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KEITH ANTHONY BERRIMAN - EXPERIENCE & QUALIFICATIONS. 
 
I am an Incorporated Engineer, a Fellow of the Institution of Engineering & Technology, 
a Fellow of the Institute of Highway Engineers, a Fellow of the Chartered Institution of 
Highways & Transportation, and a Chartered Member of the Institute of Logistics and 
Transport. 
 
 
I have been engaged in the practise of highway and traffic engineering for more than 
forty years, specifically in relation to considering and advising upon development 
proposals. 
 
 
I have worked in both the public and private sector since 1975, and have been an 
independent consulting engineer since 1988. 
 
 
I provide specialist highway, traffic and transport advice to developers, Local 
Authorities, planning consultants, architects, and engineering consultants, on the 
highway, traffic and transport aspects of all development proposals. 
 
 
I have advised on all types of development proposals including, residential, commercial, 
leisure, education, retail, and roadside services developments: having advised on small 
and large examples of such projects. 
 
 
Over the years, I have given highway and traffic evidence at many public inquiries, 
including Section 78 inquiries. Local Plan Inquiries, and Roads Inquiries. 
 
 
Formerly, I was Head of Highways Development Control at Essex County Council. I am 
now Director of The Highway Traffic & Transport Consultancy Ltd (The HTTC Ltd). 
 
 
I have visited the site and local highway network, and carried out investigations, for the 
purposes of providing this report. 
 
 
      Keith A. Berriman 
      l.Eng., FIET, FIHE FCIHT, CMILT. 
 
 
[The copyright of any work, or any part thereof, produced by The HTTC Ltd., remains with that company and the work 

produced herewith can be used only in relation to this specific instruction by the client named in this TS.  All other 
rights reserved. Any other use requires the specific written permission of The HTTC Ltd.] 
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1.00 Introduction. 

 

1.01 The HTTC Ltd., is instructed by Capital Community Developments Ltd. to 

produce this submission. This Transport Statement (TS) considers the highway, traffic, 

and transport issues related to a proposal to construct  75 dwellings on land at Site  

SSP 12, Rendlesham. This area is allocated by the Local Planning Authority (LPA) as 

being acceptable for a residential development for approximately 50 dwellings. I 

understand that the site has been allocated in a previous iteration of the local plan as 

being acceptable for 75 dwellings.  As set out later in this TS, this increase in dwelling 

numbers, from fifty to seventy five dwellings,  is immaterial in terms of the highway and 

traffic issues. Rendlesham has been identified in the current local plan as a settlement 

capable of accommodating more than the 100 dwellings allocated to it across two sites; 

one of which is this site. 

 

 

1.02 This 2019 application is the second planning submission for this 75 dwelling 

development site. In highway, traffic and transport terms, this is much the same as the 

original application from 2018. On that basis, this 2019 TS text is much the same as the 

2018 TS text, but, with amendments that update that original TS, and which deal with 

highway issues which were raised by Suffolk County Council Highways (the County 

Highway Authority - CHA) at that time. Of significance is the CHA's confirmation (see 

appendix KAB 12) that it is..... 

 

 

1.03 The site location is shown at appendix KAB 1, with the site area and proposed 

layout, being shown at appendix KAB 2. It will be seen that site takes access to the 

adjacent highway network via Garden Square and Tidy Road, two existing residential 

roads, the designs of which the County Highway Authority (CHA) has previously found 

acceptable. The applicant company has sought to comply with current residential design 

guidance in Manual for Streets (MfS) and the Suffolk Design Guide.  
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1.04 Since the submission of the 2018 TS, the applicant company has entered into 

discussions with the CHA to refine the street design and negotiate a lower level of 

parking provision.  It is understood that the layout, and parking provision, shown at KAB 

2, are now broadly acceptable to the CHA.   The applicant has submitted full size 

drawings, to scale, of the layout, and it is recommended that these drawings be used for 

any detailed design analysis. It will be seen that the development is made up of a 

mixture of  26 houses, 12 maisonettes, and 37 apartments.  

 

 

1.05 A Transport Statement (TS) is considered appropriate for this proposal as it is a 

development with "anticipated limited impact" (PPG 06/03/2014). Indeed, as will  be 

seen from this TS, the likely transport implications of this proposal are demonstrated not 

to be at any material level. In that regard, the NPPF 2019 states.. 

111. All developments that will generate significant amounts of movement should be 
required to provide a travel plan, and the application should be supported by a 
transport statement or transport assessment so that the likely impacts of the 
proposal can be assessed. 

 

  

1.06 Hence, it could be argued that a TS is not necessary, as the proposal will not 

"generate significant amounts of movement". However, an application of this nature has 

the potential to generate interest from local residents. So, this TS is submitted to assist 

those residents, and the relevant authorities,  in their consideration of the highway, 

traffic, and transport issues.  It is noted that both authorities have previously requested 

that a transport document be submitted, with the CHA specifying a TS (see KAB 4). 

 

 

1.07 The recently produced NPPF - February 2019, states........ 

109. Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there 
would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative 
impacts on the road network would be severe. 

As this will not be the case here, then this development should remain acceptable to the 

CHA, and, hence the LPA, in highway traffic and transport terms. 



Page 5 of 19 
 

 

 

1.08 Additionally,  paragraph 108 of the 2019 NPPF goes on to say.... 

 

a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be  or 
have been  taken up, given the type of development and its location; 
 
b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and 
 
c) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms 
of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively 
mitigated to an acceptable degree. 

 

   

1.09 As demonstrated in this TS, this development proposal complies with all these 

points, and in particular, will not contradict the NPPF 2019 guidance as set out at 1.07 

above.  As already confirmed, this has been accepted in respect of the 2018 

submission.  As this proposal is no different in terms of highway safety or capacity 

impacts, the CHA should find the proposal similarly acceptable and reaffirm its 

confirmation (see appendix KAB 12) that it is..... 

 

 

It follows that this development should not be prevented or refused on highway grounds. 

 

 

2.00 The proposed development. 

 

2.01 This is a proposal to construct 75 dwellings on land identified in the Development 

Plan as Site SSP12, which is a parcel of land to the north of the existing Rendlesham 

Village residential estate (KAB 1).  There will be two main access points to the 

development area: one via Tidy Road; and, one via Garden Square. It is noted in the 

CHA's comments at KAB 4, that the CHA previously requested information about the  
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level of additional vehicle flows along Tidy Road (and thence Mayhew Road, Sycamore 

Drive and Acer Road), but, expressed no interest in the additional vehicle flows along 

Garden Square (and thence Sycamore Drive and Acer Road). Residents will have the 

opportunity to use either of these access routes, likely depending upon their particular 

destination, and their perception of the most convenient route from exactly where they 

live on the site. For journeys external to the estate, residents will  have the choice to use 

two main junctions: the Acer Road junction (ghost island "T" junction) with the A1152; 

and, the large five arm roundabout junction of Acer Road with the A1152/B1069. 

 

 

2.02 I have visited the site and the surrounding highway network on several 

occasions, during peak and inter peak periods. Neither of these junctions suffers from 

any material level of queuing, confirming that spare capacity exists at these junctions to 

deal with the low level of vehicle flows likely to be produced. I take the view that the low 

level of additional flows at these junctions, and the distribution of those flows into 

inbound and outbound movements will not add materially to either of these junctions. 

 

 

3.00 Neighbouring uses and sustainability.  

 

3.01 The LPA has allocated two sites in Rendlesham for approximately 100 homes, of 

which this site has an allocation for "approximately 50 units" . I understand that this is in  

pursuit of district-wide housing figures which themselves are minimum requirements. 

Hence it is not restricted to a maximum of 50 units.  The LPA has confirmed this site as 

being acceptable for residential development, including in terms of sustainability.  As will 

be seen from the Village Asset Map at KAB 8, the site is well located to the "day to day 

facilities" in Rendlesham, which include a junior school, children's nurseries, dentist, 

medical centre, recreation area, care facility, bus stops, employment (including the 

nearby Bentwaters Park commercial estate), post office, convenience store, and 

community centre, which, is available for hire and which, as advertised, 
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houses the Parish Council office but also hosts regular meetings by a range of local 

organisations including the Rendlesham Social Club and Rendlesham Youth Group. 

 

 

3.02 These facilities are all within the generally accepted maximum walking distance 

of  2km, and most are within the Manual for Streets specified "walkable neighbourhood" 

of 800m. They are all within easy cycling distance. Adequate footways and pedestrian 

routes will be provided within the site to connect with existing pedestrian routes and 

footways.  Speed restraint devices within the development will limit vehicle speeds such 

that cyclists should be comfortable cycling on the lightly trafficked residential streets. 

 

 

 

4.00 Public Transport provision. 

 

4.01 The Suffolk County Council website "Suffolk on board" shows current bus routes 

and timetables for Rendlesham, and can be seen via these links. 

https://www.suffolkonboard.com/content/downloadstream/4860/17153/file/2018-01-

07+63+64+65+800.pdf and, 

https://www.suffolkonboard.com/content/downloadstream/7544/30167/file/2018-01-

07+800.pdf 

The same website includes school bus routes and indicates that various bus services  

serve the local secondary school including WE 915, 916, 917 & 918. Please see this 

link for full details. 

https://www.suffolkonboard.com/school-travel/bus-getting-to-school/school-bus-

timetables/ 

 

The identified (non school) bus services provide public transport connections to: 

Aldeburgh - Woodbridge - Ipswich i.e. Routes 63/64/65/800 and,  Route 800 connects 

to Rendlesham - Martlesham P&R - Ipswich Town Centre - London Road P&R,  

as well as accessing various rail station connections for longer distance journeys. 
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5.00 Development related vehicle flows and highway impacts. 

 

5.01 For residential developments, the two way trip rate per dwelling usually falls 

within a range of some 0.4 vph/dw to  0.9 vph/dw. The lower trip rates generally apply to 

smaller dwellings and/or those which are well located to "day to day facilities", including 

public transport connections. The higher trip rates generally apply to larger houses 

which are poorly located to such facilities and with poor public transport links. 

 

 

5.02 In order to assess the likely vehicle flows from the proposed 75 dwelling 

development, a traffic survey was carried out of the existing  22 large detached 

dwellings served via Garden Square. As this location clearly equates to that of the 

proposed development (with the same day to day facilities and public transport links), 

the calculated trip rates for the existing development can be used as a proxy for those 

of the proposed development. Indeed, as the proposed development will include smaller 

dwellings, the use of the Garden Square trip rate may overestimate the assessed 

vehicle flows at the proposed development.  

 

 

5.03 The results of the automatic traffic counter (ATC) survey are shown at appendix 

KAB 5. As will be seen, these show an interesting vehicle flow pattern, with flows during 

the A1152 network peak hours (8am to 9am & 5pm to 6pm - see ATC data at KAB 6) 

not coinciding with the site peak hours (9am to 10 am & 4pm to 5pm - see  KAB 5). This 

is because most of the residents of Garden Square (and Gardenia Close) have interests 

and lifestyles which do not contribute to vehicle flows during network peak hours. Partly 

this is due to a shared interest in Transcendental Meditation, which, I understand, is 

taught  in this country by a registered educational charity,  Maharishi Foundation and 

partly due to working from home, working within walking distance in Rendlesham itself, 

or being retired. 



Page 9 of 19 
 

5.04 Meditation times coincide with the network peak hour times, minimising the 

impact of this proposal on those peak hours. The Rendlesham Parish website says of 

the existing development, ... 

There is a development within Rendlesham that is constructed in a very special manner in accord with ancient 

principles of architecture in accord with Natural Law, the principles of Maharishi Sthapatya Veda. This kind of 

architecture defines the orientation, placement and proportion of buildings to promote maximum comfort and good 

fortune for the occupants. These principles have been applied in a beautiful Suffolk style to achieve cultural 

continuity, see photos. 

The full information can be found at.. 

http://www.rendlesham.suffolk.gov.uk/Maharishi_Foundation_21221.aspx 

 

5.05 This proposed development is also to follow these same architectural principles, 

and it is expected that most of the new residents will have similar interests and lifestyles 

as the current residents of Garden Square and Gardenia Close, and  will be drawn to 

this new development for this reason. As indicated, the current residents have peak 

vehicle flows which do not coincide with the network peak hours.  Therefore, peak 

vehicle flows at the existing site, and the proposed sites, will not coincide with the 

network peak hours. It is expected that most of the residents of the new development 

will have similar interests and lifestyles and therefore a similar vehicle flow pattern.  As 

such, it is clearly appropriate to apply the recorded trip rates to the new development.  

As indicated previously, the trip rates for the large detached Garden Square properties 

will be applied uniformly to the mixed dwelling sizes of the new development, to produce 

a worst case peak hour flow. 

 

5.06 As will be seen at KAB 5, the following trip rate calculations are presented, based 

on the ATC data from Garden Square (the full data can be provided to the CHA if 

required). 
22 DWELLINGS WITH ACCESS VIA GARDEN SQ.   
 
   OUTBOUND    INBOUND                TWO WAY 
Network pk hour Av  trip rate 8-9am = 2/22 = 0.09 vph/dw Av  trip rate 8-9am = 2/22 = 0.09 vph/dw   0.18 
vph/dwelling 
[see KAB below] Av trip rate 5-6pm = 2/22 = 0.09 vph/dw Av trip rate 5-6pm = 1/22 = 0.05 vph/dw 0.14 
vph/dwelling 
 
Site peak hour Av  trip rate 10-11am= 6/22 = 0.27 vph/dw Av  trip rate 10-11am= 5/22 = 0.23 vph/dw 0.50 
vph/dwelling 
[as above] Av trip rate 4-5pm = 3/22 = 0.14 vph/dw Av trip rate 4-5pm = 4/22 = 0.18 vph/dw 0.32 
vph/dwelling 
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5.07 On the basis of the above calculated trip rates, the vehicle flows for the proposed 

75 dwellings have been calculated for the network peak hour (the peak hour for vehicle 

flows on the A1152 - see KAB 6), and for the site peak hour, as follows. 

 

75 DWELLINGS AS PROPOSED 

 

AM Network pk hr  Av veh flow out = 75 x 0.09 = 7 vph  Av veh flow in = 75 x .09  = 7 vph  14 vph 
PM Network pk hr  Av veh flow out = 75 x 0.09 = 7 vph  Av veh flow in = 75 x 0.05 = 4 vph  11 vph 
 
AM Site peak hr Av veh flow out = 75 x0.27 = 20 vph  Av veh flow in = 75 x 0.23 = 17 vph  37 vph 
PM Site peak hour Av veh flow out = 75 x0.14 = 11 vph  Av veh flow in = 75 x 0.18 = 14 vph  25 vph 
 

 

5.08 At KAB 4, the CHA raised queries about the impact of the vehicle flows as 

follows. 

 

 

 

 

5.09 In both cases (Tidy Road and Melton Crossroads), the peak vehicle flows from 

the site will likely not coincide with the likely residential peak flow along Tidy Road, or 

the likely peak flows at the Melton Crossroads, as the site peak flows take place after 

the usual network morning peak hour (later than 8am to 9am) and before the usual 

evening network peak hour (earlier than 5pm to 6pm). I note that, for the Woods Lane 

site TA, that the peak hours were identified as 7.45am to 8.45am and 16.45pm to 

17.45pm in 2013. The peak residential flows to the proposed site will likely not coincide 

with these times either. In any event, the site peak hour flows are still of a low order. 
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5.10 For the Tidy Road route, there is a need to assess what proportion of the 

development flows will use that route, in preference to the Garden Square route. In 

order to assist with this assessment, and the assessment of all trips via Melton 

Crossroads, the residents of the existing 22 properties served from Garden Square 

were asked to keep a week long, travel diary, itemising their trips off the estate. This 

diary required the residents to confirm whether or not they had travelled through Melton 

Crossroads on any particular day, and how many times. The results of this work 

confirmed that 45% of all the Garden Square trips passed through Melton Crossroads.  

 

5.11 Therefore, on a simplistic basis, one might say that all the residents who were 

travelling to and from the west would use Tidy Road to travel to/from the Acer Road "T" 

junction with the A1152.  

 

5.12 On that basis, using the maximum calculated flows at 5.05: 

for the network peak hour (0.45 x 14) a maximum of 6vph would use Tidy Road (3 out + 3 in) 

for the site peak hour (0.45 x 37) a maximum of 17vph would use Tidy Road (10 out + 7 in) 

A maximum flow of 17 vph (two way) will only occur in one hour of the day. This is a 

flow of such a low order as not to be material in any proper consideration of the 

potential highway safety and highway capacity issues related to this route. 

 

 

5.13 For the impact on the Melton Crossroads during the network peak hours, 

an addition of only 6 vph to the arms of the crossroads cannot have any material effect 

on current conditions. This is particularly so when one considers that this small 

additional inbound flow will be distributed across the arms of the junction such that 

additional flows on each arm might only be 1 vph or 2 vph.  For this junction, the peak 

flows at the development site have no relevance as they do not coincide with peak flows 

at the crossroads. This argument also applies to the existing Acer Road "T" junction 

with the A1152, and the streets within the existing estate, as well as the whole of the 

A1152 route, through Eyke, at the Wilford Bridge railway crossing, and at the 

Woods Lane roundabout junction with the A12. 
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5.14 For the impact on the Acer road junction with the A1152 roundabout, 

observations confirm that this junction has significant spare capacity, with little queuing 

on any of the arms. Again, the addition of (0.55 x 17) 9vph  (4 in + 5 out of the site) to 

this junction, spread over the various arms, will add only a maximum of 5 vph to the 

Acer Road arm approach, and a only one or two vehicles per hour to other arms. This 

argument applies to the B1069, Tunstall road, and all other routes in that direction. 

 

 

5.15 Hence, the CHA's queries are answered, in that there will not be any material 

level of additional vehicle flows affecting its specified locations, either during the 

network peak hours, or the peak hours of the site. 

 

 

5.16 The CHA's references to "road width, footway provision and junction and forward 

visibility" as "limiting factors" are not understood. This is particularly so, in the context of 

the site having two access points, leading to 5.5 m wide through roads with adjacent 

footways, and with additional vehicle flows of only a low order.  

 

 

5.17 Importantly,  as I understand it, all the highway designs on the estate have been 

discussed with  the CHA.  Additionally, it is noted that the LPA has identified the site as 

being able to accommodate "approximately 50 units" (and previously, 75 units). It 

appears likely that the CHA was consulted on the proposals, and accepted this level of 

development. It appears that the CHA has assumed that all 75 dwellings will be served 

via Tidy Road (KAB 4 - point 2). This is incorrect as two access points are provided. 

 

 

5.18 The CHA refers to the Suffolk Design Guide (a year 2000 document) in relation 

to its reference to "limiting factors". Since it seems that the LPA, and likely the CHA, 

have agreed to a development of "approximately 50 units", it may well be that any  
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discussion can only be about the difference in dwelling numbers between LPA's 

adopted  "approximately 50 units" and the currently proposed 75 dwellings. This is an 

insignificant additional number in traffic flow terms (NB - the LPA previously proposed 

75 dwellings).  As will be seen later, there have not been any personal injury accidents 

(collisions) recorded on the estate streets leading to the site accesses, which would 

support a highway safety objection on any of the grounds stated by the CHA at KAB 4. 

 

 

5.19 In any event, the Suffolk Design Guide does not reflect current advice given in 

Manual For Streets (MfS). It is noted that, on the CHA's website states.. 

As far as I am aware, the current guidance, in Manual for Streets, does not specify 

carriageway widths in relation to dwelling numbers.  MfS confirms that the currently 

proposed internal through route, and the external road network, of 5.5m carriageway 

roads, is adequate for two hgv's to pass, which is more than sufficient for this 

development proposal, where it is unlikely that two hgv's will meet only rarely. 

 

 

5.20 I am aware of the concerns raised in the Rendlesham Neighbourhood Plan 

(RNP) about highway issues.  I have dealt with concerns about the A1152 route to the 

A12.  Indeed, all of the RNP concerns are responded to, due to the low level of 

additional vehicle flows related to this proposal. Interestingly, I note the RNP comment... 

 

13.07 Problems can occur when there is only one entry/exit site to developments. These can 
cause bottlenecks and congestion at peak times of the day. To avoid these situations road 
layouts need to be considered in practical terms of traffic flow and congestion assessment to 
produce measures to prevent, rather than accept the inevitable. 
 

This development has two access points, and as such, complies with the RNP wish to 

dilute the impact of vehicle flows on the adjacent streets. 
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5.21 Following from the resubmission of the 2018 information in Section 5.00 above, 

in this 2019 TS, the applicant remains of the view that this will represent the likely actual 

vehicle flow conditions at the site.  However, as set out at  KAB 9, it will be seen that the 

CHA queried the 2018 submission as follows.... 

 

 

 

 

 

5.22 To deal with this matter, the CHA was provided with the additional trip rate 

calculations, as is set out at KAB 14. Having given due consideration to this additional 

information, the CHA then concluded that it was......... 

 

  

5.23 The CHA's letter at KAB 9 also included additional CHA requirements relating to 

the following matters: 

 

a) Development Layout; 

b) Highway Access; 

c) SCC Travel Plan Officer; 

d) SCC Public Rights of Way Team; and, 

e) SCC Passenger Transport. 
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5.24 Further to the additional comments from the CHA at KAB 12 & 13, these matters 

have been the subject of various discussions between the CHA and the applicant and 

have been progressed as follows for the purposes of this 2019 submission. 

 

a) Development Layout - this has been discussed with the CHA. 
 
b) Highway Access - discussions are ongoing with respect to the adoption of 
 Garden Square.  Garden Square has been included in the application area. 
 
c) SCC Travel Plan Officer - residents' travel packs and multi-modal vouchers will 
 be provided as required. EV charging points will be provided as required. 
 
d) SCC Public Rights of Way Team - the bridleway will be provided, as will the 
 financial contribution. 
 
e) SCC Passenger Transport - the contribution will be made to the solar powered, 
 real-time, information screen. 
 

 

5.25 On the basis of these matters having been discussed with the CHA, and the 

CHA's acceptance that there will not be any negative impact on the highway network, it 

is anticipated that no highway objections will be raised to this revised submission. 

 

 

6.00 Injury accident data. 

 

6.01 As already indicated, there will only be a low level of additional vehicle flows 

related to this proposal. Hence it follows that  additional vehicle flows at these low levels 

will not have any material adverse highway impacts. There will not be any material 

adverse impact on the potential for collisions/injury accidents or on highway capacity. 

 

 

6.02 The government's Crashmap website (see KAB 7) shows only a single injury 

accident having been recorded within the estate during the most recent three years 

record period, along the likely internal routes to be used by occupants of this proposed  
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development. This shows a single vehicle accident. The driver of the car was aged 

between 65yrs and 74yrs. He sustained slight injuries. There was no record of any 

collision with any object in the carriageway or outside the carriageway. It may have 

been a collision with the kerb.  

 

 

6.03 As regards the external junctions of the estate, two collisions were recorded at 

the Acer Road "T" junction with the A1124: 

i) the first involved a young van driver, turning left into Acer Road, colliding with a 

car which was exiting along Acer Road, and causing slight injuries to the young female 

passenger in the van; and,  

ii) the second involved two vehicles turning right out of the junction, and what 

appears to be a rear end shunt, which caused a slight injury to one driver. 

 

 

6.04 None of these collisions point to any inherent highway safety issues, or traffic 

safety matters of concern. The internal estate roads and the external junctions appear 

to have a good accident record. There are no identified "high accident areas" (Planning 

Practice Guidance website) affected by this development proposal. 

 

 

7.00 Relevant Committed Developments (i.e. will proceed within three years). 

 

7.01 I have been made aware of other housing proposals within Rendlesham Village. I 

have also been made aware of the Yarmouth Road proposal, near Melton Crossroads. 

The government's Planning Practice Guidance website defines "committed 

developments" as...

I understand that two sites have been refused planning consent, and that the other 

Rendlesham site of some 50 dwellings is unlikely to be built within the next three years.  
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7.02 Notwithstanding this lack of committed developments, even if there were such 

developments, the traffic impact of this 75 dwellings development is shown to be 

immaterial, in terms of network peak hour conflicts, and is similarly so, in terms of the 

vehicle flows related to the peak hour at the proposed site. It must always be 

remembered that the peak hour flow at this site will occur in only one hour out of twenty 

four hours. Any assessment of "overall impact" should always keep this in mind. For the 

same reasons, no assessment of future vehicle flows on the network has been carried 

out. 

 

 

8.00 Parking, turning, loading, and unloading facilities. 

 

8.01 As can be seen from the site layout plan, the application site includes areas for 

car parking and turning related to the proposed dwellings. There is clearly adequate 

space within the site to accommodate any such requirements for loading and unloading. 

 

 

9.00 Travel Plan. 

 

9.01 It is noted that no request is made for a Travel Plan by the LPA in its 

identification of this housing site in its policy document, nor has a request for a Travel 

Plan been made by the CHA in its letter at KAB 4.  This confirms my view that a Travel 

Plan is not warranted for this site, in this location within Rendlesham. It has been shown 

at Section 3.00 of this document that many day to day facilities are within easy walking 

and cycling distance, with good connections between the site and these facilities.  Bus 

routes pass through Rendlesham which enable good public transport connections. It is 

noted that the Planning Practice Guidance website states....smaller applications with 

limited impacts may not need a Travel Plan. On the basis of these considerations, it is 

confirmed that there is no need for a Travel Plan. This position has now been confirmed 

by the CHA, at KAB 12. 
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9.02 Notwithstanding the above, it is noted that the residents of Garden Square and 

Gardenia Close currently have a car share programme which is in its infancy, but which 

they will seek to bring to fruition in relation to this development proposal. Travel 

awareness will be integrated into the marketing and occupation of the site e.g.  the 

provision of bus time table information, location of day to day facilities, including bus 

stops, and walk/cycle routes and distances. I am also advised that existing residents 

make good use of home shopping services and home working opportunities. The above 

car trip reduction initiatives are as included, for example, in government guidance and in 

the SCC travel plan information. It is important to note that these conditions and the 

good sustainability of this location  have contributed to the low level of vehicle flows 

recorded for the existing residents. 

 

 

10.00  Conclusions. 

 

10.01  Network peak hourly vehicle flows are of a low order, as are site peak 

hour flows, even when applying the CHA's required "robust assessment of the 

impacts". Thus, there will not be any material increase in vehicle flows along 

Tidy Road/Mayhew Road, Garden Square, or at the Melton Crossroads, or 

anywhere along the A1152 between Rendlesham and the A12. This situation also 

applies to roads and areas to the east of Rendlesham. 

 

 

10.02  The site has the benefit of two access routes which will result in the 

"dilution" of vehicle flows within the existing adjacent highways. The RNP 

supports this approach. This also maximises easy access on foot and cycle to 

Rendlesham and its day to day facilities (including public transport and the large 

employment area at Bentwaters Park), thereby promoting sustainability,  as 

supported in the RNP's wish to create a sustainable parish.  The proposal now 
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provides improvements to further encourage sustainability, including: the solar 

powered, real-time, bus information screen;  residents' travel packs and multi-

modal vouchers; EV charging points; and, the provision of a bridleway and 

related financial contribution. 

 
 
10.03  In view of: 

a) the low level of additional vehicle flows;  

b) the low level of vehicle flows on the adjacent highways; and,  

c) the lack of any identified, high accident areas, 

 

there will not be any unacceptable impact on highway safety, nor will there be any 

severe residual cumulative impacts on the road network. 

 

 

10.04  Hence, the 2019 NPPF confirms that this development should not be 

prevented or refused on highways grounds. 

 

 

10.05  Additionally, as regards the 2019 NPPF: 

 

a)  the opportunities for promoting sustainable transport modes are being 

 made available, given the type of development and its location; 

b) safe and suitable access to the site is achieved for all people; and, 

c) there are no significant impacts in terms of highway safety and capacity. 

 

 

10.06  Therefore, as regards the information submitted within this TS, this 

development proposal, for 75 dwellings, is acceptable in highway, traffic, and 

transport terms.  
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APPENDICES 
 
 

TRANSPORT STATEMENT 
 

RELATING TO A PLANNING APPLICATION FOR 
  

75 DWELLINGS 
 

ON LAND AT 
 

SITE - SSP12, RENDLESHAM. 
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VEHICLE FLOW DATA - GARDEN SQUARE.     KAB 5 

 
22 DWELLINGS WITH ACCESS VIA GARDEN SQ.   

  OUTBOUND    INBOUND   TWO WAY 
Network pk hour Av  trip rate 8-9am = 2/22 = 0.09 vph/dw Av  trip rate 8-9am = 2/22 = 0.09 vph/dw   0.18 vph/dwelling 
[see KAB below] Av trip rate 5-6pm = 2/22 = 0.09 vph/dw Av trip rate 5-6pm = 1/22 = 0.05 vph/dw 0.14 vph/dwelling 
Site peak hour Av  trip rate 10-11am= 6/22 = 0.27 vph/dw Av  trip rate 10-11am= 5/22 = 0.23 vph/dw 0.50 vph/dwelling 
[as above] Av trip rate 4-5pm = 3/22 = 0.14 vph/dw Av trip rate 4-5pm = 4/22 = 0.18 vph/dw 0.32 vph/dwelling 

75 DWELLINGS AS PROPOSED 
AM Network pk hr  Av veh flow out = 75 x 0.09 = 7 vph  Av veh flow in = 75 x .09  = 7 vph  14 vph 
PM Network pk hr  Av veh flow out = 75 x 0.09 = 7 vph  Av veh flow in = 75 x 0.05 = 4 vph  11 vph 
AM Site peak hr Av veh flow out = 75 x0.27 = 20 vph  Av veh flow in = 75 x 0.23 = 17 vph  37 vph 
PM Site peak hour Av veh flow out = 75 x0.14 = 11 vph  Av veh flow in = 75 x 0.18 = 14 vph  25 vph 
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VEHICLE FLOW DATA - A1152.        KAB 6 
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3 YRS COLLISION DATA        KAB 7 
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KAB  14

 

 


