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1.0 Introduction 

Author’s Qualifications and Experience 

1.1 My name is John Norman Russell.  I am a Chartered Transport Planner, being a Chartered Member of the 

Institute of Logistics and Transport (CMILT) and a Member of the Institution of Highways and 

Transportation (MIHT).  I have an Honours Degree in Civil Engineering.  I am the Thames Valley Regional 

Director of Motion Limited a consultancy that specialises in transport planning, traffic engineering and 

highway design.   

1.2 I have worked in the field of traffic engineering and transportation planning for 30 years.  I currently 

manage a team of transport consultants that is almost exclusively engaged in assessing access, traffic, 

parking, road safety and sustainability matters relating to new development and the redevelopment of 

previously developed land.   In any one year I am responsible for providing highway design, road safety 

and transport impact advice to over 40 new development / redevelopment projects including applications 

for strategic residential development sites.  These are primarily located in London, the Southeast of 

England and the East of England.   

Representations 

1.3 I am instructed by a group of local residents referred to collectively as ‘Save Capel’ to advise on transport 

and highway infrastructure matters in relation to three sites currently allocated in the Tunbridge Wells 

Borough Council (TWBC) pre-submission Local Plan (‘the Plan’) for strategic residential development.  

The three sites (‘the 3 Allocations’) are located in and around Tudeley and Paddock Wood and comprise: 

 Tudeley Village (policy STR/SS 3 of the Plan); 

 East Capel (policy STR/SS 1 of the Plan); and 

 Paddock Wood (policy STR/SS 1 of the Plan). 

1.4 The locations of the 3 Allocations are shown on the figure below. 

 

Location of the 3 Allocations  

1.5 I am familiar with the 3 Allocations and their surroundings having previously worked on schemes in the 

area and having specifically visited the area on several occasions. 
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Sources of Data 

1.6 The primary data sources used for compiling this report are contained TWBC’s evidence base supporting 

the Plan and comprise: 

 The Tunbridge Wells Local Plan: Paddock Wood and East Capel & Tudeley Village Access and 

Movement Report, Rev. A, December 2020, prepared by Stantec UK Ltd. (‘the Stantec Study’); 

 Local Plan Transport Evidence Base: Transport Assessment Report Update for the Pre-submission 

Local Plan Transport Modelling Report, Rev 2, March 2021, prepared by Sweco UK Lid. (‘the Sweco 

Study’); and 

 The Tunbridge Wells Strategic Sites Masterplanning and Infrastructure Study, February 2021, 

prepared by David Locke Associates (‘the Masterplanning Study’). 

1.7 I reference other data sources relied on within the text.   

Scope of evidence 

1.8 This report is structured as follows: 

 In section 2 I set out the main national transport polices of relevance;  

 In section 3 I describe the existing transport and highway environment of relevance to the 3 

Allocations; 

 In section 4 I consider the transport evidence base underpinning the Plan; 

 In section 5 I analyse TWBC’s approach to forecasting trip generation; 

 In Section 6 I consider potential impacts arising from the Plan and associated mitigation; and 

 In Section 7 I consider the viability and deliverability of mitigation proposed. 

1.9 I provide a summary of my assessments in Section 8 which is that: 

 There are significant shortcomings in the existing road network such that, in the absence of 

mitigation, even a moderate increase in road traffic would result in a severe residual cumulative 

impact on the road network and unacceptable impacts on road safety. 

 Existing accessibility by public transport to and from the 3 Allocations is currently very limited.  As a 

consequence, the private car is likely to be the most attractive mode of transport for journeys external 

to the 3 Allocations. 

 currently safe and suitable access for pedestrians and cyclists to the 3 Allocations is not achievable 

because there will be an unacceptable highway safety impact on these users.  Very few, if any, 

functional journeys can be expected to be made on foot or by cycle. 

 The TWBC transport evidence base has significant inconsistencies between reports which claim to be 

assessing the same matters.  The consequence of this is that the total change in road traffic arising 

from the 3 Allocations cannot be determined from the evidence submitted. 

  The true impact of road traffic arising from the 3 Allocations is under-estimated because the mode 

shift assumptions are inconsistent and either selectively or incorrectly applied.  It is therefore 

impossible to understand the true extent and scale of transport infrastructure required to make the 

Plan acceptable.  

 No consideration has been given to the impacts on the transport environment of the 3 Allocations 

when considered cumulatively with existing, allocated sites in neighbouring local authorities.  As a 

consequence, TWBC’s conclusions underestimate the magnitude of potential impacts on the local road 
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network because the assessment fails to recognise the increases in traffic arising from neighbouring 

authorities’ local plans. 

 It is simply impossible from the evidence submitted to determine the true magnitude of impacts 

(either in isolation or cumulatively) arising from the 3 Allocations.  In the absence of this, the need 

for and extent of infrastructure interventions required to mitigate the impacts arising from the 3 

Allocations cannot possibly be determined. 

 Notwithstanding the above, significant infrastructure interventions which are fundamental to the 

delivery of the 3 Allocations either do not effectively mitigate the impacts of the 3 Allocations and / 

or are commercially unviable. 

 The differences in the timing and allocation of infrastructure between the Masterplanning Report, the 

Stantec Study and the Sweco Study and the Viability Assessment are so great as to render the 

Viability Assessment otiose.  

 Pre-commencement some of the B2017 width and alignment works will be required.  Construction on 

Tudeley Village cannot commence without some of this being undertaken.  This is because the B2017 

is unsuitable for heavy vehicles and could therefore could not be safely used for transporting plant 

and material to and from the site.  There are no other roads that can accommodate construction 

traffic; 

 Pre-occupation the FOG Bypass will be required.  This is because the B2017 is unsuitable to safely 

accommodate increases in road traffic especially heavy vehicles such as pantechnicons; 

 As proposed in the Masterplanning Report, delivery of the FOG Bypass is reliant on delivery of the 

A228 Colts Hill Bypass which would therefore need to be delivered in parallel with the FOG Bypass.  

Pre-occupation the A228 Colts Hill Bypass would be required any way because the road in its current 

format cannot safely accommodate increases in road traffic;  

 Pre-occupation the complete network of pedestrian and cycle routes and improvements will be 

required.  This is because pedestrian and cycle infrastructure currently does not exist connecting the 

3 Allocations to adjacent settlements; and 

 Pre-occupation a comprehensive network of bus routes will be required.  This is because the current 

bus provision fails to cater for the demands arising from strategic development.    

 In order to deliver the necessary pre-commencement and pre-occupation infrastructure in a timely 

manner, it will need to be advance funded by the public purse.  There is no mechanism identified in 

the evidence base to explain how this will be achieved.  Nor is there a commitment by TWBC that the 

public purse will be made available to cover the shortfall in infrastructure funding early in the Plan 

period.   

1.10 My conclusion is that as proposed, the proposed residential allocations at Tudeley Village, East Capel and 

Paddock Wood, either in isolation or cumulatively, will result in:  

 Cumulative residual impacts on the road network which are severe; and  

 Unacceptable impacts on highway safety.  

1.11 These are the tests set out in paragraph 109 of the NPPF for refusing planning permission for a 

development.  As a consequence, there is no prospect of planning permission being granted for 

development at Tudeley Village, East Capel and / or Paddock Wood.   

1.12 The proposed allocations at Tudeley Village, East Capel and Paddock Wood should therefore be removed 

from the Local Plan as they are undeliverable. 
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2.0 National Planning Policy Framework 

2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable 

development.  It recognises the importance of transport policies in facilitating sustainable development, 

and that planning decisions should have regard to local circumstances.  

2.2 Paragraph 2 of the NPPF states that: 

‘The National Planning Policy Framework must be taken into account in preparing the development plan 

and is a material consideration in planning decisions. Planning policies and decisions must also reflect 

relevant international obligations and statutory requirements.’ 

2.3 Section 9 of the NPPF deals with ‘Promoting Sustainable Transport’ with paragraph 102 stating the 

following: 

‘Transport issues should be considered from the earliest stages of plan-making and development 

proposals, so that:  

a) the potential impacts of development on transport networks can be addressed;  

b) opportunities from existing or proposed transport infrastructure, and changing transport technology 

and usage, are realised – for example in relation to the scale, location or density of development that 

can be accommodated;  

c) opportunities to promote walking, cycling and public transport use are identified and pursued;  

d) the environmental impacts of traffic and transport infrastructure can be identified, assessed and taken 

into account – including appropriate opportunities for avoiding and mitigating any adverse effects, and 

for net environmental gains; and  

e) patterns of movement, streets, parking and other transport considerations are integral to the design 

of schemes, and contribute to making high quality places.’  

2.4 Paragraph 103 continues: 

‘The planning system should actively manage patterns of growth in support of these objectives [set out 

in paragraph 102]. Significant development should be focused on locations which are or can be made 

sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes. This 

can help to reduce congestion and emissions, and improve air quality and public health. However, 

opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary between urban and rural areas, and 

this should be taken into account in both plan-making and decision-making.’ 

2.5 Paragraph 108 addresses the relationship between development and sustainable transport as follows: 

‘In assessing sites that may be allocated for development in plans, or specific applications for 

development, it should be ensured that: 

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.’ 

2.6 The NPPF is a material consideration in determining the soundness of a development plan and requires 

that the impacts on the transport environment associated with site allocations and subsequent design of 

infrastructure interventions should be sufficiently detailed to be able to understand the environmental 

impacts and financial costs of them. 
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2.7 Paragraph 109 of the NPPF sets out the test that a determining authority should apply when subsequently 

determining the suitability of a planning application in terms of transport and highways stating that: 

“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.” 

2.8 It is clear from the NPPF that planning permission for a development site will be refused if it would result 

in either an unacceptable impact on highway safety or a severe residual cumulative impact in the road 

network.  In allocating a site for development, an LPA must therefore be sure that there is a reasonable 

prospect that infrastructure interventions can be delivered that would mitigate highway safety and 

residual cumulative road network impacts to a sufficient extent that the development is acceptable within 

the terms of paragraph 109. 
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3.0 Existing Transport and Highway Environment 

Highway Network 

3.1 The figure below sets out the main highway network in relation to the 3 Allocations.  

 

Figure 3.1 - Highway Network Map 

3.2 The predominant roads surrounding the 3 Allocations are the A21, A228, A26, B2017, B2160, Hartlake 

Road and Alders Road. These roads serve most of the traffic surrounding the proposed development. A 

description of each of these routes is provided in the table below. 
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Road Speed Limit Road Type  Comments 

A21  National   Dual Carriageway 
with two lanes in 
each direction in 
the vicinity of 
Tonbridge and 
Tunbridge Wells. 

 Strategic Road Network (SRN)  
connecting south coast /  Hastings 
to the M25 carrying large volumes 
of traffic and in particular freight 
movements.   

 No provision for NMUs. 

A228  National between 
A21 Junction and 
Maidstone Road 
Junction.  

 50 between 
Maidstone Road 
Junction and Colts 
Hill Junction. 

 40 between Colts 
Hill Junction and 
B2017 Roundabout.  

 National from 
B2017 northwards.  

 Single Carriageway 
Between A21 and 
B2160 roundabout 
with predominantly 
one lane in each 
direction. 

 Southbound 
climbing lane 
provided on 
Pembury Bypass 
section on approach 
to junction with A21 

 Dual carriageway 
northwards from 
junction of B2160 
with two lanes in 
each direction. 

 Main non-SRN route connecting 
districts and boroughs along the 
Medway Valley including 
Sevenoaks, Tonbridge and 
Malling, Tunbridge Wells and 
Maidstone. 

 Significant bottleneck where the 
road routes through the village of 
Colts Hill 

 Generally no separate provision 
for NMUs that are required to 
share the carriageway with 
vehicular traffic. 

 Some localised sections of footway 
on single carriageway sections 
where these pass through villages. 

 

A26  National (60moh) 
between A21 
junction and Vale 
Rise Road  

 National (30mph)  
when running 
alongside 
Tonbridge in the 
built-up area. 

 Single Carriageway 
with one lane in 
each direction.  

 Serving Vehicle Movements  
between A21 junction and A20  

 Footway provided on one side of 
the road where it is 60mph and on 

both sides where it is in the built-
up area. 

B2017   50 from A26 to 
Tudeley 

 40 From Tudeley 
Onwards to A228 
except through Five 
Oak Green where 
the speed limit is 
30mph 

 50 mph from A228 
to Paddock Wood 

 Single Carriageway 
with one lane in 
each direction. 

 Signed as 
unsuitable for use 
by HGV traffic 
between the A26 
and A228. 

 

  

 Main connector road between 
Tonbridge / A26 / A21 and Tudeley 
/ Paddock Wood. 

 No separate provision for NMUs 
between A26 Junction and Five 
Oak Green including no footways. 

 Footways on both sides of the road 
within the settlements of Five Oak 
Green.  

 Footpath on one side of the road 
between Paddock Wood and Five 
Oak Green 
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Road Speed Limit Road Type  Comments 

Hartlake 
Road  

 National (60mph)  Narrow rural single 
carriageway with 
several 
substandard 
features preventing 
continuous two-
way vehicle 
movements.  

 Signed as 
unsuitable for HGV 
traffic. 

 7.5 tonne weight 
restriction. 

 No separate provision for NMUs 
including no footways. 

Alders 
Road  

 National (60mph)  Narrow rural Single 
Carriageway with 
several 
substandard 
features preventing 
continuous two-
way vehicle 
movements.  

 Signed as 
unsuitable for HGV 
traffic. 

 No separate provision for NMUs 
including no footways. 

B2160   50 between A21 
and Matfield 

 30 between 

Matfield 

 50 from The Poet at 
Matfield to  and 
Paddock Wood 

 30 through Paddock 
Wood then 
National(60) 

 Single Carriageway   Runs between A21 and A228  

 Unlit path on one side between 
Sophurst Lane and The Star pub 

 Footpath on both side of the road 
between the star pub and The Poet 
at Matfield   

 Footpath running on both sides of 
the road through Paddock Wood 

Table 3.1 –Highway Network Description 

3.3 Other roads in the surrounding area are characterized as narrow, unlit rural lanes with significant sections 

of single lane.  They have no separate provision for NMUs including no footways.  They are entirely 

inappropriate for accommodating increases in road traffic.   

3.4 Based on the above analysis, my conclusions regarding the existing road network are that: 

 The road network between the A228 and the A21 is poor and entirely inappropriate for 

accommodating significant increases in road traffic. Larger vehicles are already advised that the road 

network, including the main B2017 and Alders Road, is unsuitable for their use.  Pantechnicons 

delivering possessions to new residents moving in to new build housing would be unable to travel 

along the B2017.  I provide an analysis of the B2017 at Appendix A which demonstrates that 

substantial sections of the B2017 are insufficiently wide for two-way bus movements. 

 Whilst sections of the A228 in the Medway Valley have been improved, the section in the immediate 

vicinity of the 3 Allocations continues to fall significantly short of current highway safety design 

standards and as such is unsuitable for accommodating significant increases in road traffic. 
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3.5 As a consequence I would expect that in the absences of mitigation to address these significant 

shortcomings in the road network, even a moderate increase in road traffic would result in a severe 

residual cumulative impact. 

Road Collisions 

3.6 Road collision data for most recently available 5 years’ up until 31st December 2020 has been obtained 

in order to understand the existing standard of road safety on the local highway network in the vicinity 

of the 3 Allocations.  This data only includes recorded road collisions i.e. collisions which were notified to 

the police.  Damage only accidents are not included as records.  The area for which data has been 

obtained is shown below in figure 3.2  

 

Figure 3.1 - Highway Network Map 

3.7 The information received indicated that there were 101 recorded accidents within the study area during 

the defined period. This breaks down as 69 slight accidents, 15 serious accidents and 4 fatal accidents.   

3.8 A summary of the accidents by route is provided in the Tables below together with commentary on the 

significance of the number and type of collisions.  Plans showing the locations of the collisions are 

provided at Appendix B. 

Casualty Severity Slight Serious Fatal 

Date – (No. casualties) 18/11/2018 – (1)  25/12/2019 – (2)  0 

Total recorded collisions 
(casualties) 

1 (1) 1 (2) 0 

Table 3.2 – Recorded road collisions on Hartlake Road 

3.9 The table above shows that whilst Hartlake Road is rural in nature with several sub-standard features, 

there has not been an unusually high number of recorded collisions.  
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Casualty Severity Slight Serious Fatal 

Date – (No. casualties) 26/10/2016 – (1) 11/05/2019 – (1) 12/05/2017 – (1) 

03/10/2019 – (1) 07/10/2017 – (4) 07/10/2018 – (3) 

16/11/2017 – (2) 26/03/2019 – (1) 07/08/2016 – (1) 

30/06/2019 – (3) 19/07/2019 – (2)  

08/01/2018 – (1) 27/10/2018 – (3)  

24/03/2016 – (1) 25/04/2017 – (2)  

10/11/2017 – (1) 02/10/2019 – (4)  

28/10/2016 – (1) 21/11/2018 – (1)  

19/06/2020 – (1) 23/07/2019 – (2)  

25/07/2016 – (1) 20/02/2016 – (1)  

13/01/2017 – (1)   

09/12/2016 – (1)   

04/01/2018 – (2)   

28/03/2017 – (1)   

20/01/2017 – (1)   

28/12/2016 – (1)   

28/04/2016 – (1)   

21/03/2018 – (1)   

27/06/2017 – (2)   

10/04/2017 – (3)   

12/09/2016 – (1)   

05/06/2017 – (1)   

03/10/2016 – (1)   

05/01/2019 – (1)   

19/03/2018 – (1)   

16/02/2019 – (1)   

08/08/2017 – (1)   

30/04/2020 – (1)   

09/02/2018 – (1)   

22/10/2016 – (1)   
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Casualty Severity Slight Serious Fatal 

14/06/2016 – (1)   

12/07/2016 – (1)   

30/11/2017 – (1)   

30/11/2017 – (1)   

15/04/2017- (1)   

23/04/2017 – (2)   

15/04/2019 – (1)   

25/10/2016 – (1)   

27/10/2016 – (1)   

31/08/2016 – (2)   

08/02/2016 – (1)   

14/11/2017 – (1)   

23/01/2017 – (2)   

Total recorded collisions 

(casualties) 

43 (53) 10 (21) 3 (5) 

Table 3.3 - Recorded road collisions on the A228 between A21 junction and Beltring 

3.10 The table above shows that there has been a total of 79 road casualties recorded on the section of the 

A228 in Tunbridge Wells between its junction with the A21 and Beltring.  Of these 5 proved fatal with 21 

serious.  The remaining 53 road casualties resulted in slight injury. 

3.11 A review of the locations where these road casualties occurred (see Appendix B) reveals that the worst 

section of the A228 for road casualties was between the junction of the B2017 and the Pembury Bypass, 

followed by the section between the B2017 and B2160 junctions.   

3.12 The road safety benefits of highway purpose designed to modern standards is apparent in the 

comparatively lower number of casualties recorded on the southern section of the A228 which has 

recently been improved. 

Casualty Severity Slight Serious Fatal 

Date – (No. casualties) 16/01/2017 – (1) 30/01/2017 – (1) 26/01/2019 – (3) 

07/04/2017 – (1) 09/03/2019 – (2)  

04/03/2020 – (1) 29/03/2018 – (2)  

18/10/2016 – (1)   

10/09/2019 – (1)   

27/11/2016 – (1)   

15/11/2019 – (1)   
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Casualty Severity Slight Serious Fatal 

07/03/2017 – (1)   

14/01/2016 – (1)   

30/04/2018 – (1)   

13/06/2017 – (3)   

10/08/2017 – (1)   

30/08/2016 – (1)   

01/09/2019 – (1)   

11/02/2018 – (1)   

Total recorded collisions 

(casualties) 

15 (17) 3 (5) 1 (3) 

Table 3.4 - Recorded road collisions on the B2017 between A26 junction and A228 

3.13 The table above shows that there has been a total of 25 road casualties recorded on the section of the 

B2017 between the A26 junction and the A228.  Of these 3 proved fatal with 5 serious.  The remaining 

17 road casualties resulted in slight injury. 

3.14 A review of the locations where these road casualties occurred (see Appendix B) reveals that in the 

Tudeley area, most of the collisions occurred at sections of the road with significant sub-standard features 

such as bends.   

Casualty Severity Slight Serious Fatal 

Date – (No. casualties) 13/08/2016 – (1) 30/07/2017 – (1)  

11/02/2018 – (1)   

07/01/2017 – (4)   

21/07/2016 – (1)   

01/01/2018 – (1)   

22/05/2016 – (2)   

05/08/2017 – (1)   

14/11/2016 – (2)   

12/05/2020 – (1)   

08/04/2017 – (6)   

Total recorded collisions 

(casualties) 

10 (20) 1 (1) 0 

Table 3.5 - Recorded road collisions on the A26 between junction with A21 and Vale Road 

3.15 The table above shows that there has been a total of 21 road casualties recorded on the section of the 

A26 between the A21 junction and the Vale Road junction.  Of these 1 resulted in serious injuries.  The 

remaining 20 road casualties resulted in slight injury. 
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3.16 A review of the locations where these road casualties occurred (see Appendix B) demonstrates the road 

safety benefits of highway that is purpose designed to modern standards when considering the 

comparatively lower number of casualties recorded on the A26 between junctions compared to both eth 

A228 and B2017. 

3.17 Notwithstanding this, the analysis also reveals that most of the recorded collisions were located at the 

A26 / A2014 junction (Vauxhall Roundabout) which is a 5-arm roundabout. 

3.18 Based on the above analysis, my conclusions regarding existing road safety are that: 

 The B2017 between the A26 and A228 is unsuitable for safely accommodating the magnitude of road 

traffic increases arising from strategic housing development; 

 The section of the A228 between the Beltring and the Pembury Bypass is unsuitable for safely 

accommodating the magnitude of road traffic increases arising from strategic housing development; 

 The Vauxhall Roundabout is unsuitable for safely accommodating the magnitude of road traffic 

increases arising from strategic housing development; and 

 New build highway is effective at mitigating road safety problems. 

3.19 As a consequence I would expect that in the absences of mitigation to address these significant 

shortcomings in the road network, even a moderate increase in road traffic would result in an 

unacceptable impact on highway safety. 

Public Transport 

Journeys by Rail 

3.20 There is a railway station located at Paddock Wood.  This offers a half hourly service to London Charing 

Cross (travel time circa 55 minutes) as well as stopping services to stations towards Ashford, Ramsgate 

and Faversham. 

3.21 There is no railway station at Tudeley Village or within walking distance of Tudeley Village. 

Journeys by Bus 

3.22 Paddock Wood is served by a half-hourly (each direction) weekday bus service operating between 

Tunbridge Wells and East Peckham.  This is supplemented by an hourly service (each direction) to 

Tonbridge and Kings Hill.  This latter service also passes through and serves Tudeley Village.   

3.23 A one-hour travel isochrone by these services has been plotted for each of the 3 Allocations.  These are 

provided at Appendix C.  These demonstrate the limited number of destinations that could be reached 

using existing bus services, in particular for new residents at Tudeley Village. 

Walking and Cycling 

Distance 

3.24 Guidance on the reasonable distance that people are likely to walk is provided in  the Chartered Institution 

of Highways and Transportation (CIHT) ‘Guidelines for Providing Journeys on Foot’ (2000) which suggests 

a maximum acceptable walking distance of 2km.  

3.25 This walk distance has been plotted as isochrones on the plans provided at Appendix D.  This shows 

that the whilst the allocations at East Capel and Paddock Wood are located within reasonable walking 

distance of Paddock Wood, there are no other settlements within reasonable walking distance. 

3.26 With regards to Tudeley Village, there are no other settlements within reasonable walking distance. 
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3.27 I would therefore expect very few journeys made to or from the 3 Allocations to be made by foot and 

then only for a very limited number of purposes which I describe later in my evidence. 

3.28 The Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation (CIHT) identifies that the bicycle is a potential 

mode of transport for all journeys under five miles (approximately 8 kilometres) (Planning for Cycling, 

2015). 

3.29 Based on distance alone, I would expect some journeys to be made to or from the 3 Allocations by cycle.   

Infrastructure 

3.30 Many people choose to walk or cycle in rural locations for leisure. As leisure trips, the decision is often 

made on the day whether to make the trip or not and the weather conditions and time of day are factors 

in arriving at a decision whether to make the leisure trip or not. These trips are generally made on clear, 

dry days and during the hours of daylight.  Leisure trips make up a small proportion of weekly trips and 

are not the principal subject of government advice. In contrast, my assessment below assesses 

infrastructure in the context of functional trips. By functional trips I mean trips that need to be made at 

a specific time of day irrespective of weather conditions and in any weather for example a journey to 

school or work. 

3.31 The summary of the highway network at table 3.1 identifies that there is currently no cycle infrastructure 

provided to access the 3 Allocations.   

3.32 Similarly, there is no continuous pedestrian infrastructure.  Pedestrians and cyclists travelling to or from 

the 3 Allocations, in particularly Tudeley Village, will need to be make their journey in the carriageway 

shared with general traffic.   

3.33 An increase in the number of vehicle movements on local highways arising from the 3 Allocations will 

result in an increase in the risk of interaction between vehicles and pedestrians / cyclists and therefore 

the risk of collision.  In this regard I note that speed is a critical factor in the severity of injury incurred 

in a pedestrian – vehicle collision.  Research shows that the risk of a pedestrian who is hit by a car being 

killed increases slowly until impact speeds of around 30 mph.  Above this speed, the risk increases 

rapidly, so that a pedestrian who is hit by a car travelling at between 30 mph and 40 mph is between 

3.5 and 5.5 times more likely to be killed than if hit by a car travelling at below 30 mph.   

3.34 Furthermore research shows that cyclists in particular have a much higher risk of being involved in a 

fatal collision on a rural road than elsewhere on the road network.  My conclusion is that if a vehicle – 

pedestrian / cyclist collision does occur, then it is likely to result in a serious or fatal injury. 

3.35 My conclusion is that in the absence of suitable mitigation, the use of the local road network would be 

neither attractive to pedestrians and cyclists nor conducive to encouraging users of the 3 Allocations to 

travel by foot or cycle on a regular basis.   

3.36 There is a network of footpaths that connect the 3 Allocations and indeed the area is popular with 

ramblers undertaking leisure walks.     

3.37 The footpaths are unlit and as is common with footpaths, sections have no surfacing and no marking on 

the ground to indicate their existence.  The footpaths lead through a variety of rural settings which are 

not overlooked resulting in a lack of natural surveillance for personal safety.   

3.38 My conclusion is that in the absence of suitable mitigation, the network of footpaths would be neither 

attractive to pedestrians other than on clear, dry days during daylight hours nor conducive to encouraging 

people to travel to or from the 3 Allocations by foot on a regular basis.  Cyclists are not permitted to 

cycle on footpaths. 

3.39 My conclusions with regard to journeys by foot and by cycle therefore are that currently safe and suitable 

access for pedestrians and cyclists to the 3 Allocations is not achievable because there will be an 
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unacceptable highway safety impact on these users.  Very few, if any, functional journeys can be 

expected to be made on foot or by cycle. 
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4.0 TWBC Transport Evidence Base 

4.1 Transport evidence commissioned by TWBC supporting the Plan comprises the following documents: 

 The Stantec Study; and 

 The Sweco Study 

4.2 I have reviewed both these studies in order to understand the predicted impacts of the 3 Allocations on 

the transport environment.  In doing so, I have identified several anomalies between the two studies 

which I summarise below.   

Item Stantec Study Sweco Study 

Number of dwellings Paddock Wood / East 
Capel = 3,590  

Tudeley Village = 2,800 

Total dwellings = 6,390 

Source: Tables 6.1 & 7.1 

Paddock Wood / East 
Capel = 4,037  

Tudeley Village = 2,800 

Total dwellings = 6,837 

Source Table 9-3 

Residential development traffic 
generation (garden gate with no 
sustainable travel interventions) 

AM Peak = 0.543 two-way 
car trips per household. 

PM Peak = 0.541 two-way 
car trips per household. 

Source: Appendix A 

AM Peak = 0.19 – 0.29 
two-way car trips per 
household. 

PM Peak = 0.20 – 0.26 
two-way car trips per 
household. 

Source: Appendix F 

Growth arising from neighbouring Local 
Plans 

No reference No reference. 

Prediction in the model is 
that total traffic volumes 
in areas which do not have 
TWBC allocated sites will 
reduce. 

Source: Table 9-7 

Car modal shift impacts of sustainable 
transport mitigations 

40% (car traffic entering 
or leaving the allocated 
sites only) 

Source: Tables 6.6 and 7.6 

15% (all car traffic 
whether arising from 3 
Allocations or established 
development) 

Source: Table 10-1 

Off-site Highway Infrastructure 
requirements 

Separate infrastructure 
requirements are identified 
for Tudeley Village and 
East Capel / Paddock 
Wood. 

No assessment or 
justification provided for 
allocating infrastructure 
interventions to individual 
allocations. 

Source: Tables 6.8 & 7.8 

The Plan is tested as a 
whole.   

The assessment results 
are based on the whole list 
of off-site infrastructure 
requirements being 
delivered.   

No attempt is made to link 
specific infrastructure 
interventions to individual 
allocations. 

 

4.3 The table above demonstrates that there are fundamental differences between the Stantec Study and 

the Sweco Study.  I explore below the implications for understanding the magnitude of impact arising 

from the 3 Allocations. 
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Number of dwellings 

4.4 The difference in the number of dwellings at Paddock Wood between the studies appears to be due to 

the Stantec Study only considering the proposed allocations whereas the Sweco Study includes other 

permitted development. The difference in unit numbers however is relatively small and appears to 

relate to the Sweco Study including all potential new housing within and around the settlement of Paddock 

Wood as opposed to the Stantec Report that only considers housing within the East Capel and Paddock 

Wood allocations. 

Residential development traffic generation  

4.5 There is a significant difference in the volume of peak hour traffic arising from the 3 Allocations.  This 

amounts to the Sweco Study forecasting between 1,600 and 1,800 fewer peak hour car trips than the 

Stantec Study. 

4.6 Traffic volumes of this magnitude would have a severe impact on the road network.  It is therefore critical 

to be clear what the total volume of traffic arising from the 3 Allocations is in order to identify suitable 

mitigation.   

4.7 Based on the TWBC transport evidence, the total change in road traffic arising from the 3 Allocations is 

simply unknown.  It is therefore impossible to understand the extent and scale of transport infrastructure 

required to make the Plan acceptable.  

Growth arising from neighbouring Local Plans 

4.8 The 3 Allocations are on the border of TWB and as a consequence will influence and be influenced by 

development allocations in Tonbridge and Malling Borough (TMB).  Notwithstanding this, both Studies 

fail to recognise including Policy LP31 (Southwest Tonbridge) and policy LP30 (Broadwater Farm) in TMB 

which establish strategic housing sites that will impact on the same road network as the 3 Allocations. 

4.9 Moreover the Sweco Study has erroneously assumed that the rate of growth in road traffic in TMB will 

be reduced as a consequence of the Plan.  This is because the assessment work has adjusted the volume 

of traffic associated with non-development model zones (which includes all model zones outside of TWBC 

including those in TMB) down to balance increases in traffic volumes in the development zones (which 

are all located in TWB).  The true cumulative impact on the road network of the Plan and the TMB site 

allocations is therefore unknown. 

4.10 Based on the TWBC transport evidence, the cumulative impact on the transport environment of the 3 

Allocations combined with existing, nearby allocated sites outside of TWBC, is simply unknown.  It is 

therefore impossible to understand the extent and scale of transport infrastructure required to make the 

Plan acceptable.  

Car modal shift impacts of sustainable transport mitigations 

4.11 The Stantec Study sets a modal shift of 40% away from car use to more sustainable modes for weekday 

peak hour journeys that travel out of or in to the each of the 3 Allocations.   

4.12 No reference is made in the Stantec Study to journeys that are retained entirely within each of the 3 

Allocations.  This is unusual because even a small proportion of these being made by car would result in 

a large volume of car traffic circulating on the roads within the 3 Allocations.  In turn this will influence 

travel patterns and ultimately impacts on the external road network as traffic selects routes to avoid 

heavily trafficked areas within the 3 Allocations.  Similarly the impact of traffic circulating within the 3 

Allocations can impact on the ability of traffic to enter the allocations by using up capacity at the vehicular 

access points.  This will have an adverse impact on the road network. 

4.13 In comparison the Sweco Study assumes a modal shift of 15% away from car use to more sustainable 

modes for all weekday peak hour journeys associated with the 3 Allocations.  This is applied to the wider 
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trip matrix, including settlements with established trip patterns for which infrastructure interventions are 

not planned. 

4.14 TWBC provides no explanation for why there is such a significant difference in the evidence base 

regarding the effectiveness of sustainable transport interventions.  Based on the traffic generation 

forecasts set out in the Stantec Study, this difference could amount to circa 1,000 car movements during 

a single peak hour.  This is a significant volume of traffic that could result in sever impacts on the road 

network.   

4.15 Turning specifically to the Sweco Study, whilst sustainable travel interventions to support the 3 

Allocations could result in some journeys being made by non-car modes, they would not influence mode 

choice for an existing resident elsewhere in TWBC who does not have access to them.  Applying a 

reduction in peak hour car movements across existing journeys unrelated to, and in most cases remote 

from, the 3 Allocations is therefore incorrect.  The result is that it will under-estimate the true magnitude 

of road impacts by under-estimating the volume of traffic on the roads. 

4.16 Based on the TWBC transport evidence, the true impact of road traffic arising from the 3 Allocations is 

under-estimated because the mode shift assumptions are inconsistent and either selectively or incorrectly 

applied.  It is therefore impossible to understand the true extent and scale of transport infrastructure 

required to make the Plan acceptable.  

Off-site Highway Infrastructure requirements 

4.17 The Sweco Study provides no evidence regarding the dependency of individual allocations on specific 

infrastructure interventions.  It simply assesses the Plan as a whole with all the infrastructure 

interventions provided. 

4.18 In contrast, the Stantec Study associates specific infrastructure interventions with individual allocations 

but without providing any quantitative supporting evidence. 

4.19 Centre to centre, Tudeley Village and East Capel / Paddock Wood are only 5km apart.  They share the 

same transport environment with regards to highways, bus and rail.  According to the Plan they will 

continue to do this in the future as well as share the same planned walking and cycling infrastructure.   

4.20 It is therefore extremely difficult to understand how many of the infrastructure interventions identified 

as necessary for Tudeley Village are not also necessary for East Capel / Paddock Wood.    For example 

improvements to the B2017 on the approach to Tonbridge is required to support the Paddock Wood 

allocation, inter alia, to enable the safe passing of enhanced bus services (#REF).  These same bus 

services are also required in relation to East Capel / Paddock Wood (#REF).   

4.21 Yet in the absence of Tudeley Village being developed in the same timeframe as East Capel / Paddock 

Wood, by implication the Stantec Study does not require buses to be able to safely pass on the B2017 

because it identifies no requirement for improvements on this section of the B2017.  TWBC must conclude 

that the section of the B2017 between Tudeley Village and the A26 is sufficiently safe and suitable to 

operate a high frequency bus service along connecting the new homes at East Capel and Paddock Wood 

with Tonbridge but not if it only serves Tudeley Village. 

4.22 Based on the TWBC transport evidence, it is clear that the infrastructure interventions required to sustain 

the Tudeley Village and East Capel / Paddock Wood allocations are to a significant extent 

indistinguishable.  In terms of infrastructure delivery, they therefore should be considered as a single 

allocation with a single infrastructure delivery plan.   
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5.0 Trip Forecasts  

TWBC Approach – Stantec Study 

Number of Trips 

5.1 The approach taken in the Stantec Study to forecasting the number of journeys made in relation to the 

3 Allocations and mode choice follows a person trip methodology that considers ‘internal’ and ‘external’ 

trips separately. 

5.2 An initial total number of journeys made per dwelling (or other land use metric) is made.  This is referred 

to below as the ‘Garden Gate’ trip rate.  It is the total number of trips made whether within an allocated 

site or not. 

5.3 An estimate is then made of how many of these Garden Gate trips would be made entirely within an 

allocated site i.e. it has both its origin and destination within the same allocated site.  These are described 

as ‘internal’ trips and are assumed to have no impact on the existing transport network.  The assessment 

work undertaken on behalf of TWBC.  

5.4 The remaining Garden Gate trips are described as ‘external’ trips i.e. trips that have either an origin or 

a destination outside of an allocated site.   

5.5 The total number of Garden gate trips for the 3 Allocations is summarised below. 

Allocation AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Tudeley Village 6,626 4,790 

East Capel and Paddock Wood 5,581 3,577 

TOTAL 12,207 8,367 

 

Mode Choice 

5.6 The assessment work undertaken on behalf of TWBC fails to provide a mode split for internal trips.  No 

account is therefore taken of the impact of these trips on transport infrastructure.  Whilst the trips would 

remain internal to each allocated site, they will nonetheless impact on the availability of transport 

capacity at a site level. 

5.7 Turning to the mode choice for the external trips, TWBC refers to the 2011 national census data (‘the 

Census Data’) to determine a base mode choice.  For Tudeley Village, TWBC argues that the existing 

settlement is so rural and sparsely populated that the Census Data for the Tudeley census output area 

cannot be relied on to establish a baseline for the new residents.  Therefore instead, reference has been 

made to census output area TM007 which covers Kings Hill (see below). 
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Census Output Area used for Tudeley Mode Choice Forecasts 

5.8 For the East Capel and Paddock Wood allocations, reference has been made to the census output area 

TW001 which is shown below:  

  

Census Output Area used for East Capel and Paddock Wood Mode Choice Forecasts 

5.9 As can be seen above, the Census Data output area used covers a wide area including the centre of 

Paddock Wood adjacent to the railway station and extending to the fringes of Tonbridge. 

5.10 The Census Data identified above has then be manipulated to arrive at what TWBC refers to as “Target” 

mode shares for each of the allocated sites.  There is no explanation provided by TWBC of how the 

Targets have been derived.  There is no evidence provided by TWBC to support the Target mode shares. 

The table below sets out the Census Data and Target mode shares suggested by TWBC. 

Method of Travel to Work 

Tudeley Village 
East Capel and 
Paddock Wood 

Census 
Data 

Target 
Census 

Data 
Target 

Work mainly at or from home* - 8.5% - 5.2% 

Underground, metro, light rail, tram 0.3% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 

Train 16.0% 18.9% 16.4% 21.6% 
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Method of Travel to Work 

Tudeley Village 
East Capel and 
Paddock Wood 

Census 
Data 

Target 
Census 

Data 
Target 

Bus, minibus or coach 1.5% 7.2% 0.7% 8.6% 

Taxi 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 

Motorcycle, scooter or moped 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 

Driving a car or van 70.9% 42.6% 65.6% 39.4% 

Passenger in a car or van 3.4% 4.8% 4.5% 5.8% 

Bicycle 0.9% 9.4% 1.1% 5.0% 

On foot 6.0% 7.4% 10.4% 13.0% 

Other method of travel to work 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 

*This value is zero in the base case because the analysis is made solely on census trips that travel to work. 

Table 5.1:  Census Data and Target Mode Choice 

5.11 Table 5.1 shows that TWBC is predicting an extremely optimistic mode shift away from private car to 

other modes.  In both cases this amounts to a 40% shift away from private car usage to other modes. 

5.12 It should be noted that the mode choices set out in Table 5.1 relate to external trips only.  The targets 

therefore mean that TWBC considers it reasonable to expect that 40% of people who might otherwise 

drive to or from one of the 3 Allocations would instead choose to travel by other modes.  

TWBC Forecast Trips by Mode 

5.13 TWBC forecast external person trips for each allocation are presented in the table below. 

Allocation AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Tudeley Village 2,920 2,838 

East Capel and Paddock Wood 2,985 2,944 

TOTAL 5,905 5,782 

Table 5.2:  External Trip Forecasts 

5.14 Table 5.2 shows that currently, the 3 Allocations are forecast to result in an additional 5,905 trips 

impacting on the existing transport network during the AM peak hour and 5,782 trips during the PM peak 

hour.  It is reiterated that these are trips that have an origin or destination outside of any of the 3 

Allocations.  A further 6,302 trips during the AM peak hour and 2,585 trips during the PM peak hour are 

forecast to remain wholly within their respective allocated sites. 

5.15 The external trips set out in table 5.2 above have been applied by TWBC to the Census Data and Target 

mode shares.  The resulting number of people travelling by each mode is presented in table 5.3 below 

for the AM peak hour. 

Method of Travel to Work 

Tudeley Village 
East Capel and 

Paddock Wood 

TOTAL  

(AM peak hour) 

Census 

Data 
Target 

Census 

Data 
Target 

Census 

Data 
Target 

Work mainly at or from home* 0 248 0 155 0 403 

Underground, metro, light rail, 
tram 

9 9 3 3 12 12 

Train 467 552 490 645 957 1,197 
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Method of Travel to Work 

Tudeley Village 
East Capel and 

Paddock Wood 

TOTAL  

(AM peak hour) 

Census 

Data 
Target 

Census 

Data 
Target 

Census 

Data 
Target 

Bus, minibus or coach 44 210 21 257 65 467 

Taxi 3 3 6 6 9 9 

Motorcycle, scooter or moped 23 23 24 24 47 47 

Driving a car or van 2,070 1,244 1,958 1,176 4,028 2,420 

Passenger in a car or van 99 140 134 173 234 313 

Bicycle 26 274 33 149 59 424 

On foot 175 216 310 388 486 604 

Other method of travel to work 6 6 6 6 12 12 

Table 5.3:  Forecast AM Peak Hour External Trips by Mode 

5.16 The table above shows that, based on Census Data, the 3 Allocations are expected to result in an 

additional 4,028 cars on the roads during the morning peak hour.  Subject to a 40% modal shift away 

from car usage, this would still result in an additional 2,420 additional cars on the roads during the 

morning peak hour. 

5.17 The number of people travelling by each mode during the PM peak hour is presented in table 5.4 below.  

Method of Travel to Work 

Tudeley Village 
East Capel and 

Paddock Wood 

TOTAL 

(PM peak hour) 

Census 

Data 
Target 

Census 

Data 
Target 

Census 

Data 
Target 

Work mainly at or from home* 0 241 0 153 0 394 

Underground, metro, light rail, 

tram 
9 9 3 3 11 11 

Train 454 536 483 636 937 1,172 

Bus, minibus or coach 43 204 21 253 63 458 

Taxi 3 3 6 6 9 9 

Motorcycle, scooter or moped 23 23 24 24 46 46 

Driving a car or van 2,012 1,209 1,931 1,160 3,943 2,369 

Passenger in a car or van 96 136 132 171 229 307 

Bicycle 26 267 32 147 58 414 

On foot 170 210 306 383 476 593 

Other method of travel to work 6 6 6 6 12 12 

Table 3.4:  Forecast PM Peak Hour External Trips by Mode 

5.18 The table above shows that, based on Census Data, the 3 Allocations are expected to result in an 

additional 3,943 cars on the roads during the morning peak hour.  Subject to a 40% modal shift away 

from car usage, this would still result in an additional 2,369 additional cars on the roads during the 

morning peak hour. 

Flaws in TWBC Approach 

5.19 Census Data mode choice provides an indication of how people travel to work irrespective of journey 

length.  As can be seen from the National Travel Survey, the propensity for people to walk or cycle 

reduces with distance.  Therefore, whilst it may be reasonable to apply Census Data to the Garden Gate 
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trips, which includes all journeys of all lengths, it is not reasonable to apply it solely to the external trips.  

Having regard to the scale of development proposed, external trips will necessarily be longer distance 

journeys, and so are less likely to be undertaken on foot or by cycle. 

5.20 An example of why the methodology is flawed can be seen by considering the number of external 

journeys forecast to be made on foot in relation to Tudeley Village.  For context Tudeley Village is 

approximately 4.3km walk from Tonbridge, 6.9km walk from Paddock Wood (6.9km walk) and 10.5 km 

walk from Tunbridge Wells.  In between Tudeley Village and these locations, the landscape is 

predominantly rural.  Nonetheless, TWBC predicts that 175 people will choose to walk to work during the 

morning peak hour and have set a target to encourage 216 people to walk to work. 

5.21 Having regard to the distances involved, it would be extremely unlikely if anyone walked from Tudeley 

Village to a place of work external to Tudeley Village.  However, were the same mode choice applied to 

Garden Gate journeys, then one might reasonably expect 6% of journeys to be made on foot but that all 

of these would internal trips. 

5.22 An equally significant flaw is the assumption that there will be a reduction in car usage of 40%.  In 

contrast, TWBC themselves claim that a 15% reduction in car usage is a realistic target (Table 10.1 of 

the Local Plan Transport Evidence Base: Transport Assessment Report Update for the Pre-submission 

Local Plan Transport Modelling Report  March 2021).  There is simply no evidence presented by TWBC to 

support this Target reduction in car usage of 40%.  

Realistic Mode Choice Targets  

5.23 Given the flawed nature of TWBC’s forecasting, the table below provides a more realistic mode choice 

target. 

 Method of Travel to Work 

Tudeley Village 
East Capel and 
Paddock Wood 

Census 
Data 

Target 
Census 

Data 
Target 

Work mainly at or from home* - 3.0% - 3.0% 

Underground, metro, light rail, tram 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 

Train 16.0% 18.9% 16.4% 20.0% 

Bus, minibus or coach 1.5% 5.5% 0.7% 4.6% 

Taxi 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 

Motorcycle, scooter or moped 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 

Driving a car or van 70.9% 61.7% 65.6% 53.2% 

Passenger in a car or van 3.4% 4.8% 4.5% 5.8% 

Bicycle 0.9% 5.0% 1.1% 4.0% 

On foot 6.0% 0.0% 10.4% 8.2% 

Other method of travel to work 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 

*This value is zero in the base case because the analysis is made solely on census trips that travel to work. 

Table 5.5:  Census Data and Realistic Mode Choice Target 

5.24 The realistic mode choice targets presented above make the following key assumptions: 

With respect to Tudeley Village 

 No external trips will be made by foot.  The distances are too great. 

 Bus usage is capped at the frequency proposed by TWBC which is a 15-minute midi-bus service 

(Stantec Study paragraph 7.9.2).  It is assumed that each bus is full, only people travelling with an 

origin in Tudeley Village and no internal trips use the service. 
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 No external trips will be made by underground, light rail etc as this infrastructure does not exist. 

 Proposed cycle routes between Tudeley Village and surrounding settlements will remain unlit, rural 

routes with sections utilising existing roads.  These will therefore be unattractive to the significant 

majority of commuters – especially during darker, colder and wetter autumn and winter months. 

With respect to East Capel and Paddock Wood 

 Significantly fewer journeys than expected will be undertaken by foot.  If residents do not work in 

Paddock Wood then the distances are too great. 

 Bus usage is capped at the frequency proposed by TWBC for Tudeley which is a 15-minute midi-bus 

service.  It is assumed that each bus is full, only people travelling with an origin in Paddock Wood 

and no internal trips use the service. 

 No external trips will be made by underground, light rail etc as this infrastructure does not exist. 

 Proposed cycle routes between Paddock Wood and surrounding settlements will remain unlit, rural 

routes with sections utilising existing roads.  These will therefore be unattractive to the significant 

majority of commuters – especially during darker, colder and wetter autumn and winter months. 

5.25 The number of journeys by mode resulting from the realistic mode choice targets is presented in the 

table below. 

Method of Travel to Work 

Tudeley Village 
East Capel and 
Paddock Wood 

TOTAL 

AM 
Peak 

PM 
Peak 

AM 
Peak 

PM 
Peak 

AM 
Peak 

PM 
Peak 

Work mainly at or from home 88 85 90 88 177 173 

Underground, metro, light rail, 
tram 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Train 552 536 597 589 1,149 1,125 

Bus, minibus or coach 160 156 137 135 297 291 

Taxi 3 3 6 6 9 9 

Motorcycle, scooter or moped 23 23 24 24 47 46 

Driving a car or van 1,802 1,751 1,588 1,566 3,390 3,318 

Passenger in a car or van 140 136 173 171 313 307 

Bicycle 146 142 119 118 265 260 

On foot 0 0 245 241 245 241 

Other method of travel to work 6 6 6 6 12 12 

Table 5.6:  Realistic Mode Choice Target Journeys 

5.26 The table above shows that during the AM peak hour, the 3 Allocations are expected to result in an 

additional 3,390 cars on the existing highway network.  During the PM peak hour, an additional 3,318 

cars are expected.  

Development Traffic Distribution and Assignment 

Distribution 

5.27 The distribution of development trips to destinations has been undertaken by TWBC having regard to 

Census Data.  The table below sets out TWBC’s predicted distribution of trips.  The distribution is the 

same for Tudeley Village, Paddock Wood and East Capel. 
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Origin / Destination 

External Trip 

Proposition 

% 

AM Peak 

Trips 

PM Peak 

Trips 

Paddock Wood 20% 1,181 1,156 

London 16% 945 925 

Tunbridge Wells Centre 13% 768 752 

Tonbridge Centre 11% 650 636 

Other North A21 7% 413 405 

Other North - A26 towards M20 7% 413 405 

Other Tonbridge Borough 6% 354 347 

Other Tunbridge Borough east of Paddock Wood 6% 354 347 

Other Tunbridge Borough 5% 295 289 

Other South 3% 177 173 

Other West 2% 118 116 

Other East 2% 118 116 

Kings Hill 2% 118 116 

Table 6.1: TWBC Trip Distribution Forecasts 

5.28 The table above shows that TWBC expect Paddock Wood to be the single largest attractor for external 

trips, with 1 in 5 trips being made to or from Paddock Wood.  These are primarily journeys to work.  This 

means that a total of 1,181 additional work-related journeys will be made to and from Paddock Wood 

during the AM peak hour.  During the PM peak hour, a total 1,156 additional work-related journeys will 

be made. 

Assignment 

5.29 The Stantec Study does not assign road traffic journeys to the road network.  It therefore provides no 

indication of the magnitude of potential impacts that the 3 Allocations would have on the existing road 

network, either in Tunbridge Wells or in Tonbridge and Malling. 

5.30 A manual assignment of road traffic has therefore been undertaken based on TWBC’s distribution forecast 

(table 6.1) and the realistic mode choice journeys (table 5.6). Route choice for traffic is based on a 

combination of shortest, most appropriate route and local knowledge. 

5.31 The resulting assignment of traffic to the road network is presented in the table below: 

Route 

Tudeley 
Village 

East Capel and 
Paddock Wood 

TOTAL 

AM 
Peak 

PM 
Peak 

AM 
Peak 

PM 
Peak 

AM 
Peak 

PM 
Peak 

B2017 West on approach to A26 1,027 998 429 423 1,456 1,421 

Hartlake Road 306 298 0 0 306 298 

B2160 / A228 North of Paddock Wood 108 105 524 516 632 621 

A228 South of Paddock Wood 0 0 396 393 396 393 

B2160 South of Paddock Wood 0 0 175 172 175 172 

A21 North of junction with A26 414 402 143 141 557 544 

A21 South of junction with A26 288 280 349 345 638 625 

A26 North of Tonbridge 306 298 0 0 306 298 

Table 6.2: Forecast Site Allocation Road Traffic per Route 

5.32 The table above shows that during the morning peak hour, there is a total of 1,456 additional cars 

travelling on the B2017 between Tonbridge and Tudeley Village during the AM peak hour and 1,421 
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during the PM peak hour.  This means an additional 1,456 cars using the B2017 / A26 roundabout during 

the AM peak hour and 1,421 during the PM peak hour.    

5.33 Turning to road traffic changes in Hartlake Road, an additional 306 cars are predicted to be travelling on 

Hartlake Road during the AM peak hour and 298 during the PM peak hour.   

5.34 On the A228 south of Paddock Wood (leading through Colts Hill) there is a total of 396 additional cars 

during the AM peak hour and 393 during the PM peak hour.   

Rail Journeys in relation to Tudeley Village 

5.35 It is noted that there is no railway station at Tudeley Village.  All journeys that are forecast to be made 

by rail will therefore have a connecting journey between Tudeley Village and a railway station: either 

Tonbridge railway station or Paddock Wood railway station.  Having regard to the following: 

 The distances between Tudeley Village and the nearest railway stations are too great to expect people 

to walk; 

 Proposed cycle routes between Tudeley Village and surrounding settlements will remain unlit, rural 

routes with sections utilising existing roads.  These will therefore be unattractive to the significant 

majority of commuters – especially during darker, colder and wetter autumn and winter months; and 

 There is insufficient bus capacity included in TWBC infrastructure plan to accommodate rail 

commuters travelling between Tudeley Village and Tonbridge / Paddock Wood.  All the capacity is 

assumed to be utilised by people travelling by bus as their primary mode. 

5.36 People connecting to Paddock Wood and Tonbridge railway stations will have little option but to either be 

dropped off at the railway stations or else drive and park. 

5.37 This will add an additional 552 vehicle movements onto the B2017 during the AM peak hour and 536 

during the PM peak hour.  Some of these journeys will have already been on the road network e.g. a 

person driving to work may drop-off a neighbour etc at a railway station.  However, all journeys will 

result in an additional vehicle movement on the approaches to and junctions of Tonbridge and Paddock 

Wood railway stations. 
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6.0 Impacts and Mitigation 

B2017 – A26 to A228 

Potential Impacts 

6.1 The B2017 is the main vehicular access route to and from Tudeley Village.  It is also the main vehicular 

connection between east Capel / Paddock Wood and Tonbridge.   

6.2 The route is currently signed as unsuitable for HGV traffic and as I have demonstrated, is inadequate to 

accommodate two-way bus movements due to its rural nature.  On the approach to the A26 junction, 

the B2017 carries circa 1,400 vehicles per hour during the AM peak (source: T&M Borough Council 

submission local plan evidence).  This is approaching the absolute capacity of a road of this nature.  As 

a consequence, during peak periods, extensive queueing can already be observed on the approaches to 

the A26 / B2017 roundabout. 

6.3 The function of the B2017 will change dramatically as a consequence of the 3 Allocations as follows: 

 It will become a strategic public transport corridor catering for all trips made by bus to and from 

Tudeley Village and a proportion of the trips made to and from East Capel / Paddock Wood; 

 It will become the delivery and servicing route for all delivery vehicles (including articulated lorry 

traffic and pantechnicons as well as home delivery services) serving the new residential and 

commercial development at Tudeley Village and for a proportion of delivery vehicles servicing East 

Capel / Paddock Wood; and 

 It will become the main vehicular access for all traffic travelling to and from Tudeley Village and for 

a proportion of traffic travelling to and from East Capel / Paddock Wood.  This will result in the 

doubling of traffic at this location (potentially more having regard to traffic accessing railway stations 

from Tudeley Village).   

6.4 In the absence of mitigation, these changes in traffic volumes and traffic composition arising from the 3 

Allocations will result in an unacceptable impact on highway safety and severe residual impacts on the 

road network. 

Mitigation 

6.5 In order to maintain the current performance of junctions on the B2017 and in particular the B2017 / 

A26 roundabout, the available carriageway space will need to be doubled.  This would mean providing 2 

traffic lanes in each direction on the B2017 and potentially the same on the A26.  At the same time, the 

junction of the B2017 / A26 would need to be significantly altered and enlarged to accommodate these 

physical changes as well as to provide the additional capacity required. 

6.6 In order to safely accommodate the increased number of large vehicles and buses using the B2017, 

improvements to the width and alignment of the B2017 will need to be made at locations along its entire 

length.   

6.7 Essentially, in order to serve the 3 Allocations which amount to 6,390 new dwellings plus commercial 

uses, schools and local centres, the B2017 needs replacing (either online, off-line or a combination of on 

and off-line) with a road designed to modern standards capable of safely and suitably accommodating 

the types of vehicles that will be using its as well as the expected doubling of traffic volumes. 

6.8 This is in part acknowledged in the Plan and items are included for: 

 Highway improvements to the A26/B2017 roundabout (£1.5M); 

 Widening of B2017 – SE corner of Tudeley Village to A26 (£3.1M); and 
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 Five Oak Green (FOG) Bypass (£8.86M). 

6.9 I emphasise that the B2017 is the only highway access to Tudeley Village and is a major highway access 

to East Capel / Paddock Wood.  So whilst capacity improvements will be required for mitigation purposes 

and may to some extent their delivery could be deferred until a certain number of dwellings have been 

occupied, the delivery of width and alignment improvements to the B2017 are required immediately in 

order to achieve safe and suitable access to the 3 Allocations.   

6.10 More importantly the three items listed above would fail to provide the width and alignment 

improvements needed on the B2017 between Tudeley Village and the FOG bypass.  This section of the 

B2017 would remain unsuitable for large vehicles. 

6.11 Furthermore, the B2017 is unsuitable for use by commercial construction vehicles and Hartlake Road has 

a 7.5tonne weight restriction.  Therefore some width and alignment improvements will be required prior 

to commencing any work on site in order to provide a safe and suitable route for construction traffic to 

access Tudeley Village. 

6.12 I have reviewed the evidence available and have identified a plan that shows a potential alignment and 

route for the FOG bypass (Figure 24 of the Masterplanning Report) and note the following regarding the 

suggested alignment of the FOG bypass: 

 It is entirely on third party land.  TWBC provides no evidence that the land required could be acquired 

by negotiation.  TWBC provides no evidence that they could compulsorily purchase the land required 

to construct the FOG bypass in the absence of support from the highway authority; 

 It crosses open countryside.  No preliminary environmental impact assessment has been presented 

to provide and understanding of potential environmental constraints and how these could be 

overcome; 

 It severs fields which are in commercial farming use.  It is unknown if compensation for loss of 

business has been included in the scheme costs; 

 It crosses the Alder Stream and the land either side is identified as being in Flood Zone 3.  No 

preliminary flood risk assessment has been presented to understand the extent of works required to  

satisfactorily achieve this or that there is an acceptable and deliverable solution in principle; 

 It crosses ancient wood land; 

 It severs Sychem Lane.  No information is provided regarding what the impacts of this severance 

would be on the existing communities; 

 It meets the B2017 at a major new roundabout junction immediately adjacent to Capel Primary 

School.  No preliminary assessment is presented setting out the potential adverse health impacts 

affecting primary age children as a consequence of increased traffic volumes (including air quality, 

noise and road safety) arising from locating a new roundabout junction immediately outside a primary 

school; and 

 It is wholly reliant in the Colts Hill Bypass on the A228 being delivered. 

6.13 Having regard to the above, my conclusion is that the physical and environmental constraints associated 

with delivering a FOG bypass on the alignment suggested are so great, that the road has little prospect 

of being delivered and no prospect of it being delivered in the absence of the A228 Colts Hill Bypass 

being delivered. 

6.14 Turning to the other two infrastructure items identified, I have been unable to find a plan indicating what 

these would involve.  It is therefore impossible to understand if the improvements to the B2017 / A26 

junction and the realignment / widening of the B2017 would either mitigate the impacts arising from the 

3 Allocations or would be deliverable. 
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6.15 Having regard to the environmental and physical constraints I have identified in relation to the FOG 

bypass and in the absence of evidence to the contrary, my conclusion is that the improvements to the 

B2017 / A26 junction and the realignment / widening of the B2017 implied in the Plan have no prospect 

of being delivered in a form that would satisfactorily mitigate the impacts arising from the 3 Allocations. 

6.16 As a consequence, the changes in traffic volumes and traffic composition arising from the 3 Allocations 

– both during construction and operational phases - will result in an unacceptable impact on highway 

safety and severe residual impacts on the road network. 

Hartlake Road 

Potential Impacts 

6.17 There is no traffic volume data provided in either the T&M BC submission Local Plan or TWBC emerging 

Local Plan evidence bases.   

6.18 Anecdotal evidence indicates that the route is already busy during peak times with the characteristics of 

the route suggesting an absolute capacity of 1,100 vehicles per hour. In the absence of mitigation, an 

additional 300 vehicles an hour can therefore be expected to have a significant impact on the route 

resulting in an unacceptable impact on highway safety and severe residual impacts on the road network. 

Mitigation 

6.19 The Plan recognises the potential scale of impact on Hartlake Road arising from the 3 Allocations and 

proposes to mitigate this by closing it at the river Medway.  This would result in two immediate adverse 

impacts: 

 Severance of existing local communities north and south of the Medway; and 

 Diversion of more traffic along the B2017 to reach the A26 and A228 to travel northwards. 

6.20 It is noted that Hartlake Road is located in T&M and managed by Kent County Council (KCC).  It is 

therefore entirely outside the gift of TWBC to deliver this mitigation. No evidence is presented by TWBC 

that either T&M or / and KCC would facilitate this proposed mitigation. 

6.21 Notwithstanding this, referring to section 11.2 (bullet three) of the Sweco Study, it is accepted by TWBC 

that the severance of Hartlake Road would result in even more traffic travelling along the B2017 corridor 

and on the A228 and A26.  No assessment has been made of the acceptability nor mitigation identified 

to address  this increase in traffic volumes on the B2017, A228 or A26. 

6.22 Having regard to the above, my conclusion regarding proposed mitigation for Hartlake Road is that it has 

no prospect of being delivered.  The traffic arising from the 3 Allocations could therefore be expected to 

have a significant impact on the route resulting in an unacceptable impact on highway safety and severe 

residual impacts on the road network.  Even in the unlikely event that the scheme is delivered, it would 

simply push the impacts to other locations in the road network where no infrastructure interventions 

have been identified to mitigate it. 

A228 

Potential Impacts 

6.23 The A228 forms a principle north-south route serving the Medway Valley area.  This encompasses several 

local planning authority areas and each planning authority has relied on the capacity of the A228 in 

developing their local plans. 

6.24 Based on the evidence presented by TWBC, in the absence of mitigation, the changes in traffic volumes 

on the A228 both north of and south of Paddock Wood arising from the 3 Allocations will result in an 

unacceptable impact on highway safety and severe residual impacts on the road network. 
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6.25 Of particular concern is that, in assessing the potential impacts of the 3 Allocations in the A228, TWBC 

has failed to undertake an assessment of the traffic impacts arising from considering neighbouring local 

plan allocations cumulatively with the Plan.  For example, TWBC fails to recognise the strategic 

development allocation at Kings Hill in T&M and the potential impact that this will have on traffic volumes 

on the A228.  TWBC simply assumes, in the context of the Plan, that there will be no significant increases 

in traffic along the A228 corridor arising from strategic development allocations outside TWBC.  

6.26 This is clearly a flawed approach because development traffic does not recognise planning authority 

boundaries.  As a consequence, TWBC’s conclusions underestimate the magnitude of potential impacts 

on the A228 because the assessment fails to recognise the increases in traffic on the A228 arising from 

neighbouring authorities’ local plans. 

Mitigation  

6.27 In order to mitigate the impacts of the 3 Allocations, available carriageway space will need to be increased 

on the approaches to junctions in the vicinity of Paddock Wood.  The junctions themselves will need to 

be significantly altered and enlarged to accommodate these physical changes as well as to provide the 

additional capacity required. 

6.28 In order to safely accommodate the increased number of vehicles, and particularly large vehicles / buses 

using the A228, improvements to the width and alignment of the A228 will need to be made at several 

locations in the vicinity of Paddock Wood.  This is most notable at, and on the approaches to, Colts Hill 

where the A228 is poorly aligned and directly passes the frontages of dwellings.   

6.29 This is in part acknowledged in the Plan and items are included for: 

 Colts Hill Bypass (£20M); 

 A228 Whetsted Road/A228 Bransbridges Road/B2160 Maidstone Road roundabout (£2M); 

 A228 Maidstone Road / Whetsted Road priority junction (£0.15M); and 

 A228 Maidstone Road / B2017 Badsell Road (Colts Hill) roundabout (£2M). 

6.30 I have reviewed the evidence available and have identified a plan that shows potential alignments and 

routes for the Colts Hill bypass (Figures 20-22 of the Masterplanning Report) as follows: 

 Option 1 – Fully off-line (£40M); 

 Option 2 – On-line improvement (£20M); and 

 Option 3 – Local By-pass of Colts Hill (£20M). 

6.31 Option 2 is dismissed in the Masterplanning Report inter alia due to the loss of properties fronting the 

road in Colts Hill that would be necessary to achieve the required highway standard.  I concur with that 

conclusion. 

6.32 The Masterplanning report and the Plan as a whole, concludes that Option 3 (Figure 22 of the 

Masterplaning Report) is all that is required to mitigate impacts arising from the 3 Allocations.  I note 

the following regarding the suggested Option 3 alignment of the Colts Hill bypass: 

 It is entirely dependent on third party land.  TWBC provides no evidence that the land required could 

be acquired by negotiation.  TWBC provides no evidence that they could compulsorily purchase the 

land required to construct the A228 Colts Hill Bypass in the absence of support from the highway 

authority; 

 It crosses open countryside.  No preliminary environmental impact assessment has been presented 

to provide an understanding of potential environmental constraints and how these could be overcome; 
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 It severs fields which are in commercial farming use.  It is unknown if compensation for loss of 

business has been included in the scheme costs; 

 There are significant level differences between the A228 and the surrounding farm land that will need 

to be overcome through major earthworks.  TWBC presents no evidence that the environment and 

financial impacts of this has been considered in particular in relation to the proposed new five-arm 

roundabout junction at Crittenden Road / Alders Road / A228.  Extensive reprofiling of the existing 

highway will be required to achieve the required standards;  

 No details of the “on-line” improvements to the south of Alders Road are provided.  These will require 

3rd party land and may involve loss of property to achieve the required standards; and 

 It does not address capacity restrictions or road safety on the A228 between Alders Road and the 

start of the Pembury Bypass section of the A228 which can be expected to worsen as a consequence 

of increased traffic volumes arising from the 3 Allocations. 

6.33 Having regard to the above, Option 3 as proposed would not adequately mitigate the impacts arising 

from the 3 Allocations.  Even if it were adequate, the physical and environmental constraints associated 

with delivering Option 3 on the alignment suggested are so great, that the road has little prospect of 

being delivered.   

6.34 Option 1 is the only alignment that would adequately mitigate the impacts of the 3 Allocations.  

Preliminary environmental assessment work has been undertaken previously by the highway authority 

with regards to Option 1 as part of historic, failed bids for funding.  There is therefore some prospect 

that physical and environmental constraints could be overcome to deliver Option 1.   

6.35 To date, several bids by the highway authority for funding for the bypass have been rejected.  There is 

therefore no prospect that public funding for Option 1 would be forthcoming.  In the Plan, the A228 Colts 

Hill bypass is identified as being developer funded.  The estimated £40M cost would however be 

prohibitive for developer funding and is not included in the viability assessment.  It therefore has no 

prospect of being delivered due to cost.   

6.36 The changes in traffic volumes arising from the 3 Allocations will therefore result in an unacceptable 

impact on highway safety and severe residual impacts on the A228 because an adequate mitigation 

scheme has no prospect of being delivered. 

Walking and Cycling 

6.37 As I conclude in Section 3, safe and suitable access for pedestrians and cyclists to the 3 Allocations is 

not achievable because there will be an unacceptable highway safety impact on these users.  Very few, 

if any, functional journeys can be expected to be made on foot or by cycle. 

6.38 This conclusion varies between the allocation at Tudeley Village, in relation to which I would expect no 

external journeys to be made by foot and very few by cycle, and the East Capel / Paddock Wood 

allocation, in relation to which some external journeys may be made on foot and cycle due to their 

proximity to the existing settlement of Paddock Wood.  However as set out in Table 6.1 above, 80% of 

external journeys would be to destinations remote from Paddock Wood for which I would expect no 

external journeys to be made by foot and very few by cycle. 

6.39 The paucity of safe and suitable walking and cycle infrastructure is recognised by TWBC and a strategy 

is set out in the following documents: 

 Tunbridge Wells Borough Cycling Strategy 2016-2020 (‘the Cycling Strategy’); and 

 Tunbridge Wells Borough Council Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan: Phase 2, March 2021, 

prepared by PJA (‘the PJA Study’). 

6.40 I have reviewed both these documents.  With regards to the Cycling Strategy, it is noteworthy that: 
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 There is no reference whatsoever to Tudeley; 

 There is no reference whatsoever to Capel;  

 There are no existing or proposed cycle routes identified that pass through the Tudeley Village area;  

 There is only a single cycle route referred to in relation to Paddock Wood.  This is a circular route 

within the settlement (illustrated on page 25 of the Cycling Strategy);  

 There is a leisure route referred to as the ‘Hop Pickers Heritage route’ that connects Paddock Wood 

to Horsmonden and Gill’s Green to the southeast; and 

 There are no existing or proposed cycle routes identified to connect Paddock Wood to other 

settlements within the Borough. 

6.41 My conclusion is therefore that TWBC’s policy focus is on providing either cycle routes within urban areas 

and settlements or leisure routes rather than creating a network of safe and suitable cycle routes for 

functional journeys.  Given that both Tudeley Village and Paddock Wood are isolated settlements, TWBC 

is clearly expecting in its Cycling Strategy that few, if any, journeys would be made from these 

settlements to other settlements in the Borough.  If TWBC had been expecting this, I would have 

expected the Cycling Strategy to have contained plans identifying what the safe and suitable routes 

would be and the steps that TWBC would be taking to improve them.  

6.42 Turning to the PJA Study, this identifies at figure 5-8 a network of inter urban routes (IUR) connecting 

the 3 Allocations with each other and other settlements, which I have reproduced below. 

 

Proposed IURs – PJA Study (extract from figure 5-8) 
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6.43 The initial audit set out in the PJA Study assesses the current level of service of all these routes as poor, 

an assessment which, having visited the routes on site, I would agree with. 

6.44 The PJA Study recommends a package of improvements which is claimed will significantly improve the 

level of service.  The level of service calculations are presented in Appendix F of the PJA Study. 

6.45 What is clear from the suggested IUR network is that improvements to a single route, or part thereof, 

will not be sufficient to achieve a material increase in the number of people choosing to cycle rather than 

drive.  This because the whole network is required to provide a reasonable choice of destinations such 

as Tunbridge, Tonbridge and Paddock Wood.  For example if D and E only are improved, then it might 

be expected that some residents of the 3 Allocations would cycle between Tonbridge, Tudeley and 

Paddock Wood.  However they would not cycle to the administrative centre of Tunbridge Wells unless 

route G improvements were delivered. 

6.46 Of particular relevance to the 3 Allocations are IURs D and E, which in combination provide a continuous 

cycle route between Paddock Wood and Tonbridge.  This passes near to Tudeley Village but does not lead 

through it.  I have reviewed the suggested improvements and make the following comments: 

With regards to route D 

 Part of this route is currently impassable because it is on private land.  Delivery of the route assumes 

that the land owner will allow a permanent right for the public to pass and repass over it; 

 The route is almost entirely not overlooked.  This has an adverse impact on the perception personal 

safety especially during darker months of the year; 

 Cell I23 of Appendix G (tab ‘Route D’) states that the lighting to highway standards will be provided 

along the route.  However this must be an error because it would involve introducing a line of street 

lighting between Five Oak Green and Tonbridge across what is currently unlit, open countryside.  An 

application to introduce extensive new street lighting to highway standard in the open countryside 

has no prospect of being approved.  I have also been unable to identify where the costs of introducing 

street lighting (including provision of power supply) have been accounted for; and 

 The eastern half of the route between Hartlake Road and Five Oak Green is unsurfaced PROW on 

which cycling is currently prohibited. 

With regards to route E 

 Cell I23 of Appendix G (tab ‘Route E’) states that the lighting to highway standards will be provided 

along the route.  However this must be an error because it would involve introducing street lighting 

along the full length of Whetsted Road and Five Oak Green which is currently an almost entirely unlit, 

rural lane leading through open countryside, and then from Five Oak Green the whole length of 

Sychem Lane to Alders Lane along which is currently an unlit, rural lane leading through open 

countryside.  An application to introduce extensive new street lighting to highway standard on rural 

lanes in the open countryside has no prospect of being approved.  I have also been unable to identify 

where the costs of introducing street lighting (including provision of power supply) have been 

accounted for;  

 The route is predominantly on narrow, rural lanes sections of which are too narrow for two-way 

vehicle movements.  The safety of cyclists would be entirely reliant on vehicle drivers seeing them 

and taking appropriate action; and 

 The assessment has taken no account has been taken of the potential significant increase in traffic 

volumes on these roads arising from the 3 Allocations.   

6.47 Having regard to the above, my conclusion is that: 
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 Neither UIR D nor UIR E have a prospect of being delivered in the format anticipated in the PJA Study;  

 UIR D would remain an almost entirely isolated, rural route with no surveillance; and 

 UIR E would require cyclists to share narrow carriageways on roads predominantly subject to 60mph 

speed limits which can be expected to be accommodating significant increases in road traffic as a 

consequence of the 3 Allocations. 

6.48 My conclusion based on the above is that the proposed cycle mitigation fail to deliver safe and suitable 

routes that would be attractive for functional journeys.  Very few, if any, functional journeys can therefore 

be expected to be made on foot or by cycle. 

Public Transport 

Journeys by Bus 

6.49 I have reviewed the evidence base to understand the bus public transport strategy that is proposed to 

sustain the 3 Allocations and which the Stantec Study implies will lead to a significant mode shift away 

from the private car.   

6.50 The result of my review is that there is extremely little detail regarding how the 3 Allocations could be 

served by public transport.  I reproduce below in full, the details that I have been able to ascertain from 

the evidence base: 

 With respect to East Capel and Paddock Wood 

‘Public transport will also be a key measure in ensuring car trips are kept as low as possible. At present 

it is considered that the existing service through Paddock Wood would not be sufficient to provide a 

reasonable modal shift towards bus due to infrequency. As a result, shuttle type buses may be explored 

as part of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) to provide frequent services to key destinations. Although this report 

concentrates on bus routes, the principle for the routes would be the same regardless of how transport 

evolves in the future.’  [Stantec Study paragraph 6.8.3] 

 With respect to Tudeley Village 

“Public transport will also be a key measure in ensuring car trips are kept as low as possible. At  present 

it is considered that an increase in frequency of bus service in the area  to every 15 minutes with a midi 

size bus will cater for the proposed development.”   [Stantec Study paragraph 7.9.2] 

6.51 I make the following comments regarding the strategies: 

 There is no strategy for East Capel and Paddock Wood.  The evidence base acknowledges that the 

current level of provision is inadequate.  It then fails to identify the changes that would be required 

to support a strategic allocation of 3,590 dwellings. 

 The strategy for Tudeley Village would result in a capacity of 160 people per hour for a strategic 

allocation which is forecast to result in a demand of 6,626 trips (see Stantec Study).  The provision 

equates to 2.4% of total trip demand.   

6.52 My conclusion based on the above is that the bus public transport strategy formulated to support the 3 

Allocations is hopelessly inadequate because it either does not exist or else would cater for only a fraction  

the forecast demand.   

Journeys by Rail 

6.53 Access to railway stations differs between the 3 Allocations.    

6.54 Considering first East Capel / Paddock Wood, these would be served by services operating out of Paddock 

Wood railway station, which is within reasonable walking distance of the centre of both sites.  There is 
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therefore a reasonable prospect that rail would be the preferred mode of travel for a proportion of 

journeys made to and from East Capel / paddock Wood. 

6.55 In contrast there is no railway station at Tudeley Village and neither Tonbridge railway station nor 

Paddock Wood railway station is within reasonable walking distance.  For the reasons I set out above, I 

expect that very few, if any, connecting journeys to and from either railway station would be made by 

cycle.  Similarly, having regard to the very low levels of bus capacity being proposed, I would expect 

very few connecting journeys to and from either railway station would be made by cycle. 

6.56 The majority of connecting journeys to / from Tudeley Village from / to the railway stations can therefore 

be expected to be made by private car either as driver or as passenger.  Both railway stations are located 

centrally which is inconvenient for connecting journeys by car.  Both have limited car parking availability 

and both charge for car parking.  As a consequence, I would expect travel by rail to be an unattractive 

mode choice for people travelling to or from Tudeley Village and therefore few journeys to be made by 

rail as the main mode.  Moreover even if rail is chosen as main mode for a journey, it is likely to require 

a connecting journey by car adding to the significant increase in road traffic on the B2017 arising from 

the 3 Allocations. 

Public Transport Summary 

6.57 My conclusions regarding the public transport strategy proposed support the 3 Allocations is that it: 

 Entirely fails to address bus travel in relation East Capel / Paddock Wood; 

 Caters for only a small fraction (2.4%) of forecast travel demand in relation Tudeley Village; and 

 Fails to consider and plan for how people would travel between Tudeley Village and the nearest 

railways stations. 

6.58 As a consequence, even with mitigation in place, I do not expect travelling by public transport will be an 

attractive proposition for many people travelling to and from the 3 Allocations.  It is unlikely to encourage 

car drivers to switch to more sustainable modes. 
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7.0 Viability and Deliverability 

Planned infrastructure interventions 

7.1 I have reviewed the proposed infrastructure delivery regimes set out in the Masterplanning Report, the 

Stantec Study and the Sweco Study and compared these to the assumptions regarding infrastructure 

delivery in the Viability Assessment in order to understand the sequencing and funding of infrastructure 

delivery.   

7.2 Infrastructure interventions to make the Plan acceptable are set out in the Masterplanning Study and the 

Stantec Report.  For ease of reference Figures 25, 26 and 27 of the Masterplanning Study allocate 

infrastructure to as follows: 

 Figure 25: infrastructure required for all 3 Allocations (Scenario 1); 

 Figure 26: infrastructure required for East Capel and Paddock Wood only (Scenario 2); and 

 Figure 27: infrastructure required for Tudeley Village only (Scenario 3). 

7.3 A fourth scenario (Scenario 4) is established in the Sweco Study. 

7.4 The table below lists key highway infrastructure and sustainable transport interventions designed to 

mitigate the impact of additional traffic on roads for each of the four scenarios above.  It details if an 

outline scheme has been identified and if 3rd party land (or agreement) is required.   I have also included 

items identified in the Viability Assessment which I have been unable to identify in either the 

Masterplanning Study or the Sweco Report.  These items are therefore not associated with any the 4 

scenarios in the table below. 

 Infrastructure item 

Scenario 
Outline 

scheme 

identified? 

3rd Party Land 

Required? 
1 2 3 4 

Highway improvements to the A21/A26 junction ✓  ✓  No Yes 

Highway improvements to the A26/B2017 

roundabout 
✓  ✓ ✓ No Yes 

Widening of B2017 – SE corner of Tudeley Village 

to A26 
✓  ✓ ✓ No Yes 

Colts Hill route improvements / Bypass ✓ ✓  ✓ 

3 

alternatives 

presented 

but none 

confirmed 

Yes 

A228 Whetsted Road/A228 Bransbridges 

Road/B2160 Maidstone Road roundabout 
✓ ✓  ✓ No Yes 

A228 Maidstone Road / Whetsted Road priority 

junction 
✓ ✓ ✓  No Yes 
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 Infrastructure item 

Scenario 
Outline 

scheme 

identified? 

3rd Party Land 

Required? 
1 2 3 4 

A228 Maidstone Road / B2017 Badsell Road (Colts 

Hill) roundabout 
✓ ✓  ✓ No Yes 

B2017 Badsell Road / B2160 Maidstone Road 

signalised junction 
✓ ✓  ✓ No Yes 

B2160 Maidstone Road / Commercial Road priority 

junction 

 

✓ ✓   No Yes 

Shuttle signal Bridge Paddock Wood High Street ✓ ✓   No No 

Five Oak Green Bypass ✓  ✓ ✓ Yes Yes 

Traffic Calming Measures at Five Oak Green   ✓ ✓ No No 

A26 / A2014 / Pembury Road  
(Vauxhall Roundabout) 

   ✓ No Yes 

Closure of Hartlake Road    ✓ No No 

Cycle route west to the A26 ✓  ✓ ✓ No Yes 

Cycle route south to A21 via Half Moon Lane ✓  ✓ ✓ No No 

Cycle route east towards Paddock Wood 

 
✓  ✓ ✓ No Yes 

Ped / cycle route to Tunbridge Wells     No Yes 

Five Oak Green to A26 on road cycle route - on 

B2017 
✓ ✓  ✓ No Yes 

Pedestrian/Cycle Route to Tunbridge Wells - A228 
Route 

 

✓ ✓  ✓ No Yes 
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 Infrastructure item 

Scenario 
Outline 

scheme 

identified? 

3rd Party Land 

Required? 
1 2 3 4 

Pedestrian and cycle improvements - Stantec 

assumed upgrades and PJA presentation routes 
✓ ✓  ✓ No Yes 

Crossing on A228 ✓ ✓  ✓ No No 

Improvement to NE existing pedestrian/cycle 

bridge over Railway 
✓ ✓  ✓ No 

Yes  

(license from 

Network Rail) 

Ped cycle bridges      No Yes 

Cycle storage improvements at Paddock Wood 

Station 
✓ ✓  ✓ No Yes 

Midi Bus Service ✓  ✓ ✓ Yes No 

Bus Subsidy ✓ ✓  ✓ No No 

Table 7.1: Summary of proposed transport infrastructure interventions   

Infrastructure Costings 

7.5 The table above shows that of the 27 items of mitigation measures identified, outline schemes of only 3 

appear to be provided within the evidence base.  These comprise: 

 FOG Bypass – of which there are a number of variations; 

 A228 Colts Hill Bypass – of which 3 Options are presented; and 

 Midi Bus service for Tudeley Village. 

7.6 There is insufficient information regarding the remaining 24 mitigation schemes to be able to understand 

the form they may take and hence make an estimate of the cost of delivering them. 

7.7 Of the three schemes for which sufficient detail is provided, two of them present a series of alternatives 

which vary significantly in cost. 

7.8 Given that there is insufficient information provided in the TWBC evidence base to be able to cost 24 of 

the 27 schemes identified and that of the remaining three, two of them have multiple different costs, it 

is implausible that dependable costs for the infrastructure required to support the Plan could be 

calculated. 
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Deliverability 

7.9 I raise several concerns regarding the deliverability of some of the infrastructure items in Section 6 of 

this report.  In addition to these, Table 7.1 shows that 20 of the 27 schemes require 3rd party land for 

delivery. 

7.10 I have been unable to find any reference in the evidence base confirming that this land is available for 

use in constructing the mitigation identified nor have I been able to locate any reference to alternative 

mitigation in the event that 3rd party land is not forthcoming.   

7.11 Neither have been able to locate land costs for the acquisition of 3rd party land, which is likely to be much 

higher than market value because either the land owner, being in a ‘ransom’ position will seek an uplift 

in land value or else a public body will incur the costs associated with compulsorily purchasing the land. 

7.12 I consider this to be a severe flaw in the mitigation strategy: namely that so many of the mitigation 

measures are reliant on 3rd party land and so are at risk of non-delivery and / or will command a premium 

purchase price. 

Viability   

7.13 The table above shows that the Masterplanning Report and Stantec Study both seek, in different ways, 

to allocate the need for specific infrastructure items to specific allocations.  The Sweco Study assumes 

that somehow the Plan is delivered in its entirety.   

7.14 In contrast, the Viability Assessment assumes that costs of infrastructure would be staged over the build 

out of the 3 Allocations and furthermore, that the costs for major infrastructure items would be 

apportioned between Tudeley Village and East Capel / Paddock Wood.   

7.15 This difference in approach to the timing and allocation of infrastructure between the Masterplanning 

Report / the Stantec Study, the Sweco Study and the Viability Assessment is so great as to render the 

Viability Assessment otiose in the context of what infrastructure is required and when.   

7.16 As just one example, the Masterplanning Report does not consider the A228 Colts Hill Bypass as 

necessary to mitigate development at Tudeley (Table 15).  In contrast the Viability Assessment assumes 

that £8.96M of the cost of the A228 Colts Hill Bypass will be funded by development at Tudeley Village, 

thereby artificially reducing the costs borne by the East Capel / Paddock Wood development.   

7.17 A further example is improvements to the A228 Maidstone Road / B2017 Badsell Road (Colts Hill) 

roundabout are identified as necessary to mitigate development at East Capel Paddock Wood (Stantec 

Study Table 6.8) but not Tudeley Village (Stantec Study Table 7.8).  Notwithstanding this, the £2M 

estimated cost of the scheme is apportioned between the two development areas again artificially 

reducing the infrastructure costs borne by the East Capel / Paddock Wood development 

7.18 Similarly the Viability Assessment assumes that the cost of infrastructure required to support the delivery 

of either Tudeley Village or East Capel / Paddock Wood in isolation but which would benefit both in the 

long term, would be borne proportionately between the two developments irrespective of whether both 

are delivered.  For example the Five Oak Green to A26 on road cycle route is identified as necessary 

infrastructure for Tudeley Village in isolation (Masterplanning Report Table 15) and East Capel / Paddock 

Wood in isolation (Masterplanning Report Table 13).  However the Viability Assessment only considers 

the scenario in which both development areas jointly pay the £2.27M estimated scheme cost.  In the 

event that one or other of the development areas either is not developed or is delayed in being developed, 

the whole cost would fall to the other, impacting on the viability. 

7.19 When considering the above items and the reliance that both Tudeley Village and East Capel / Paddock 

Wood have on them, it is clear that the infrastructure interventions required to sustain them are to a 

significant extent indistinguishable.  In terms of infrastructure delivery, they therefore should be 

considered as a single allocation with a single infrastructure delivery plan.   
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7.20 Notwithstanding the above, my analysis has demonstrated that the following infrastructure elements 

would be required early in the development programme: 

 Pre-commencement the some of the B2017 width and alignment works will be required.  Construction 

on Tudeley Village cannot commence without some of this being undertaken.  This is because the 

B2017 is unsuitable for heavy vehicles and could therefore could not be safely used for transporting 

plant and material to and from the site.  There are no other roads that can accommodate construction 

traffic; 

 Pre-occupation the FOG Bypass will be required.  This is because the B2017 is unsuitable to safely 

accommodate increases in road traffic especially heavy vehicles such as pantechnicons; 

 As proposed in the Masterplanning Report, delivery of the FOG Bypass is reliant on delivery of the 

A228 Colts Hill Bypass which would therefore need to be delivered in parallel with the FOG Bypass.  

Pre-occupation the A228 Colts Hill Bypass would be required any way because the road in its current 

format cannot safely accommodate increases in road traffic;  

 Pre-occupation the complete network of pedestrian and cycle routes and improvements.  This is 

because pedestrian and cycle infrastructure currently does not exist connecting the 3 Allocations to 

adjacent settlements; and 

 Pre-occupation a comprehensive network of bus routes.  This is because the current bus provision 

fails to cater for the demands arising from strategic development.    

7.21 My conclusion with regards to viability therefore is that in order to deliver the above infrastructure in a 

timely manner, it will need to be advance funded by the public purse.  There is no mechanism identified 

in the evidence base to explain how this will be achieved.  Nor is there a commitment by TWBC that the 

public purse will be made available to cover the shortfall in infrastructure funding early in the Plan period.   

7.22 Failure to deliver, at least, the above infrastructure items in a timely manner will lead to an unacceptable 

impact on highway safety and severe residual impacts on the road network.  
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8.0 Summary and Conclusions 

Summary 

Existing Highway Network 

8.1 I have undertaken an analysis of the existing highway network and my conclusions are that: 

 The road network between the A228 and the A21 is poor and entirely inappropriate for 

accommodating significant increases in road traffic. Larger vehicles are already advised that the road 

network, including the main B2017 and Alders Road, is unsuitable for their use, for example 

pantechnicons delivering possessions to new residents moving in to new build housing would be 

unable to travel along the B2017.  Furthermore I provide an analysis of the B2017 at Appendix A 

which demonstrates that substantial sections of the B2017 are insufficiently wide for two-way bus 

movements.  Weight restrictions are in place on many off the remaining roads including Hartlake 

Road. 

 Sections of the A228 in the Medway Valley have been improved.  However the section in the 

immediate vicinity of the 3 Allocations continues to fall significantly short of current highway safety 

design standards.  It is therefore unsuitable for accommodating significant increases in road traffic. 

8.2 I would expect that in the absences of mitigation to address these significant shortcomings in the road 

network, even a moderate increase in road traffic would result in a severe residual cumulative impact on 

the road network and unacceptable impacts on road safety. 

Road safety 

8.3 I have undertaken an analysis of road safety records.  My conclusions are that: 

 The B2017 between the A26 and A228 is unsuitable for safely accommodating the magnitude of road 

traffic increases arising from strategic housing development; 

 The section of the A228 between the Beltring and the Pembury Bypass is unsuitable for safely 

accommodating the magnitude of road traffic increases arising from strategic housing development; 

 The Vauxhall Roundabout is unsuitable for safely accommodating the magnitude of road traffic 

increases arising from strategic housing development; and 

 New build highway is effective at mitigating road safety problems. 

8.4 As a consequence I would expect that in the absences of mitigation to address these significant 

shortcomings in the road network, even a moderate increase in road traffic would result in an 

unacceptable impact on highway safety. 

Public Transport 

8.5 I have undertaken an analysis of existing public transport provision.  My analysis has determined that 

accessibility by public transport to and from the 3 Allocations is currently very limited.  As a consequence, 

the private car is likely to be the most attractive mode of transport for journeys external to the 3 

Allocations. 

Walking and cycling 

8.6 I have undertaken an analysis of the existing walking and cycling environment.  My conclusions with 

regard to journeys by foot and by cycle therefore are that currently safe and suitable access for 

pedestrians and cyclists to the 3 Allocations is not achievable because there will be an unacceptable 

highway safety impact on these users.  Very few, if any, functional journeys can be expected to be made 

on foot or by cycle. 
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Reliability of Evidence base 

8.7 I have reviewed the TWBC transport evidence base and identified that there are significant 

inconsistencies between reports which claim to be assessing the same matters.  The consequence of this 

is that the total change in road traffic arising from the 3 Allocations cannot be determined from the 

evidence submitted. 

8.8 The true impact of road traffic arising from the 3 Allocations is under-estimated because the mode shift 

assumptions are inconsistent and either selectively or incorrectly applied.  It is therefore impossible to 

understand the true extent and scale of transport infrastructure required to make the Plan acceptable.  

8.9 No consideration has been given to the impacts on the transport environment of the 3 Allocations when 

considered cumulatively with existing, allocated sites in neighbouring local authorities.  As a 

consequence, TWBC’s conclusions underestimate the magnitude of potential impacts on the local road 

network because the assessment fails to recognise the increases in traffic arising from neighbouring 

authorities’ local plans. 

8.10 It is simply impossible from the evidence submitted to determine the true magnitude of impacts (either 

in isolation or cumulatively) arising from the 3 Allocations.  In the absence of this, the need for and 

extent of infrastructure interventions required to mitigate the impacts arising from the 3 Allocations 

cannot possible be determined. 

Impacts and Mitigation 

8.11 I have analysed the assessment work contained in the evidence base regarding potential impacts and 

associated mitigation.  Many items are relatively minor and such that whilst the Plan lacks sufficient detail 

to be able to determine their deliverability and / or effectiveness, there is a reasonable prospect that 

subsequent detailed assessment work in association with a planning application could define the detail 

and delivery of them. 

8.12 However, there are several significant infrastructure interventions which are fundamental to the delivery 

of 3 Allocations.  These comprise: 

 Improvements to the B2017, which is currently not fit to safely accommodate large vehicles or even 

small increases in traffic volumes; 

 Improvements to the A228, especially in the area of Colts Hill, which is currently not fit to safely 

accommodate even small increases in traffic volumes; 

 Improvements to Hartlake Road which is currently not fit to safely accommodate even small increases 

in traffic volumes; 

 Safe and secure inter-settlement cycle connections; and 

 A comprehensive public transport network. 

8.13 My conclusion with regards to the effectiveness of the mitigation proposed in the Plan with respect to the 

above is that: 

 the physical and environmental constraints associated with delivering a FOG bypass on the alignment 

suggested are so great, that the road has little prospect of being delivered and no prospect of it being 

delivered in the absence of the A228 Colts Hill Bypass being delivered.  In the absence of evidence 

to the contrary, the improvements to the B2017 / A26 junction and the realignment / widening of the 

B2017 implied in the Plan have no prospect of being delivered in a form that would satisfactorily 

mitigate the impacts arising from the 3 Allocations.  As a consequence, the changes in traffic volumes 

and traffic composition arising from the 3 Allocations – both during construction and operational 

phases - will result in an unacceptable impact on highway safety and severe residual impacts on the 

road network. 
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 The proposed Option 3 of the A228 Colts Hill Bypass has little prospect of being delivered and in any 

event would not adequately mitigate road traffic impacts arising from the 3 Allocations.  Option 1 

would adequately mitigate road traffic impacts arising from the 3 Allocations and in terms of physical 

and environmental constraints has some prospect of being deliverable.   However the cost would be 

prohibitive for developer funding and the scheme has a long track record of failing to attract public 

funding.    It therefore has no prospect of being delivered due to cost.  The changes in traffic volumes 

arising from the 3 Allocations will therefore result in an unacceptable impact on highway safety and 

severe residual impacts on the A228 because an adequate mitigation scheme has no prospect of 

being delivered. 

 the proposed mitigation for Hartlake Road is outside the gift of TWBC.  The traffic arising from the 3 

Allocations could therefore be expected to have a significant impact on the route resulting in an 

unacceptable impact on highway safety and severe residual impacts on the road network.  Even in 

the unlikely event that the scheme is delivered, it would simply push the impacts to other locations 

in the road network where no infrastructure interventions have been identified to mitigate it. 

 The proposed pedestrian and cycle network would fail to deliver safe and suitable routes that would 

be attractive for functional journeys. 

 The public transport strategy entirely fails to address bus travel in relation East Capel / Paddock 

Wood, caters for only a small fraction (2.4%) of forecast travel demand in relation Tudeley Village 

and fails to consider and plan for how people would travel between Tudeley Village and the nearest 

railways stations.  As a consequence, even with mitigation in place, I do not expect travelling by 

public transport will be an attractive proposition for many people travelling to and from the 3 

Allocations.  It is unlikely to encourage car drivers to switch to more sustainable modes. 

Viability  

8.14 I have reviewed the proposed infrastructure delivery regimes set out in the Masterplanning Report, the 

Stantec Study and the Sweco Study and compared these to the assumptions regarding infrastructure 

delivery in the Viability Assessment in order to understand the sequencing and funding of infrastructure 

delivery.   

8.15 The Viability Assessment assumes that costs of infrastructure would be staged over the build out of the 

3 Allocations and further more that the costs for major infrastructure items would be apportioned 

between Tudeley Village and East Capel / Paddock Wood.  In contrast the Masterplanning Report and 

Stantec Study both seek, in different ways, to allocate the need for specific infrastructure items to specific 

allocations.  The Sweco Study just assumes that somehow the Plan is delivered in its entirety.   

8.16 The differences in the timing and allocation of infrastructure between the Masterplanning Report, the 

Stantec Study and the Sweco Study and the Viability Assessment is so great as to render the Viability 

Assessment otiose.  

8.17 My analysis has demonstrated that the following infrastructure elements would be required early in the 

development programme: 

 Pre-commencement the some of the B2017 width and alignment works will be required.  Construction 

on Tudeley Village cannot commence without some of this being undertaken.  This is because the 

B2017 is unsuitable for heavy vehicles and could therefore could not be safely used for transporting 

plant and material to and from the site.  There are no other roads that can accommodate construction 

traffic; 

 Pre-occupation the FOG Bypass will be required.  This is because the B2017 is unsuitable to safely 

accommodate increases in road traffic especially heavy vehicles such as pantechnicons; 

 As proposed in the Masterplanning Report, delivery of the FOG Bypass is reliant on delivery of the 

A228 Colts Hill Bypass which would therefore need to be delivered in parallel with the FOG Bypass.  
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Pre-occupation the A228 Colts Hill Bypass would be required any way because the road in its current 

format cannot safely accommodate increases in road traffic;  

 Pre-occupation the complete network of pedestrian and cycle routes and improvements.  This is 

because pedestrian and cycle infrastructure currently does not exist connecting the 3 Allocations to 

adjacent settlements; and 

 Pre-occupation a comprehensive network of bus routes.  This is because the current bus provision 

fails to cater for the demands arising from strategic development.    

8.18 When considering the above items and the reliance that both Tudeley Village and East Capel / Paddock 

Wood have on them, it is clear that the infrastructure interventions required to sustain them are to a 

significant extent indistinguishable.  In terms of infrastructure delivery, they therefore should be 

considered as a single allocation with a single infrastructure delivery plan.   

8.19 My conclusion with regards to viability therefore is that in order to deliver the above infrastructure in a 

timely manner, it will need to be advance funded by the public purse.  There is no mechanism identified 

in the evidence base to explain how this will be achieved.  Nor is there a commitment by TWBC that the 

public purse will be made available to cover the shortfall in infrastructure funding early in the Plan period.   

8.20 Failure to deliver at least the above infrastructure items in a timely manner will lead to an unacceptable 

impact on highway safety and severe residual impacts on the road network.  

Conclusions 

8.21 For the reasons I set out above, I conclude that the proposed residential allocations at Tudeley Village, 

East Capel and Paddock Wood, either in isolation or cumulatively, will result in:  

 Cumulative residual impacts on the road network which are severe; and  

 Unacceptable impacts on highway safety.  

8.22 These are the tests set out in paragraph 109 of the NPPF for refusing planning permission for a 

development.  As a consequence, there is no prospect of planning permission being granted for 

development at Tudeley Village, East Capel and / or Paddock Wood.   

8.23 The proposed allocations at Tudeley Village, East Capel and Paddock Wood should therefore be removed 

from the Local Plan as they are undeliverable. 
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B2017 Swept Path Analysis



32.9m

Electric Cottage

LB

W

O
O

D
G

A
T

E
 
W

A
Y

White Lodge

Pond

40.6m

Sinks

B
 2

0
1
7

44.7m

F

I

V

E

 

O

A

K

 

G

R

E

E

N

 

R

O

A

D

B

 

2

0

1

7

50.4m

Cottage

3

1

.
3

m

Gate

32.7m

Goldsmid Hall

P

a

t

h

 

(

u

m

)

The Levels

40.6m

The Round House

Whiteoaks

T
U

D
E

L
E

Y
 L

A
N

E

B
 2

0
1
7

Wood

Square

Billy Bucks Farm

B

 

2

0

1

7

50.4m

Old Vicarage

New School

Cottages

Cottage

3

1

.
3

m

2

Pond

Tudeley

B

 
2

0

1

7

Gate

32.7m

1

Goldsmid Hall

Cottages

Tanyard

2

Pumping

Cottages

Old School

Ponds

32.9m

Tudeley

1

N

e

w

 

F

l
a

t

s

The

The Round House

C

o

p

p

e

r

s

Whiteoaks

Station

3

T
U

D
E

L
E

Y
 L

A
N

E

Barn

Church Farm

G

a

t

e

Pond

3

38.6m

H

o

u

s

e

1

4

GP

Billy Bucks Farm

1

2

4

1

2

4

3

D Fn

11.009

2.048 5.95

Dart SLF 11.20m

Overall Length 11.009m

Overall Width 2.401m

Overall Body Height 3.077m

Min Body Ground Clearance 0.312m

Track Width 2.360m

Lock to lock time 4.00s

Kerb to Kerb Turning Radius 9.518m

© Crown Copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 100043407

C
:
\
U

s
e
r
s
\
a
n
d
r
e
w

n
o
c
k
\
M

o
t
i
o
n
\
S
t
a
f
f
S
i
t
e
 
-
 
T
P
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
\
s
c
c
a
p
e
l
 
2
1
0
3
0
6
0
\
D

r
a
w

i
n
g
s
\
2
1
0
3
0
6
0
 
-
 
T
K
0
1
.
d
w

g

Revision:

Title:

Project:

www.motion.co.uk

Scale: (@ A3)

Drawing:

9 Greyfriars, Reading, Berkshire, RG1 1NU

T: 0118 206 2930

Date:

Drawn: Approved:Checked:

Rev: Rev By:Description: Chk'd:Date:

Guildford  -  London  -  Reading

Client:

Drawing Status:

B2017 West Section

Swept Path Analysis

Bus

2103060 - TK01

1:2500 04/05/2021

AN JR JR

Two buses

can not

pass each

other

Two buses

can pass

each other

http://www.motion.co.uk
http://www.motion.co.uk/en/Contact


Tatlingbury Oast

Capel

Pond

B

 

2

0

1

7

29.6m

Primary School

G

R

E

E

N

 
R

O

A

D

B

 
2

0

1

7

Cottage

F
IV

E
 O

A
K

George and Dragon

1

6

Pond

LB

The Beeches

WindsWest

Pond

26.7m

1

29.6m

49.9m

(PH)

Glebelands

Pond

George and Dragon

2

40.5m

FIVE OAK

Brampton Bank

G
R

E
E

N
 R

O
A

D

1

T

r
a

c
k

1

6

Pond

57.1m

Pralls

8

Cottages

Pond

B

 
2

0

1

7

59.0m

Somerhill

1

1

F
IV

E
 O

A
K

G
R

E
E

N

Old Flats

49.9m

2

Page Cottage

1

Villas

Crockhurst Street

Crockhurst Oast

Pond

2

5

3

2

57.6m

1

Catts Corner

2

Cottages

Crockhurst

Pond

6

57.1m

Pralls

R

O

A
D

Cottages

4

Street Farm

4

Somerhill

1

11.009

2.048 5.95

Dart SLF 11.20m

Overall Length 11.009m

Overall Width 2.401m

Overall Body Height 3.077m

Min Body Ground Clearance 0.312m

Track Width 2.360m

Lock to lock time 4.00s

Kerb to Kerb Turning Radius 9.518m

© Crown Copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 100043407

C
:
\
U

s
e
r
s
\
a
n
d
r
e
w

n
o
c
k
\
M

o
t
i
o
n
\
S
t
a
f
f
S
i
t
e
 
-
 
T
P
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
\
s
c
c
a
p
e
l
 
2
1
0
3
0
6
0
\
D

r
a
w

i
n
g
s
\
2
1
0
3
0
6
0
 
-
 
T
K
0
2
.
d
w

g

Revision:

Title:

Project:

www.motion.co.uk

Scale: (@ A3)

Drawing:

9 Greyfriars, Reading, Berkshire, RG1 1NU

T: 0118 206 2930

Date:

Drawn: Approved:Checked:

Rev: Rev By:Description: Chk'd:Date:

Guildford  -  London  -  Reading

Client:

Drawing Status:

B2017 East Section

Swept Path Analysis

Bus

2103060 - TK02

1:2500 04/05/2021

AN JR JR

Two buses

can not

pass each

other

Two buses

can pass

each other

http://www.motion.co.uk
http://www.motion.co.uk/en/Contact


11.009

2.048 5.95

Dart SLF 11.20m

Overall Length 11.009m

Overall Width 2.401m

Overall Body Height 3.077m

Min Body Ground Clearance 0.312m

Track Width 2.360m

Lock to lock time 4.00s

Kerb to Kerb Turning Radius 9.518m

Old Vicarage

59.0m

2

Tudeley

B

 
2

0

1

7

Crockhurst

1

Farm

F
IV

E
 O

A
K

Cottages

S

p

r

i

n

g

 

C

o

t

t

a

g

e

G
R

E
E

N

Old Flats

Crockhurst Farm

Ponds

Page Cottage

1

Crockhurst Street

Crockhurst Oast

1

Pond

B

 

2

0

1

7

The

Oast

5

F

I

V

E

 

O

A

K

 

G

R

E

E

N

 

R

O

A

D

3

2

57.6m

1

Catts Corner

2

Church

Crockhurst

Barn

Pond

T

C

B

Church Farm

6

Pond

38.6m

R

O

A
D

GP

L

B

50.2m

M

a

y

 

C

o

t

t

a

g

e

4

Street Farm

1

2

4

4

43.9m

1

© Crown Copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 100043407

C
:
\
U

s
e
r
s
\
a
n
d
r
e
w

n
o
c
k
\
M

o
t
i
o
n
\
S
t
a
f
f
S
i
t
e
 
-
 
T
P
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
\
s
c
c
a
p
e
l
 
2
1
0
3
0
6
0
\
D

r
a
w

i
n
g
s
\
2
1
0
3
0
6
0
 
-
 
T
K
0
3
.
d
w

g

Revision:

Title:

Project:

www.motion.co.uk

Scale: (@ A3)

Drawing:

9 Greyfriars, Reading, Berkshire, RG1 1NU

T: 0118 206 2930

Date:

Drawn: Approved:Checked:

Rev: Rev By:Description: Chk'd:Date:

Guildford  -  London  -  Reading

Client:

Drawing Status:

B2017 Middle Section

Swept Path Analysis

Bus

2103060 - TK03

1:2500 04/05/2021

AN JR JR

Two buses

can not

pass each

other

Two buses

can pass

each other

http://www.motion.co.uk
http://www.motion.co.uk/en/Contact


 

 

 

Appendix B 

Road Collision Locations



Hartlake Road 

 

 

A228 Northern Section 

 

  



A228 Middle Section 

 

 

A228 Southern Section 

 

 

  



B2017 Tudeley 

 

 

B2017 Five Oak Green  

 

  



A26 between junction with A21 and Vale Road 

 



 

 

 

Appendix C 

Public Transport Accessibility









 

 

 

Appendix D 

Walk Catchment
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