
7

2.0 

2.1 The Site 1 The Site2.1 The Sit

Ordnance Survey License Number: 100022432

7

2.0 

Ordnance Survey License Number: 100022432

 



88

Ordnance Survey License Number: 100022432



99



1010



11

.

11



12

2.2

12



1313



14

 

character. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

14



15

2.3

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

15



16

NORTH

0m 100m 500m

KEY:-
The SITE
ISOCHRONES AT 400, 800 & 1200m RADII
TOWN COUNCIL/CIVIL PARISH BOUNDARY
STONELEIGH ABBEY PARK (RPG)
S.A.M - GLASSHOUSE WOOD
LISTED BUILDINGS - GRECIAN LODGES
LOCAL WILDLIFE SITE

FOOTPATH LINKS:
PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY

OTHER PUBLIC FOOTPATHS NEAR TO SITE
(NOT HIGHWAYS FOOTWAYS)

LOCAL BUS SERVICES:

STAGECOACH SERVICE X17
COVENTRY-WARWICK
MONDAY-SATURDAY: FOUR/HOUR
STAGECOACH SERVICE U17
SUNDAY: TWO/HOUR

GROUPED FACILITIES:
NEIGHBOURHOOD CENTRE FACILITIES #1

NEIGHBOURHOOD CENTRE FACILITIES #2

EDGE OF TOWN CENTRE FACILITIES #1

CLOSEST BUS STOPS TO THE SITE

NC1

TC

NC2

KENILWORTH RAIL STATION
(CURRENTLY UNDER CONSTRUCTION)

EDUCATION ALLOCATION: ED2

HOUSING ALLOCATION: H06

JOHNSONS EXCELBUS SERVICE 539
COVENTRY - KENILWORTH
MONDAY - SATURDAY: EVERY TWO HOURS

HOUSING ALLOCATION: H40

N

TC 1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

47

6

1

2

3

4

5

NC2

1200m

16



17

EDUCATION & WELFARE:
THORNS COMMUNITY INFANT SCHOOL

ST NICHOLAS CofE COMMUNITY PRIMARY

PARK HILL JUNIOR SCHOOL

KENILWORTH SCHOOL AND MEADOWS
COMMUNITY SPORTS CENTRE

RECREATION & LEISURE:

CASTLE MEDICAL CENTRE

KENILWORTH DENTAL PRACTICE

PLAYING FIELD

RECREATION GROUND

ALLOTMENTS

KENILWORTH RUGBY FOOTBALL CLUB

KENILWORTH WARDENS CRICKET CLUB

KENILWORTH GOLF CLUB

MISCELLANEOUS:
ST. JOHN'S CHURCH

KENILWORTH METHODIST CHURCH

RECYCLING CENTRE

THE GREEN MAN P.H.

THE TILTYARD P.H.

FILLING STATION

WINDY ARBOR NEWS AND POST OFFICE

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

800m

NC1

5

6

400m

17



1818



19

2.4

London. 

  

19



2020

 



4.0 

21

3.1 Site Overview

3.2 

 

3.3

3.0 

21



22

3.4 3.4

3.5

3.6

3.6.1

22



23

3.6.2

 
3.6.3

23



24

3.6.4

the Site.

3.6.5 4.6.4

3.7

3.6.4

3.8

24



2525



2626



2727



5.0 

28

4.1

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

 

4.2

 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

4.0 

28



29

• 

• 

• 

and provided at an appropriate level in line with the 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

 

29

 and 



3030



3131



6.0 

32

5.0 

32



33

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

33



   Final

Housing Delivery Document
Senior Planning Manager

  Design Manager

03535469

  

   Final

Vision Framework
    Senior Planning Manager

 Design Manager

03535469



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Catesby Estates Ltd 

H40 – East of Kenilworth (Crew Lane / Woodside Training Centre) 

Matter 7B – TECHNICAL NOTE 

30th August 2016 

 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FPCR Environment and Design Ltd 
Registered Office: Lockington Hall, Lockington, Derby DE74 2RH 
Company No. 07128076.  [T] 01509 672772  [F] 01509 674565 [E] mail@fpcr.co.uk [W] www.fpcr.co.uk  
 
This report is the property of FPCR Environment and Design Ltd and is issued on the condition it is not 
reproduced, retained or disclosed to any unauthorised person, either wholly or in part without the written 
consent of FPCR Environment and Design Ltd. Ordnance Survey material is used with permission of  
The Controller of HMSO, Crown copyright 100018896. 

 

 
 

 

Rev Issue Status Prepared / Date Approved/Date 

- Draft  KMS / 30.08.2016  

A FINAL KMS / 31.08.2016 CPR / 31.08.2016 

    

mailto:mail@fpcr.co.uk
http://www.fpcr.co.uk/


5600 – East of Kenilworth Technical Note  

 

 J:5600\5600\LANDS\EiP Reps September 2016\5600 Matter 7B H40 East of Kenilworth RevA.doc    

fpcr 

1 

1.1 This Technical Note deals with two adjacent parcels of land on the eastern edge of Kenilworth; at 
Woodside Management Centre on Glasshouse Lane, and on land to the south of Crew Lane; 
detailed in respective Vision Frameworks (April 2016). This Note should be read alongside the 
Hearing Statement prepared by WYG on behalf of Catesby Estates Ltd. 

1.2 NPPF paragraph 80 sets out the five purposes for including land in the Green Belt.  Whilst none 
of these are specifically related to either landscape character or visual resources, paragraph 81 
then goes on to recognise that LPAs should look for opportunities within the Green Belt “to retain 
and enhance landscapes, visual amenity and biodiversity…” as well as “to provide access; to 
provide opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation…” It is necessary therefore to consider the 
underlying intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside within which the site is set, and 
whether or not it is highly “valued” in the light of the hierarchy of international, national or local 
designations. ( NPPF Paragraphs 17,109 and 113) 

1.3 The most up to date of the Landscape Character Assessments covering Crew Lane and the 
Woodside Training Centre is Natural England’s NCA 97 Arden. Updated in the light of the NPPF, 
this document includes Statements of Environmental Opportunity (SEOs) offering guidance to 
assist in achieving sustainable growth and a more secure environmental future. SEO 2 
recommends the delivery of green infrastructure: 

1.4 “planning and creating new and improved  links between urban areas, green belt and the wider 
countryside…” together with “Enhance urban areas and fringes through sympathetic building and 
landscape design.”  

1.5 The document also acknowledges the development pressures throughout the area, despite the 
fact that the majority of the NCA lies within the West Midlands Green Belt. It notes also that: 

 “There are opportunities for good, sustainable design reflecting local development patterns, 
green infrastructure and local character reflected in design and materials.”  

1.6 Taken together, the two proposed allocations are not, and never have been, covered by any form 
of landscape “quality” designation. Nor are they near to or visible from any designated landscape 
such as an AONB or National Park. The ‘Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment’, third edition (GLVIA3), published by the Landscape Institute and the Institute of 
Environmental Management and Assessment in 2013, sets out a range of factors against which 
the value of a landscape may be considered. These are set out at Box 5.1 (page 84). Using the 
criteria established by Box 5.1 from the GLVIA 2013 to analyse “value” at a local level, they 
would not score highly in terms of the hierarchy of landscape character due to the lack of public 
access and the relative absence of distinctive features over the core of the sites. On the ground, 
the sites are very well contained in relation to the wider Green Belt countryside between 
Kenilworth, Stoneleigh to the east and greater Coventry to the north east. The well-established 
eastern residential edge of Kenilworth along Glasshouse Lane forms the western edge of 
Woodside, with the A46 and Crew Lane providing clearly defensible boundaries to the east and 
north. Woodside benefits from a strong established landscape structure as a result of 
Glasshouse Spinney to the south and Victoria Spinney to the north. It also has attractive mature 
trees and ornamental planting associated with the Woodside Centre. The A46 dual carriageway 
is a very strong well treed linear corridor which robustly separates the proposed allocations from 
Stoneleigh Park, Abbey and the River Avon valley to the east. The Crew Lane component is 
again very robustly contained by Crew Lane Arboretum and Kenilworth Golf Course to the north. 
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Internally, there are very few distinctive landscape features within the Crew Lane site due to 
intensive agricultural management practices. The two sites have a very restricted visual envelope 
as a result of the interaction of existing urban form, well established vegetation and topography – 
the sites sit in a bowl with higher land to the north topped by the generously planted golf course. 
There is no public access to the sites, and no significant visibility from the public rights of way 
network in the locality. The Centenary Way to the north passes through the well treed golf 
course, whilst the public right of way to the south is largely set within Glasshouse Spinney and 
Wood. The two sites have a strong urban fringe character as a result of their proximity to 
Kenilworth. There is little sense of tranquillity due to the adjacent A46 traffic noise.  

1.7 The two supporting Site Delivery Documents (April 2016, Appendix 1 to main Hearing Statement) 
and the Illustrative Development Proposals (pages 30 and 31)  show that the sites can, either in 
combination or isolation, be sensitively developed to deliver high quality residential development 
set within a robust green infrastructure network. This utilises the existing framework of spinneys, 
trees and hedgerows, which will be retained and enhanced as part of the long term management 
proposals. A central green spine can be created along the watercourse which flows east beneath 
the A46 and into Stoneleigh Park and the River Avon.  

1.8 As a consequence of this strategic landscape led approach, the proposed allocations perform 
extremely well when tested against the five purposes of the Green Belt set out at paragraph 80 
and the ambitions found in paragraph 81 in terms of landscape character and visual resources, in 
the following ways;  

A) To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas: The proposed allocations form a 
logical expansion of Kenilworth in a very strongly defined and visually contained location. The 
A46 corridor and Crew lane, combined with the reinforcing green infrastructure strategy, ensure 
that there is a robust enduring new Green Belt boundary with no risk of further growth to either 
the east or north.  

B) To prevent neighbouring towns from merging together: There is no risk of any form of 
coalescence with Stoneleigh or Coventry, either physically or visually. The landscape character 
beyond the sites is very diverse with the overlapping treescape preventing any views either in or 
out of the sites.  

C) To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment: The very robust surrounding 
landscape of Stoneleigh Park and Kenilworth Golf Course contains the two sites. There would be 
no perception of the Green Belt releases beyond the immediate site boundaries. The green 
infrastructure proposals would reinforce and enhance the existing landscape framework.  

D) To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns: The two site play no significant 
landscape or visual role in creating a special setting for Kenilworth. There are no “vistas” towards 
important landmarks such as Kenilworth Castle.  

E) To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict or other land: This is 
not strictly a landscape related matter. However, whilst the sites are not derelict, in landscape 
and visual terms they are of lesser sensitivity due to the absence of public access and the lack of 
features of importance. Those that do exist can be retained and protected within new green 
infrastructure.  

1.9 Turning to paragraph 81, the comprehensive green infrastructure strategy will deliver positive 
enhancements to the landscape features, visual amenity, biodiversity and accessibility of the 
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area to the east of Kenilworth. There will be new accessible routes enabling better access to both 
Stoneleigh Park and the Centenary way to the north. The proposed approach is entirely 
consistent with Natural England’s aspirations for green infrastructure and sustainable growth from 
NCA 97 as set out at paragraph 1.2 above.  

1.10 The effect of built development within the proposed allocations on the openness of the Green 
Belt is not strictly a matter of landscape character or visual resources. Unfortunately the use  of 
what are currently green fields within the Green Belt for necessary built development will 
inevitably result in the loss of some “openness”, although both sites already have significant 
elements of built development within them. However, in the context of eastern Kenilworth this 
reduction in openness will be restricted to a very well contained area closely related to the 
existing settlement edge. There is excellent existing green infrastructure defining the site which 
can be reinforced and enhanced as part of the development proposals. The wider “open” Green 
Belt countryside to the north of Crew Lane at Kenilworth Golf Club and at Stoneleigh Park and 
the Avon valley beyond the A46 will not be compromised by the proposed allocations.  



david tucker associates
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 David Tucker Associates have been commissioned by Catesby Estates Limited, to 

consider the potential highway and transport impacts of providing a new residential 

development on land to the east of Kenilworth, included within proposed allocation 

H40 of the emerging Warwick District Local Plan (WDLP). The sites forming part of 

the allocation which are Catesby Estates’ control comprise Crewe Lane and Woodside 

Training Centre, to be known as ‘the allocation’. 

1.2 The east of Kenilworth allocation (Ref H40 comprising Crew Lane, Southcrest Farm 

and Woodside Training Centre) is for 640 dwellings in total.  

1.3 Following the suspension of the examination in October 2015 it was resumed in July 

2016 with hearings commencing on the 27th September 2016. The proposed 

allocation of H40 is to be heard as Matter 7b and programmed in for Week 4, Day 2 

– Wednesday 19th October 2016. 

1.4 The questions affecting H40 and in particular those relating to transport and highways 

are: 

4) What are the potential adverse impacts of developing the site? 
How could they be mitigated? 

 
5)  What are the infrastructure requirements/costs and are there 

physical or other constraints to development? How would these 
be addressed? 

 
6)  Is the site realistically viable and deliverable? 

 
1.5 The following report provides a response to those questions and concludes that the 

proposed allocation is not reliant upon the delivery of other sites and can progress 

either alongside other development or individually.  

1.6 Furthermore, the results of the modelling work underpinning this report shows the 

impact of the allocation is primarily focussed at the Kenilworth Gyratory and with the 

delivery of suitable mitigation as defined in Warwickshire County Council’s (WCC’s) 

evidence base and WDC’s Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan, can be wholly 
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accommodated without resulting in an unacceptable level of queuing or delay. It is 

considered that contributions towards these schemes will be provided through a 

suitably worded S106 agreement or CIL should a charging schedule be in place at the 

time of a planning application. The allocation could also, if required, delivery 

necessary schemes in their entirety.  

2.0 Existing WCC Strategic Assessments 

2.1 To date WCC have published various technical reports and evidence that has 

responded to the revised allocation options considered by WDC. These reports detail 

the assessment of the cumulative impacts of committed and proposed development. 

The conclusions of these reports are that the predicted additional traffic impact 

associated to the allocation can be accommodated on the local and wider highway 

network subject to the delivery of identified mitigation.  

3.0 Modelling work 

3.1 DTA have recently engaged with WCC to licence the S-Paramics micro-simulation 

models. This has enabled a considered assessment of the allocation proposals to be 

carried out. Appendix A presents the assumptions used in the modelling work.  

3.2 The S-Paramics models were used to test to potential impacts of the allocation for 

two development quantum’s of 325 (50%) and 650 (100%). This work was carried 

out within the Kenilworth and Stoneleigh Area Wide (KSWA) model. This is the same 

model that has been used by WCC for the majority of their development testing of 

the proposed WDLP allocations and informed the production of their STA 4 (Ref TA2) 

and the more recent Warwick District Council – Strategic Transport Assessment, Final 

Phase STA, February 2016 by Vectos Microsim (VM) (Ref TA14PM). The model covers 

the three hour AM and PM Peak periods; 07:00-10:00 and 16:00-19:00.  

3.3 A newer model is currently under production and is due to be available for use shortly. 

Therefore, is has been agreed with Warwickshire County Council as local highway 

authority, that the modelling work that underpins this report will be re-run in the new 
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model, to ensure the results and impacts remain valid. It is proposed a verbal update 

will be provided to the inspector during the hearing session regarding H40. 

 

3.4 The modelling work has adopted the same vehicular trip rates used throughout WCC’s 

testing for consistency. They are presented in the WCC reports and are shown in 

Table 1 below for ease of reference. 

Table 1 – Residential Vehicular Trip Rates 

Period In Out Total 

07:00 to 08:00 0.08 0.33 0.41 

08:00 to 09:00 0.12 0.48 0.60 

09:00 to 10:00 0.12 0.22 0.34 

16:00 to 17:00 0.35 0.11 0.46 

17:00 to 18:00 0.48 0.12 0.60 

18:00 to 19:00 0.36 0.11 0.48 

 

 

3.5 As set out above the allocation’s impact has been tested in two scenarios for a future 

year reference of 2028. The scenarios tested are: 

 

• Scenario 1 - 2028 Reference - The KSWA forecast to a future year inclusive of 

committed developments and generalised growth assumptions but no proposed site 

allocations (as defined in the VM report). 

 

• Scenario 2 - 2028 Reference + 50% of the allocation  
 

• Scenario 3 - 2028 Reference + the allocation 
 

3.6 The development traffic has been distributed in accordance with the 2011 Census 

journey to work data from the Warwick 002 Middle Super Output Area (MSOA). The 

traffic has been locally distributed to and from the allocation assuming 75% via 

Glasshouse Lane and 25% via Crewe Lane.  

  



Land East of Kenilworth – H40 
Highways and Transport  
Response to Inspector’s questions  

 
 

DN/17377-01b DTA response to Matter 7b 4 
31st August 2016 

4.0 What are the potential adverse impacts of developing the site? How could 
they be mitigated? 

4.1 The impact of the allocation is assessed in three key areas; change in journey times 

across key routes; change in predicted vehicle speeds; and change in queuing levels.  

Journey Times 

4.2 Journey times for 6 routes across the modelled area have been produced for the 

three scenarios to enable a comparison of the predicted future year with and without 

development of the allocation to be undertaken. See Figure 1 below. 

Figure 1 

 

4.3 The two routes near to the allocation are routes 2 and 6. Route 2 covers Crewe Lane 

between Glasshouse Lane and the B4115, a total distance of approximately 1.5km. 

Given the allocation proposes an access onto Crewe Lane it is relevant to consider 

the allocation’s impact. 
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4.4 Route 6 includes the A452 between the junctions of Waverley Road in Kenilworth 

Town Centre and Bericote Lane roundabout, a total distance of approximately 2.3km. 

This route also includes the circulatory carriageway of the A452/ A46 Thickthorn 

Grade Separated roundabout junction.  

4.5 Route 2 shows that the impact of the allocation’s traffic in scenario 2 and 3 results in 

no change to the predicted journey times during both the AM and PM peak periods. 

4.6 Route 6 shows that the impact of the allocation in the AM period for scenario 2 

increases journey times by 11 seconds for eastbound traffic with no change for 

westbound traffic. Scenario 3 increases journey times by a further 12 seconds for 

eastbound traffic and 5 seconds for westbound traffic. During the PM peak period 

there is a maximum increase of 5 seconds for both directions of traffic between 

Scenario 1 and 3.  

4.7 It can be concluded that an increase in journey time of 23 seconds (AM Scenario 1 

to 3) over a distance of 2.3km is modest and would be generally indiscernible to the 

travelling motorist.   

Vehicle Speeds 

4.8 The predicted change in vehicle speeds on Crewe Lane between scenario 1, 2 and 3 

remains constant across both AM and PM periods. This further supports the journey 

time analysis which shows no change in the overall time taken to travel along Crewe 

Lane.  

4.9 When analysing the approaches to the gyratory from the A452 and Birches Lane, all 

scenarios for both AM and PM period show no change in predicted vehicle speeds, 

with the exception of the A452 northern arm approach, which reduces by just 4mph 

in the PM period only. This is likely to be due to traffic returning to the allocation 

during the evening peak, forcing A452 southbound traffic to give way onto the 

gyratory.  
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4.10 The allocation results in no other noticeable adverse impacts on predicted vehicle 

speeds including the A46 which forms part of the strategic road network, where no 

reduction in vehicle speeds are shown.  

Queueing  

4.11 In keeping with WCC’s assessment criteria for increases in queuing the following 

classifications have been used: 

• Queue Reduction (a reduction in queue lengths of greater than 5 vehicles) 

• Moderate Increase (an increase in queue lengths of between 15 and 30 vehicles) 

• Severe Increase (an increase in queue lengths of between 30 and 50 vehicles) 

• Very Severe Increase (an increase in queue length of over 50 vehicles) 

 

4.12 Figure 2 below shows the location of the reported junctions and the corresponding 

numbering.  

Figure 2 

 



Land East of Kenilworth – H40 
Highways and Transport  
Response to Inspector’s questions  

 
 

DN/17377-01b DTA response to Matter 7b 7 
31st August 2016 

4.13 The nearest junctions to the allocation accesses reported in the model are junctions 

5 and 6 which are the junctions either end of Crewe Lane. A queue on the B4115 

during the PM peak is predicted to increase by 2 vehicles, due to vehicles turning into 

Crewe Lane. Using the above classification this would be classed as less than a 

moderate increase.  

4.14 This modest increase is generally the pattern across the modelled area. Only two of 

the 11 junctions show moderate increases in queuing, which are Junction 1 and 

Junction 9.  

4.15 Junction 1 is known as Gibbet Hill and is at the intersection of the A429 and Stoneleigh 

Road and forms part of a route between the development site and Coventry/ Warwick 

University. The results of the modelling show an increase in queuing traffic of 17 

vehicles in the PM peak period for A429 southbound traffic on approach to the 

junction from the north in scenario 3. Scenario 2 shows an increase of just 8 vehicles, 

which falls below the moderate classification. The increase is likely to be attributed 

to traffic returning to allocation in the evening peak period (people returning from 

work). Using the above classification, the impact of the full allocation is moderate and 

would be addressed through a suitable contribution towards a scheme as identified 

for the junction in the draft IDP.  

4.16 Junction 9 is the Kenilworth Gyratory on the A452, to the west of the allocation and 

forms part of a route between the site and the A46. Scenario 2 shows less than a 

moderate impact across the junction on all arms. Scenario 3 shows an increase of 16 

vehicles on the A452 northern arm approach to the junction. As can be seen this just 

falls within the moderate increase classification. The impact of the allocation would 

be adequately addressed through a suitable contribution to the scheme identified in 

the draft IDP.  

4.17 It can be concluded in response to question 4, that generally the impacts of the 

allocation are modest and where contributions would be made to identified 

infrastructure, they would cost effectively mitigate the impact of the allocation. This 

work also shows that the impact of the allocation in isolation, does not highlight any 
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other junctions that would warrant further investigation or mitigation in addition to 

those already identified in the draft IDP.  

4.18 This position is supported by the cumulative assessment carried out by WCC and 

reported in the VM report.  

5.0 What are the infrastructure requirements/costs and are there physical or 
other constraints to development? How would these be addressed? 

5.1 WDC’s draft infrastructure delivery plan (Ref IN07PM) sets out the schemes required 

to help mitigate the proposed development allocations. Table 11 of appendix A of the 

IDP sets out Kenilworth specific improvements. 

 

5.2 Those schemes more relevant to the allocation are those local to it and on the A452 

and A429 corridors. The A452 Gyratory has an indicative cost in the IDP of £300,000. 

The A46/A452 Thickthorn roundabout has an associated cost of £1,250,000.  

 

5.3 There is no included costs for the potential Gibbet Hill improvements. 

 

5.4 The funding source within the draft IDP is stated as S106 and not CIL, for those 

elements. 

 

5.5 The indicative schemes have been assessed on the basis that the land to 

accommodate the improvements is public highway or when related directly to a 

development, land under the control of the developer. Therefore, there are no known 

physical constraints to the delivery of the infrastructure.  

 

5.6 Para 1.6 above states that it is fully expected the allocation will contribute on a 

proportionate basis towards mitigation proposals. The modelling shows that 

moderate impacts are only experienced at two junctions after 50% of the allocation 

build out. It is however, accepted this conclusion is based upon general background 

growth in the future year model and not the proposed allocations and should other 

development progress alongside the allocation, capacity improvements may be 

required earlier. Therefore, at this stage the precise triggers are unknown. In keeping 
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with other developments in the District, it is likely contributions would be required on 

an incremental basis for set levels of development.  

 

5.7 The full details of this and testing of precise triggers if required, would be the purpose 

of detailing modelling to support a transport assessment for a planning application.  

 

5.8 In addition to physical highway interventions it is also reasonable to assume 

contributions will be sought for public transport enhancements and walking and 

cycling improvements in the local and wider area. The allocation currently benefits 

from being in close proximity to local primary and secondary schools, therefore, it is 

key to ensure walking and cycling links are in place. Moreover, the Local Plan 

proposes a new secondary school on a parcel of land immediately adjacent to the 

allocation, meaning excellent sustainable links are possible. These would be secured 

through internal design of the site to ensure those future links can be made.  

 

6.0 Is the site realistically viable and deliverable? 
 

6.1 It is considered the transport and highway contributions required from the allocation 

to ensure delivery of the identified infrastructure is not out of keeping with what 

would be generally expected of a development of this scale. 

 

6.2 Therefore, the likely transport and highway obligations associated with the 

allocation’s requirements would not threaten its viability, even if the allocation was 

required to delivery all necessary infrastructure in its entirety – Subject to meeting 

the tests as set out in para 204 of the NPPF.  

 

7.0 Conclusions 
 

7.1 The results of the modelling demonstrates that the allocation is deliverable and is not 

reliant on the provision of other development’s infrastructure or land. Any mitigation 

that may be required is reasonable in terms of cost and can be delivered within either 

land under the control of the developer or public highway.  
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7.2 The impacts of the allocation are modest and where contributions may be sought 

towards identified infrastructure, it would cost effectively mitigate the impact of the 

allocation. Importantly this work also shows that the impact of the allocation in 

isolation does not highlight any other junctions that would warrant further 

investigation or mitigation, in additional to those already identified in the draft IDP.  

7.3 The cumulative assessment carried out by WCC and reported in the VM assessment 

shows the allocation’s traffic can be accommodated on the local and wider highway 

network.  

 

7.4 The likely transport and highway obligations associated with the allocation’s 

requirements would not threaten its viability.  

 

7.5 Therefore, there are no reasons why the development site should not be allocated 

within the Warwick District Local Plan and there are currently no known constraints 

to prevent the site coming forward in a timely manner. 



Appendix A 

VM160102.TN001 - Study Methodology 

 

 

 

 



 

 

   
TECHNICAL NOTE 

Project  title Thickthorn Threshold Assessment Job number          VM160102 

   cc DTA File reference     TN001 

   Prepared by Barney Newbould Date                   30 August 2016 
 

  Subject Thickthorn Threshold Assessment Methodology 

 

Introduction 

1. Vectos Microsim (VM) has been commissioned by David Tucker Associates (DTA) to 

undertaken a threshold capacity assessment relating to the proposed residential 

development at the Crew Lane/Woodside site, to the north of Kenilworth.  

2. Due to the location of the proposed development, the assessment has been undertaken 

within the Kenilworth and Stoneleigh Wide Area (KSWA) Paramics model. This model enables 

the impact on Kenilworth town centre, along with key junctions along the A46, A429, A45 

and A452 to be captured.  

3. This assessment has involved the creation of two scenarios to be modelled, one which 

contains the full proposed build out at the site, which equates to 650 dwellings, and a second 

scenario which contains a 50% build out of the site, which equates to 325 dwellings.    

4. The purpose of this Technical Note is to provide an overview of the methodology adopted 

and the results extracted from the resultant model scenarios.  

Background 

Reference Case 

5. For the purposes of this development testing it was deemed appropriate to use the most 

recent 2029 KSWA Reference Case model. This is as per the model which was reported upon 

within the recent Strategic Transport Assessment (STA) work.  

6. In order that the impacts associated with the Crew Lane and Woodside site could be 

identified discretely, the KSWA Reference model was adopted, with no trips at this site 

included. This formed the Reference Case for the study. This resulted in a Reference Case 

which contained the latest assumptions on housing sites and growth until 2029 within the 

model. Crucially the Reference Case contains the signal proposals for the A46/Stoneleigh 

Road junction.   
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7. The coverage of the model and the location of the development in question have been 

illustrated in Figure 1 and Figure 2 respectively.  

Figure 1 KSWA Model Extent

 

Figure 2 Development Site Location

 

8. The development at the Crew Lane/Woodside site was then added in at 325 and 650 

dwellings to identify the incremental impacts associated with the development.   
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Trip Generation 

9. The purpose of this study is to assess the impact of two scenarios at the Crew Lane and 

Woodside site, firstly at 325 dwellings, followed by a 650 dwelling scenario.  

10. Based upon discussions with DTA, it has been established that the trip rates to be assumed in 

this assessment would be the WCC standard trip rates for residential land uses. These trip 

rates are summarised in Table 1. 

Table 1 Residential Vehicle Trip Rates (WCC Residential Trip Rates) 

Hour Arrivals Departures Total 

0700-0800 0.08 0.33 0.41 

0800-0900 0.12 0.48 0.60 

0900-1000 0.12 0.22 0.34 

1600-1700 0.35 0.11 0.46 

1700-1800 0.48 0.12 0.60 

1800-1900 0.36 0.11 0.48 
 

 

11. The trip rates in Table 1 have been applied to the relevant number of dwellings, to derive the 

predicted number of trips in both the 325 dwelling and 650 dwelling scenarios.  

12. The number of trips derived for each hour modelled, in both of the scenarios assessed are 

set out below: 

Table 2 Residential Vehicle Trip Generation 

 325 Dwelling Scenario 650 Dwelling Scenario 

Arrivals Departures Total Arrivals Departures Total 

0700-0800 25 107 132 51 214 264 

0800-0900 39 156 195 78 312 390 

0900-1000 40 72 112 79 144 223 

1600-1700 113 38 151 227 75 302 

1700-1800 156 39 195 312 78 390 

1800-1900 119 38 157 237 76 313 
 

 

13. Based upon the figures in Table 2, the two ‘With Development’ scenarios have been created, 

with the relevant number of development trips contained within the AM period (0700-1000) 

and PM period (1600-1900).  

14. These trips have then been profiled to ensure that the release of development trips over the 

three hour modelled periods is reflective of the hourly trip rates for the AM and PM periods.  

15. The trip rates in each hour have been converted into a proportion of the three hour peak 

period trip rate, to ensure the release rate of vehicles within the model reflects Table 2 

above. 
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Trip Distribution 

16. The residential trip distribution to be applied to the site, within the modelling, has been 

extracted directly from 2011 Census information. The 2011 distribution, derived by the direct 

interpolation of the 2011 Census Journey to Work data, has been based upon the MSOA 

distribution information for the Warwick 002 ward, as the proposed development lies within 

this area.  

17. The Journey to Work data for the Warwick 002 MSOA has been assessed to enable a 

percentage distribution from this area to other MSOAs.  

18. Where the MSOA falls within the model extent they have been dealt with as ‘internal’ zones, 

and the trip allocated a model zones that lies within origin/destination MSOA, weighted 

towards the key population or employment centres.  

19. Where the MSOA is outside of the model extent they have been dealt with by applying the 

derived number of trips to the appropriate ‘external’ zone on the model network. For 

example all trips from the site towards Leamington Spa are assumed to travel via the A452 

and as such have a destination zone of Zone 215 (southern extent of the A452) within the 

model.  

20. The external zones applied to these trips are based upon the likely routes taken to each of 

the destinations. In determining the likely route taken between the site and destination 

outside of the model extent, the quickest route available has been assumed to be the route 

which would be taken, and the destination zone within the model selected accordingly.   

21. The resulting trip distribution is summarised in Table 3, and the supporting Figure 3, (note 

only the destinations with greater than 1% of trips have been included) 

Table 3 Trip Distribution derived from 2011 Journey to Work data 

Destination % of Trips Model Zone 

Kenilworth Centre  11.59% 12 

Warwick Centre 28.72% 217 

Coventry Centre 3.93% 201 

Coventry Centre 3.93% 203 

Warwick University 7.08% 224 

Leamington Spa 15.65% 215 

Kenilworth Centre 4.67% 22 

Coventry North 4.56% 225 

Stratford upon Avon 5.05% 218 

Kenilworth South 3.35% 25 

Coventry 3.02% 261 

Solihull 3.9% 226 

Coventry 2.7% 287 

Kingswood 1.81% 222 

TOTAL 100.00%  
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Figure 3 Trip Distribution derived from 2011 Journey to Work data

 

 

Site Access Arrangements 

22. Following discussions with DTA it was agreed that three site accesses would be modelled for 

the development. Two of these would be off Glasshouse Lane, with a third via Crew Lane.  

23. The site accesses on Glasshouse Lane consist of a priority junction, with a right turn lane 

provided, directly to the north of the Glasshouse Lane/Stansfield Grove junction, and a three 

arm roundabout, to the south of this.  

24. The location and form of these junctions is demonstrated in Figure 4.  
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Figure 4 Glasshouse Lane Site Access Arrangements 

 

25. The site access on Crew Lane consist of a priority junction, with a right turn lane provided. 

The location and form of this junction is demonstrated in Figure 5.  

Figure 5 Crew Lane Site Access Arrangements 
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26. Following discussions with DTA it was agreed that 75% of all development trips would arrive 

and/or depart the site via the Glasshouse Lane access points, whilst the remaining 25% 

would arrive/depart via the Crew Lane access points.  

Results  

27. The trip generation, distribution and site access details described within this note have been 

combined into the relevant models to create the scenarios for testing. The models have been 

run and results presented for the following key indicators: 

Network Wide Statistics 

28. A number of statistics used in the analysis have been obtained from analysing each individual 

trip that has occurred within the network. This information is collected within Paramics 

through the Trips-all file and contains information specific to each individual trip that has 

been completed within the model period. This information is then aggregated and processed 

to provide the following comparative statistics: 

 Average Time (seconds) – The average travel time of a completed trip during the 

model simulation period. 

 Average Speed (Km/h) – The average speed travelled by all vehicles that 

completed a journey during the model simulation period. 

 Completed Trips (vehicles) – The number of completed trips recorded during the 

model simulation. 

29. The first two measurements are averages so can be used to compare between the various 

scenarios. The final measurement is an absolute and is dependent on congestion on the 

network (as this will prevent trips from completing) and the demand within the model (i.e. 

the number of trips actually trying to complete). As demand differs between scenarios, as 

well as small variations between runs of the same scenario, we cannot expect the number of 

completed trips to be the same. However, as the demands do not differ significantly it can 

still provide an indication of the relative congestion on each network. 

Queueing 

30. The analysis of queue lengths has been based on the average hourly maximum queue length. 

Results presented for a series of key junctions within the model network with the queue 

levels presented at each selected junction on each approach.  

31. The hourly maximum for each individual model run has been calculated and then the 

average of all runs has been calculated for each hour. The maximum of these values, across 

all hours, is reported as the maximum periodic average maximum queue length. All queues 

are reported in numbers of vehicles 
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Journey Times 

32. A series of key routes have been defined within the model network. The average time it 

takes for vehicles to travel across each route has been collected and aggregated for each 

scenario, and the level of deviation from the Reference Case conditions demonstrated in the 

results.  

Link Flow and Speeds 

33. The directional and two way traffic flows have been presented for a selection of key link 

within the model network, and presented for each scenario tested. Link speed information 

has also been presented at the same links in each modelled scenario.  

34. The above results have been presented to DTA in spreadsheet format.  
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