terms by virtue of the TEMPRO 
adjusted growth factors (but not the explicit development sites). The TA subsequently 
compares the impacts of the Do Something against this Do Minimum reference case 
and the TA isolates the impact of the Toton development. The junction assessment / 
mitigation strategy that is developed does not consider the cumulative impact of the 
LDF development. In so doing it should be argued that the Transport Assessment is 
incomplete until a cumulative impact mitigation strategy has been established and the 
contribution from the Toton site suitably appraised. 
  
In summary the TA is considered incomplete and unreliable. The base traffic counts 
that have been used have not been derived from observed traffic data. The manual 
traffic assignment does not allow for trip redistribution arising from congestion in the 
network (which use of the Nottingham HMA multi modal traffic model would permit). 
The attraction to NET and the modal split assumptions from the site are based on 
subjective assumptions. The cumulative impact of other LDF sites have not been 
properly considered.   

I also attach a copy of the Road Safety Audit Report which has been carried out on the 
submitted drawings. The audit only covers the elements of the scheme which comes 
under the jurisdiction of Nottinghamshire County Council as Highway Authority. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
Geoff Whittaker 
Principal Highways Development Control Officer  
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