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Glossary 

Bovis Bovis Homes Limited 

CD Core Document 

Core Spatial 
Strategy  

North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy  

Council  Borough Council of Wellingborough  

CPO Compulsory Purchase Order  

DCLG Department for Communities and Local Government 

DPD Development Planning Document 

Order Land  The land and interests over land to be compulsorily acquired to facilitate 
the Station Island North Scheme pursuant to the CPO, except those 
interests specifically excepted 

Outline Planning 
Permission  

Planning permission WP/2004/0600/0 

NCC Northamptonshire County Council  

New Circular Guidance on compulsory purchase process and the Crichel Down Rules 
for the disposal of surplus land acquired by, or under the threat of, 
compulsion 

NPPF National Planning Policy Framework  

SA Sustainability Appraisal 

Secretary of State  Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government  

SoC Statement of Case  

SoR Statement of Reasons  

SPD Supplementary Planning Document  

Stanton Cross 
Infrastructure 
Scheme 

The scheme for the provision of part of a new link road and other highway 
infrastructure to provide access to a new Railway Station building, 
enhanced car parking, public transport interchange and associated public 
access and public realm together with access to the Station Cross Urban 
Extension and a mixed use  scheme including employment, residential, 
leisure, live/work, office and associated drainage, river diversion and 
associated works  

Stanton Cross 
Scheme 

The major mixed use scheme planned for the east of Wellingborough 

Station Island 
North Scheme 

The Scheme for the provision of a new highway and mixed uses including 
residential, employment, leisure and retail units and other complementary 
uses together with associated public assess and public realm, highway 
and other infrastructure, drainage, associated servicing and works. 

TCPA The Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) 

UDP Unitary Development Plan  
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Context 

1.1.1 The Stanton Cross SUE will facilitate a large-scale mixed-use development, requiring a 
principal transport route (‘Route 9’) through an area of the development referred to as Station 
Island North.  

1.1.2 Route 9 will connect the Stanton Cross SUE development to the surrounding highway 
network.  

1.1.3 Route 9 will link Finedon Road to the proposed Stanton Cross SUE infrastructure to the south 
of Mill Road. It will be presented for adoption as public highway to the Local Highway Authority 
(Northamptonshire County Council – NCC). 

1.1.4 The proposed Route 9 is seen as a strategic piece of infrastructure to enable development. 
On 21 July 2015, the Borough Council of Wellingborough (Council) resolved to make a 
Compulsory Purchase Order in relation to land located to the east of the Midland Mainline 
railway and to the north of Mill Road, to facilitate development on part of the Stanton Cross 
SUE. A Compulsory Purchase Order, called the ‘Borough Council of Wellingborough (Station 
Island North, Stanton Cross) Compulsory Purchase Order 2015’ (hereafter referred to as the 
2015 CPO) was made by the Council on 12 October 2015. 

1.2 Content of this Proof of Evidence 

1.2.1 Following this chapter, the contents of this Proof of Evidence is set out below:  

 My experience and Statement of Truth (in Chapter 2); 

 The scope of my evidence (in Chapter 3); 

 Policy and planning considerations (in Chapter 4); 

 A description of Route 9, design overview and design standards used, Design options 
and issues (in Chapter 5); 

 Conclusion (in Chapter 6) 
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2 Experience 

2.1 Experience of Ronald Henry (Hons) MICE CEng MIEI 

2.1.1 My name is Ronald Henry and I am a Partner of Peter Brett Associates LLP (I refer to my 
practice as PBA from here onwards). PBA is an established engineering practice with over 50 
years of experience and I advise a wide range of public and private sector clients with regard 
to transport planning and engineering for major development and infrastructure projects in the 
UK. 

2.1.2 I hold an honours degree of Bachelor of Engineering (BEng (Hons). I am a Member of the 
Institution of Civil Engineers (2001), a Chartered Engineer (CEng), and a Member of the 
Institution of Engineers of Ireland (2003). I am the Partner responsible for the Northampton 
and Cambridge Offices of PBA. 

2.1.3 I have 20 years' experience in dealing with civil engineering and transport-related issues such 
as this. 

2.1.4 PBA has been engaged by the Council since 2014 to undertake design and assessment work 
across a variety of disciplines in support of the proposals for this development. 

2.1.5 I have also undertaken discussion and negotiations with the local authorities, project team and 
other stakeholders. During that time I have assessed technical designs and have undertaken 
site visits. 

2.2 Statement of Truth  

2.2.1 The evidence which I have submitted in my Proof of Evidence is given in accordance with the 
guidance of my professional institution and I confirm that the opinions expressed are my true 
and professional opinions. 

2.2.2 I confirm that my evidence includes all facts which I regard as being relevant to the opinions 
which I have expressed and that attention has been drawn to any matter which would affect 
the validity of those opinions.  

2.2.3 I confirm that my duty to the Inspector and the Secretary of State as an Expert Witness 
overrides any duty to those instructing or paying me, that I have understood this duty and 
complied with it in giving my evidence impartially and objectively, and that I will continue to 
comply with that duty as required.  

2.2.4 I confirm that I am not instructed under any conditional arrangement. 

2.2.5 I confirm that I have no conflicts of interest of any kind other than those disclosed in my 
evidence.  

2.2.6 I confirm that my evidence complies with the requirements of the Institution of Civil Engineers 
(ICE) as set down in ‘ICE Code Of Professional Conduct’. 
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3 Scope of Evidence 

3.1 Scope  

3.1.1 I represent the Council and my evidence covers transport matters in relation to Route 9 within 
the Station Island North element of the Stanton Cross SUE development. 

3.1.2 I will demonstrate that Route 9 is essential to meet future transport demand in Wellingborough 
and Route 9 is ideally located to achieve a high level of intercept. There is longstanding policy 
commitment to implementing it, but it is unlikely to be achieved in the foreseeable future 
without the CPO. My conclusion will be that there is a significant transport benefit, which 
weighs very strongly in favour of this scheme.  

3.1.3 My evidence is structured as follows: 

 In Chapter 4, I describe the relevant transport policy considerations, including the 
existing planning consent for Route 9 

 In Chapter 5, I describe Route 9 and it’s context, design and the evaluation of options 
for the route  

 In the last Chapter, I set out my summary and conclusions.  

3.1.4 My evidence is supported with the following Technical Appendices: 

 Appendix A – Order Land and Route Alignment Plan 

 Appendix B – Road Safety Audit Stage 1 of Route 9 

 Appendix C – Designer’s Response to Road Safety Audit 

 Appendix D – Route 9 Options Report (March 2016) 

3.1.5 My evidence is submitted together with that prepared in respect of planning matters and 
presented by Erica Buchanan of Borough Council of Wellingborough and evidence prepared 
by Mark Rose of Define.  
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4 Policy and Planning Considerations 

4.1 Transport Planning Policy 

4.1.1 The redevelopment proposed at Stanton Cross SUE and at Station Island North is in line with 
national and local transport policies. The policy considerations relevant to highway design of 
Route 9 are considered below. 

4.2 Flood Risk and Coastal Change - Planning Practice Guidance (CD57) 

4.2.1 Paragraph 39 of the Planning Practice Guidance States; “Where access and egress is 
important to the overall safety of the development, this should be discussed with the local 
planning authority and Environment Agency at the earliest stage, as this can affect the overall 
design of the development. Access considerations should include the voluntary and free 
movement of people during a design flood, as well as the potential for evacuation before a 
more extreme flood. Access and egress must be designed to be functional for changing 
circumstances over the lifetime of the development. Specifically: 

 Access routes should allow occupants to safely access and exit their dwellings in design 
flood conditions. Vehicular access to allow the emergency services to safely reach the 
development during design flood conditions will also normally be required. 

 Wherever possible, safe access routes should be provided that are located above design 
flood levels and avoiding flow paths. Where this is not possible, limited depths of flooding 
may be acceptable, provided that the proposed access is designed with appropriate 
signage etc., to make it safe. The acceptable flood depth for safe access will vary 
depending on flood velocities and the risk of debris within the flood water. Even low levels 
of flooding can pose a risk to people in situ (because of, for example, the presence of 
unseen hazards and contaminants in floodwater, or the risk that people remaining may 
require medical attention).” 

4.2.2 The design of Route 9 that has the benefit of planning permission avoids the flood zone and 
therefore conforms to the PPG. To achieve this it requires the Order Land. 

4.3 Design Manual for Roads and Bridges TD 19/06 - Requirement For Road 
Restraint Systems (CD56) 

4.3.1 This Standard describes the procedures to be followed by the various parties involved in the 
design and provision of various types of Road Restraint Systems. It also introduces a risk-
based framework to support designers in making optimal design choices at specific sites 

4.3.2 In all cases, the standard mandates that the proposed solution reduces risk to the lowest 
practicable level or ‘As Low as Reasonably Practicable’ (ALARP). The text repeated below is 
presented in paragraph 2.12 – 2.14, and outlines how this can be achieved: 

In the majority of cases, reviewing the questions given below will represent ‘good practice’ and 
aid in the production of a design that demonstrates that the risks are ALARP.  

(i) Can the hazard be removed, e.g. is it necessary to place the sign/gantry leg in that 
position? 

(ii) Can the hazard be relocated to a safer position, e.g. can it be relocated further from 
the running lane, or behind an existing safety barrier?  

(iii) Can the hazard be redesigned and made less aggressive, e.g. passively safe posts?  

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/what-should-be-done-to-make-development-safe-from-flood-risk/what-is-meant-by-a-design-flood/#paragraph_052
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(iv) Can the hazard be protected by a VRS?  

(v) Can the road layout or cross-section be revised to lower the risk, e.g. increase the 
width of the hard shoulder, improve road alignment, etc?  

(vi) Can other measures be taken to improve the situation, e.g. can a lower speed limit be 
imposed? This option is not viable for single objects, but may pose a solution if the 
risk needs to lowered over a considerable length of a route because of constraints, 
e.g. motorway widening. A high level of confidence that a reduced speed limit will be 
achieved is needed before this measure can be used.  

If, having reviewed all the options, a solution is found that produces a ‘broadly acceptable’ 
level of risk, then this option should be chosen. If a ‘broadly acceptable’ level of risk cannot be 
achieved because of constraints at the site, then an alternative solution or design might be 
needed. A Departure from Standard, as stated in Chapter 1 Paragraph 1.39, is required for 
any design that produces a risk that does not fall within the ‘broadly acceptable’ region.  

There is no correct answer to “what is a reasonable level of risk on the highway?”. Each 
decision taker is responsible for deciding if the proposed course of action is reasonable and, if 
necessary, for defending that decision in court. 

4.4 Local Transport Policies 

4.4.1 The Council state in paragraph 6.1 and 6.2 of Erica Buchanan’s statement of evidence that: 

“The Infrastructure Scheme is in accordance with national, regional and local policies including 
the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy, the Borough of Wellingborough Local Plan, 
the Wellingborough East Development Framework SPG and the Station Island SPG. Relevant 
planning consents are in place to enable delivery of the scheme. 
 
The Stanton Cross Scheme is required to meet the housing and employment targets in both 
the adopted North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy and Borough of Wellingborough 
Local Plan and linkages to the Council's other aspirations for Stanton Cross.  The 
Infrastructure Scheme is an essential element of the overall proposals for Stanton Cross and 
will facilitate construction of part of the link road to serve Stanton Cross, railway station 
facilities and other infrastructure as well as facilitating a mixed-use scheme on the Order Land. 
The benefits of the Station Island North Scheme provide a compelling case in the public 
interest and there are no planning impediments to its implementation.” 

 

4.4.2 The Council therefore identifies Route 9 as essential Highway infrastructure for the delivery of 
the scheme and supports the Core Spatial Strategy. 

4.5 Northamptonshire County Council Design Guide for Commercial Estate 
Roads (CD58) 

4.5.1 As a strategic highway, Route 9 is proposed to be adopted by NCC under its Section 38/ 278 
Agreement protocols. It has therefore been agreed with the Council that the design standards 
used would be the latest available highway design guidance at the time of the design (Design 
Guide for Commercial Estate Roads, 2nd draft, February 2002, Northamptonshire County 
Council): 

“Commercial areas shall be linked to the existing highway network by Commercial Estate 
Roads. The Commercial Estate Road will also provide for integrated access within the 
commercial area itself. Culs-de-sac are not encouraged and therefore wherever possible 
they should be avoided by a system of loop roads, links or a second access point – see 
Figure 1, page 4. The general design of a Commercial Estate Road will, under normal  
circumstances, be such that it discourages its use as a route for extraneous through traffic. 
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Individual accesses to Commercial Estate Roads shall be kept to a minimum by for example, 
the provision of commercial courts or shared private service roads. Commercial courts would 
generally accommodate small ‘nursery’ units, situated around a courtyard providing shared 
manoeuvring and parking. Space for heavy goods vehicles to wait, load, unload and 
manoeuvre within the courtyard and outside the limits of the public highway should be 
incorporated into the courtyard layout.” 

“The normal permissible width of heavy goods vehicles HGV’s is 2.50m (refrigerated 2.58m) 
excluding mirrors.  Therefore  to  permit  sufficient  clearance  to  the  edge  of  carriageway  
and between opposing traffic flows all two-way commercial estate roads will have an 
unobstructed minimum width of 7.30m for minor CER’s and 10.0m for major CER’s with local 
widening on bends, as necessary. Furthermore, the suggested minimum design standards are 
summarised in the table below as follows:” 

 
 
 
Road 
type 

Nominal 

Design 

Speed 

(kph) 

Minimum 

Carriageway 

Width(m) 

Minimum 
Centreline 
Radius(m) 

Minimum Vertical 

Curve 

length (m) 

Minimum Junction 
Spacing (m) 

Same side Opposite 

side 

 
Major 
CER 

 
50 

 
10.0 

 

100 

Ten (10) times the 

algebraic difference of 

gradient, with a 

minimum of 30m 

 
90* 

 
45* 

 
Minor 
CER 

 
40 

 
7.3 

 

60 

 

90** 

 
45** 

4.5.2 Route 9 is a Major CER. It must therefore comply with the Major CER row of this table. 

4.6 Planning Consent 

4.6.1 Outline planning permission for the Stanton Cross Scheme (WP/2004/0600/O of which the 
Station Island North Scheme and Stanton Cross Infrastructure Scheme form part) was granted 
in 2008. The permission is linked to an approved masterplan. All four primary access routes 
(including route 4) were a detailed consideration of the outline planning permission. A  
Reserved Matters application for Route 9 was granted on 7 October 2015 
(WP/2012/0381/RMM).  

4.6.2 WP/2004/0600/O - Outline planning permission was granted on 28 January 2008 for: 

 3,100 residential units 

 Industrial and commercial development (15.25 ha of B8, 12.81 ha of B1/B2 and 22.35 
ha of B1 development) 

 New station building with improved public access, public transport links and 
interchange. 

 New Town and Country Parks 

 New and enhanced walking and cycling routes 

 A neighbourhood centre with doctors’ surgery, small supermarket and other shops, a 
community hall and primary school 

 2 further secondary local centres including a further primary school and further 
community facilities 

 Construction of access roads, bridges and cycle/footways 

 Significant flood and ecological improvements to both the River Ise and River Nene 
flood plains. 



Stanton Cross, Wellingborough  

Proof of Evidence 
 

  

J:\30074 - Stanton Cross 
Wellingborough\Reports\160411StantonCrossProofOfEvidence 
(Clean).docx 

8 

4.6.3 The Station Island North Scheme will include provision of a new highway and mixed uses 
including residential, employment, leisure and retail units and other complementary uses 
together with public access and public realm, highway and other infrastructure, drainage, 
associated servicing and works.  

4.6.4 In the reserved matters application WP/2012/0381 granted on 21 February 2013 NCC state in 
their consultation response of 24 September 2012 that:  

“The proposal, which is based upon the highway layout of Access Route 9 submitted in 
support of Outline Planning Permission WP/2004/0600/O, appears to be satisfactory in 
principle and, subject to its construction in accordance with the specification of 
Northamptonshire County Council including Technical Audit and subject to an appropriate 
agreement under the Highways Act 1980, consideration will be given to its adoption as 
highway maintainable at the public expense.” 

4.6.5 Hence the relevant Highway Authority has given its approval for the alignment of Route 9, and 
consider it to be safe design. 
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5 Route 9 

5.1 Context 

5.1.1 Station Islands North is situated some 2km to the northeast of the centre of Wellingborough, to 
the south of Finedon Road and east of the Midland Mainline railway. Route 9 is the 
designation given to the route through Station Island North which will serve as a principal 
transport route within the Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) development, (Stanton Cross 
SUE), a mixed-use development providing 3,100 residential units, industrial and commercial 
development, a new country park and a new town park along with play space and open space, 
new multi-modal interchange at the railway station, two new primary schools, a neighbourhood 
centre, small retail units and community facilities such as a community hall and doctors’ 
surgery, second local centre and a site for a secondary school. 

5.1.2 The development of the Stanton Cross SUE is based on an integrated land-use and 
transportation approach. The design was undertaken to ensure the site would be developed in 
a comprehensive manner that ensures the creation of a sustainable expansion to 
Wellingborough. Despite the existence of potentially divisive features, including the railway 
line and Ise Valley, the Masterplan emphasised the existing radial structure of the town. It 
proposes to utilise the existing and proposed transport routes and enhance the existing 
landscape structure in such a manner that the development appears to be a natural and, 
therefore, fully integrated mixed-use extension to the town.  

5.1.3 As described in the Route 9 Options Report (CD35) Section 3.1.4-3.1.6:  

“A more detailed masterplan was produced in 2012 [for Station Island North] to illustrate how 
development could take place to make best use of the development potential.  This 
masterplan (by Wood Hardwick Ltd) has been used to inform the alignment of route 9.  

Despite the historic engine shed (Shed 2) not being listed it was the preference of the local 
planning authority to retain the building, which does have some visual merit, so that this 
feature building did have the opportunity of retention post development if suitable uses were 
found.  The developed masterplan and alignment of route 9 were prepared to suit this request. 

The proposed Route 9 is seen as a strategic piece of new infrastructure and it is therefore the 
intention to have this link adopted by Northamptonshire County Council under s38 of the 
Highways Act 1980. The junction onto Finedon Road will also require a s278 agreement of the 
Highways Act 1980.” 

5.2 Description of Route 

5.2.1 The masterplan indicates the permitted alignment for Route 9 (refer to Appendix A). The 
design process, policy considerations, engineering constraints and option appraisal process is 
given in greater detail in the Route 9 Options Report (CD35) produced by Woods Hardwick in 
March 2016. 

5.2.2 The purposes of Route 9 are set out in paragraph 5.5.8 of Mark Rose’s CPO Statement: 

“As well as providing vehicular access to the Station Island North development, Route 9 is 
intended to provide a direct bus avenue and strategic pedestrian/cycle link to Finedon Road 
from the Midland Road Extension (Route 4) to ensure the area’s integration with the town and 
wider development.” 

 

 



Stanton Cross, Wellingborough  

Proof of Evidence 
 

  

J:\30074 - Stanton Cross 
Wellingborough\Reports\160411StantonCrossProofOfEvidence 
(Clean).docx 

10 

5.2.3 And further in 5.5.9 that Route 9 itself as well as enabling development of Station Island North, 
is in itself fulfilling masterplan objectives: 

“These links are key masterplan objectives of the committed scheme (and the SPGs referred 
to in Section 4) that seek to optimise the sustainability of the development on Station Island 
North.  The intent is to ensure that the development has a positive relationship with the Station 
Interchange in Station Island South and with the town itself through the provision of direct links 
that will allow the residents and occupiers of the new development to be able to quickly and 
easily access the station and town centre without having to use a car.” 

5.2.4 As stated in the Route 9 Options Report (CD 35) paragraph 6.1.11: 

”Both routes impact significantly upon the existing leased area to such an extent that the 
access would need to be amended and businesses in either shed would not be capable of 
effective operation during the construction of the new road. Both routes do allow for the 
retention and continued use of Shed 2.” 

5.2.5 The key constraints are that the route must not impact upon the railway and must be outside 
of the 1-in-100 year flood zone. As the Station Island North area is constrained to the east by 
flood plain and to the west by the railway, this necessarily limits the potential route options. 

5.3 Consented Route 9 

Point of Connection – Route 4 

5.3.1 As stated in Section 4.2 of the Route 9 Options Report (CD35):  

“Route 9 connects to the consented Route 4 at the southern-most point of Route 9. This 
junction takes the form of a consented roundabout which is fixed in position by a number of 
constraints.  

Route 4 provides a new crossing over the railway. A as a result the vertical alignment rises 
steeply over the railway. TD 16/07 of the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) sites 
issues of steep approaches to roundabouts. The siting of the consented roundabout therefore 
allows for a more gentle vertical alignment across the roundabout.  

TD 16/07 sets out a series of requirements in terms of geometry; entry angle, maximum and 
minimum deflection, flare lengths which in turn fix the alignment of the arms of the roundabout. 
If the approaches to the roundabout are not fully considered they can lead to sharp braking at 
entries or poor visibility forcing drivers to look over their shoulder. The consented roundabout 
(designed by others) appears to be ideally located to provide access to both the Station Island 
North development parcel and the train station development on the eastern side of the 
railway.” 

5.3.2 The junction is fixed in position when considering the requirements of the standards (stated 
above), to provide the necessary design geometry and visibility.  

5.3.3 The option of moving the junction to the east would not achieve a design in accordance with 
the required standards, but would create an alignment that would encourage higher speeds 
resulting in safety issues.  In addition there are third party constraints immediately to the east 
of the roundabout, as well as topographical issues (i.e. where the ground level falls away 
significantly) that would impact the design. 

5.3.4 In consideration of moving the junction to the west, this is restricted by Shed 2, which the 
Council intend to be retained.  

5.3.5 As a result of the necessary junction position and highway design it is not possible to avoid the 
new section of highway crossing the order land. 
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5.3.6 The provision of connection with Route 4 is indicated as a key element as noted in 5.5.9 of 
Mark Rose’s CPO Statement. I conclude that in light of the design criteria described in the 
Route 9 Options Report (CD35) that the location of connection with Route 4 is essentially fixed 
by the available land and junction geometry specified in design standards. This constrains the 
available routes through Station Island North.  

Point of Connection – Finedon Road 

5.3.7 As stated in Section 4.2.5 of the Route 9 Options Report (CD35): “Route 9 links to Finedon 
Road to the north end of Route 9. In accordance with TD42/95 of the DMRB the junction 
should take the form of a ghost island junction, with the provision of a new right turn lane on 
Finedon Road giving access to the site.”  

5.3.8 TD42/95 cites problems occurring with skewed minor roads and therefore Route 9 has been 
designed to join Finedon Road at right angles to avoid confusion over which route has priority 
and to aid visibility from the junction.  

5.3.9 The siting of this junction also provides for the appropriate stagger distance from the existing 
junction with Meadow Close in accordance with TD 9/93 of the DMRB. This assumes that the 
speed limit will be reduced to 40 mph.  

5.3.10 The position of the junction has also been defined by the requirements of TD 9/93 to provide 
appropriate visibility along Finedon Road which is limited by the existing rail bridge.  

5.3.11 TD 42/95 also cites problems associated with approaches to junctions on steep gradients, 
such as those currently seen in the location of this proposed junction. TD 42/95 recommends 
that the first 15m of the minor road (Route 9) be laid to falls no steeper than 1 in 40 for the first 
15m from the channel of the major road (Finedon Road). 

5.3.12 The northern junction with Finedon Road (which is considered to be in the best location) does 
not affect the route alignment in proximity to the Order Land and therefore would not appear to 
be relevant to the inquiry. 

5.3.13 The provision of connection with Finedon Road is indicated as providing a strategic link in 
5.5.8 of Mark Rose’s CPO Statement. I therefore conclude that in light of the design criteria 
described in the Route 9 Options Report (CD35) that the location of connection with Finedon 
Road is constrained as described above. This constraint limits potential points of connection 
and the junction is therefore difficult to provide in any other location, fixing the Northern point 
of connection. 

5.4 Consented Route alignment 

5.4.1 At its southern end the proposed Route 9 connects to the proposed Route 4 roundabout. From 
this point the proposed route 9 moves north and curves to the right at the maximum 100m 
centre line radius to avoid Shed 2. Unavoidably Route 9 follows the route of the existing 
access to both Shed 1 and Shed 2 at this point.  

5.4.2 The alignment then bends to the left at the maximum allowable horizontal radius to run close 
to the railway boundary to the far west of the site and allow maximum development potential 
to the east.  

5.4.3 As Route 9 passes Shed 1 the required road corridor and associated earthworks (and 
construction zone) means the footprint extends into the existing building. At this location the 
alignment is constrained to the west by Network Rail land holding and railway embankment. 
The encroachment into Shed 1 is unavoidable in this location and will require demolition to 
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allow the road to be constructed. The alignment as designed cannot fit between the existing 
Shed 1 and site boundary without impacting in this way. 

5.4.4 As Route 9 moves north the alignment moves back to the east to later allow the alignment to 
meet Finedon Road at a right angle as explained in Paragraph 5.3.5 above.   

5.4.5 Shed 1 will require demolition as part of the construction of this permitted route, as a safe 
alignment cannot be designed and delivered to avoid the existing building.  

5.4.6 The alignment has a minimum distance of 8.09m from Shed 2, and would therefore allow for 
the retention of Shed 2. This situation could be improved at Shed 2 with the removal of the 
layby currently proposed adjacent to this existing building (this can be reviewed as part of the 
detailed design). It is possible both horizontally and vertically to provide Shed 2 with a spur 
access from the proposed Route 9 to allow continued use upon completion of Route 9.  

5.4.7 In addition to adhering to all relevant design standards, based on the more detailed master-
planning exercise undertaken in 2012 this route provides advantageous development parcels 
with maximum flexibility for development. 

5.4.8 Figure 5.1 - 5.3 below shows the location of the proposed Route 9, an alternative alignment 
discussed in Section 5.5, and an illustrative location of the CPO Order land. 
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Figure 5.1 – Route 9, context plan 
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Figure 5.2 – Existing sheds and access 
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Figure 5.3 – Route 9, alternative alignment and CPO area 
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5.4.9 As a strategic highway, Route 9 is proposed to be adopted by NCC Highways (subject to 
Section 38 and Section 278 approvals following detailed design). The proposed land use 
identified within Station Island North includes both commercial and employment uses as well 
as residential. As a result it is stated in the Options report (CD35) paragraph 4.1.2 that it was 
considered appropriate to apply commercial estate road design principles rather than the 
residential standards which would result in narrow roads less suitable for HGV use. The detail 
of such requirements can be reviewed as part of the detailed design process. 

5.4.10 Section 4.0 of The Route 9 Options Report (CD35) produced by Woods Hardwick in March 
2016 provides a series of design constraints and parameters in accordance with the Design 
Guide for Commercial Estate Roads (CD58) provided in Section 4.5 that have determined the 
road design for Station Island North. In addition to the factors listed below, consideration to the 
impact on developable land and therefore on site viability would be part of the normal design 
process undertaken between road designers and planners. In summary the constraints and 
parameters are as follows: 

 Following guidance set out in the above design guide Route 9 falls within the category of 
Major Commercial Road. The associated design speed is 50 kph and subsequently 
requires the carriageway width to be 10.0m with a minimum centreline radius of 100m. 
Vertical curves shall be a minimum of 30m in length.  

 The vertical alignment shall have a maximum longitudinal gradient of 5% (1 in 20) and 
2.5% (1 in 40) over the first 30.0m. A minimum gradient of 1% shall also apply. 

 Forward visibility of 90.0m shall apply. 

 1.0m Verges shall be used to segregate carriageways from footways and cycle-ways. 
Footways shall be a minimum of 1.85m wide and cycle-ways shall be a minimum of 3.0m 
if unsegregated. 

 The overall width of the road corridor, complete with footways and cycle-ways, based on 
the above shall be 16.85m. 

 Earthworks shall be designed to a maximum of 1 in 3. These earthworks shall provide for 
appropriate interface with the existing topography within the site.  

 The route must not impact upon the railway and must be outside of the1 in100 year flood 
plain zone. As stated in Section 4.2, guidance indicates that access routes should enable 
safe access and egress under ‘design flood’ conditions, and as the Station Island North 
area is constrained to the east by flood plain and to the west by the railway, this 
necessarily limits the potential route options. 

5.5 Alternative Alignment 

5.5.1 An alternative route has been drawn up to the east avoiding Shed 1 but impacting significantly 
on the associated hard standing and access arrangements. The alternative route cannot avoid 
the Order land. This is shown in red in Figure 5.1 - 5.3 and Appendix A. This route 
represents the furthest east alignment possible within the identified constraints, and thus 
provides an examination of whether avoidance of the Order land can be achieved by the 
design of the route. However, this does require the route to be located at the top of an existing 
embankment and much closer to the flood plain, and it also sterilises more development land 
within Station Island North than the permitted route. This is in addition to the 0.9 ha of the 
Order Land, and the impact on the development capacity of the residual land by adding further 
constraints to the developable area as stated in Mark Roses evidence (CD 39, para 5.5.5). 
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5.5.2 At its southern end Route 9 will connect to the Route 4 roundabout. From this point Route 9 
moves north and curves to the right at the maximum 100m centre line radius to avoid Shed 1. 
Route 9 follows the route of the existing access to both Shed 1 and Shed 2.  

5.5.3 The alignment continues to bend to the east to avoid Shed 1. As a result both the access road 
and service yard of Shed 1 will be impacted.  

5.5.4 The alignment continues past Shed 1 almost due north before swinging east again to allow the 
road to connect onto Finedon Road at 90 degrees. 

5.5.5 The alternative alignment is located at the top of an existing embankment and runs much 
closer to the flood plain extent than the approved route. Due to the topography this sterilises a 
stretch of development land between the proposed alignment and flood plain. 

5.5.6 As the alignment passes Shed 1 it extends beyond the existing access road and hardstanding 
and will require significant engineering due to the levels dropping away towards the River Ise, 
with stability analysis being undertaken and potential strengthening works.  In addition vehicle 
road restraint would be needed, which would increase the highway corridor further. 

5.5.7 Due to the proximity of this alternative route’s highway boundary to Shed 1, the levels in this 
area would need to be carefully considered. As detailed vertical design of the alternative 
alignment has not been undertaken at this stage, it is impossible to assess whether the new 
road levels would tie into the existing levels around the building. Taking into consideration the 
existing slope to the east of the proposed road, it is very likely that a form of retaining (or 
earthworks strengthening) would be required at the western highway boundary. This would be 
challenging to construct within the available space of approximately 0.72m (to the outline of 
the building) and necessarily limited in height due to the need to provide a 90m forward 
visibility envelope. This assessment does not take into consideration the depth or size of Shed 
1’s foundations. Hence the alternative alignment might still require the demolition of Shed 1, 
especially when construction operations are considered (safe construction working zone) as 
well. This accords with paragraphs 5.1.3 and 5.3.5-5.3.9 of the Route 9 Options Report 
(CD35). 

5.5.8 Figure 5.4 below shows the 0.72m gap between the alternative route and the required forward 
visibility envelope of northbound vehicles. 
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Figure 5.4 – Route 9, alternative alignment forward visibility 

5.5.9 The Route 9 Options Report (CD35) states in paragraph 5.1.3: “An alternative route has been 
drawn up to the east trying to avoid the existing Shed 1 building but impacting significantly on 
the associated hard standing and access arrangements. Further consideration of construction 
working space and techniques and requirement for vehicular restraint are likely to further 
impact on the building itself. This is shown in red in the plans in Appendix A.” 

5.5.10 The Route 9 Options Report (CD35) in paragraph 5.3.5-5.3.9 states: “The steep topography 
requires excessive earthworks to the east in the proximity of Shed 1. In trying to avoid Shed 1 
the vertical geometry of the road is fixed by the existing floor level and external levels adjacent 
to Shed 1 meaning the requirement for earthworks is unavoidable.”  

5.5.11 The extent and nature of these earthworks in close proximity to the flood plain would lead to 
extensive engineering works to ensure the integrity and structural stability of this section of 
road. 

5.5.12 The nature of the earthworks and steep fall to the east of the road would necessitate vehicular 
restraint. This has not been allowed for within the current design and would likely lead to 
greater cross sectional width to accommodate the fence and working width. 

5.5.13 It is likely that a vehicular barrier would also be required immediately adjacent to the building 
due to the close proximity of the building. As above the working width of the safety barrier 
would likely increase the cross section by a further 500mm minimum.  The close proximity of 
this alignment to Shed 1 may also have adverse impact on the integrity of the foundations to 
Shed 1. 
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5.5.14 The topography of the site becomes particularly challenging towards the east of the site, to the 
immediate east of the alternative route as it runs adjacent to the northern section of the 3rd 
party land (edged blue). The embankment that has prevented the alternative route moving 
further east is a 4.6m high embankment increasing to 5.75m high at the corner of Shed 1 with 
an average slope of 1 in 3.1. It appears that the slope stability is aided in part by the number 
of trees and vegetation on this area of the site. 

5.5.15 Following further discussion with Woods Hardwick it was concluded that the alternative 
alignment pushes the extent of the road to the top of the existing embankment, presenting 
some significant concern over slope stability with the increase in loading immediately adjacent 
to the top of the 5m high embankment with1 in 3 side slopes. Detailed stability analysis of the 
embankment will be required and I would expect some form of retaining structures or 
earthworks strengthening of the existing embankment would be required. 

5.5.16 It is apparent that the process of moving the road corridor beyond the current top of 
embankment would require significant earthworks. The nature of the works such that any 
realignment to the east would necessitate extensive works. 

5.5.17 The existing embankment would require clearing of trees and vegetation, this in itself 
potentially reducing the integrity of the slope. The embankment would then need to be cut 
back and benched to allow a suitable interface between existing and new build. The 
embankment would then need to be extended by placing new material. This would likely 
require some form of earth stabilisation to ensure integrity of such a slope carrying an adopted 
highway and associated highway loading. The type and nature of the plant required to form 
this embankment, and indeed maintain it in the future, will require space both top and bottom 
of embankment. Once this is taken into consideration I do not believe there is sufficient space 
without encroaching into more 3rd party land or getting close to the flood plain. 

5.5.18 Assuming the above can be achieved there is a long term and real safety concern of a major 
highway route located at the top of such an embankment and the risk of errant vehicles, 
cyclists or even pedestrians encountering this sort of embankment. Clearly some form of 
vehicular barrier would be required presenting further long-term maintenance liability on the 
Highway Authority. 

5.5.19 On the basis of the above I conclude that, whilst the alternative route attempts to minimise 
impact on Shed 1 to the degree reasonable within the design constraints of Station Island 
North, it is not feasible that Shed 1 can be retained with the alternative route alignment. 

5.6 Road Safety Assessment 

5.6.1 The road safety assessment process for stages one and two is shown below in table 5.1: 

Table 5.1 – RSA stage 1 and 2 

Process Normal stage of process 

Outline Design Outline Design For outline planning application 

Stage 1 RSA On request of Project Sponsor 

Designer’s 
Response 

Not mandatory 

Detailed Design/ 
Reserved Matters 

Detail design 
For Section 278/ Section 38 Technical 

Approval  

Stage 2 RSA After detailed design 

Designer’s 
Response 

Not mandatory 
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5.6.2 A Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (RSA) (CD59) has been undertaken in the case of Route 9 and 
is intended to ensure that a safe design can be provided within available land, not to assess 
the final detailed design. As such, I understand that the Route 9 layout being assessed 
represents an indicative design, not the final design in every detail, and matters raised at 
Stage 1 RSA will inform the detailed design process and be addressed at that stage (i.e. 
Stage 2 and 3 Road Safety Audits). This is standard practice.  

5.6.3 However, of the issues raised through the RSA Stage 1 the following differentiating factor 
between the permitted Route 9 alignment and the alternative alignment shown in Figure 5.1 is 
identified in section 2.3.2 of the RSA: 

“The layout creates a straighter section of road which could lead to higher vehicle speeds. 
This could lead to an increased risk of collisions resulting in injuries to vehicle occupants 
/riders or pedestrians.” 

5.6.4 Hence the Road Safety Audit (CD59) indicates the permitted Route 9 to have advantages in 
terms of road safety. This accords with paragraph 5.3.10 of the Route 9 Options Report which 
states: 

“The horizontal alignment of this alternative route provides for a long straight road running 
almost due north for approximately 370m. It is considered highly likely that this alignment 
would lead to greater vehicular speeds making this option less safe for all users.” 

5.6.5 Therefore I conclude that in road safety terms the consented route has advantages in terms of 
road user safety due to lower vehicle speeds being achieved. The straighter section of the 
alternative route cannot be avoided whilst attempting to avoid Shed 1 to the west, as detailed 
above in Section 5.5, due to the topographical constraints of the site preventing alignment 
further to the east without introducing additional design issues and safety concerns. The RSA 
Designers Response (CD63) indicates that consideration has been given to the matters raised 
in the RSA Stage 1 (CD59) and that the current design is indicative with matters such as 
lighting, junction placement and other detailed design issues to be reviewed part of detailed 
design prior to approval by NCC under Section 278/ Section 38.  

5.7 Final Design Choice 

5.7.1 Based upon the design parameters identified in the Route 9 Options Report (CD 35), the 
design or Route 9 was procured using the masterplan alignment and was submitted for 
reserved matters approval during 2012. Approval was granted in 2013. 

5.7.2 This alignment has a greater impact on Shed 1, requiring partial or total demolition and 
significantly impacting upon the access arrangements. However, both routes impact 
significantly upon the existing leased area to such an extent that the access would need to be 
amended and businesses in either shed would not be capable of effective operation during the 
construction of the new road.  

5.7.3 Guidance provided in the DMRB TD 19/06 (CD56) referenced in Section 4.3 makes it clear 
that if at all possible it is preferable to avoid the need for a Vehicle Restraint System (“VRS”) 
via relocation of hazards or redesign of highway to minimise risk. As the constraints described 
throughout this section and shown in Figure 5.1 limit any possibility of entirely avoiding the 
building on the Order Land, as a last resort a VRS could be installed. Either alignment might 
require a VRS to protect road users from the building, and delivery of that would encroach 
onto the extra building footprint, further substantiating the need for the potential partial or total 
demolition. VRS will also need to be considered during detailed design for protection of drivers 
with respect to the railway line and the embankment down to the river. 
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5.7.4 If a retaining structure (or earthworks strengthening) is required by the alternative alignment, it 
is highly likely that this would require demolition of Shed 1. Also where a VRS might be 
required, with the 90m forward visibility envelope required this only leaves approximately 0.7 
metres between the building edge and the sight line required, and since some form of 
retaining structure may be required given the topography constraint, the height of such a 
feature would be constrained by the need to retain the forward visibility. In addition to the 
constraints posed by the VRS, the existing embankment (and associated stability works) there 
is also consideration to the safe working zones required for construction outside the highway 
corridor.  

5.7.5 The evidence provided by Mark Rose indicates that the approved route alignment provides 
more flexible development opportunities, sterilises less land and will enable a comprehensive 
development of the land. It is also my view that the greater proximity to the flood plain of the 
alternative route is undesirable, although it lies outside the flood zones identified by the 
Environment Agency. 
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6 Conclusion 

6.1.1 In this Proof of Evidence I have considered the alignment of Route 9 through the Station 
Island North development. I consider that the design guidance presented in Section 5, which 
identifies key safety factors to be considered as specified by the responsible Highways 
Authority. 

6.1.2 The planning consent granted on 28 January 2008 is consistent with the Highways Authority’s 
considered view that the proposed scheme is safe. 

6.1.3 I have dealt with the constraints to the route alignment and the design rationale in Section 5, 
noting that the limited available land between the railway line and the floodplain, in addition to 
the requirements regarding junction design, limit the possible route alignments.  

6.1.4 In particular the fixed locations of junctions identified in the Route 9 Options Report (CD35) 
limit the possible alignments to the envelope defined between the permitted route and the 
alternative alignment. 

6.1.5 These two routes, which have been identified as comprising the extreme west and east of 
possible alignments, are detailed in Section 5.7. Neither can be delivered without the Order 
Land.  

6.1.6 The permitted route cannot be designed to avoid Shed 1, due to the requirements of the 
necessary design standards, highway corridor required, earthworks and safe working 
construction zones.  

6.1.7 Given the constraints on visibility and the possible requirements of retaining or vehicle 
restraint systems and also the issues associated with the existing embankment, as well as the 
safe construction working zones, if Shed 1 were to remain in place, it is not possible that, even 
when employing the alternative route alignment, (which is less desirable in terms of road 
safety and delivery of development), this would ensure retention of Shed 1. 

6.1.8 Route 9 will cater for future movement needs whilst maintaining essential access to adjacent 
areas. Without the Order Land an acceptable and safe route design cannot be provided, as 
the permitted route and alternative alignment each require part of the Order Land to provide a 
route which conforms to guidance. 

6.1.9 As stated in paragraph 4.6.4 of this report, the relevant Highway Authority has approved  the 
proposed alignment of Route 9, and considers it acceptable. The design has been carried out 
in accordance with relevant design standards and a road safety audit undertaken. 

6.1.10 The proposed Compulsory Purchase Order is required to deliver the proposed development 
and associated highway works, the strategic link between Finedon Road, and Route 4 in a 
comprehensive way. From a highways perspective it is necessary that the Compulsory 
Purchase Order be confirmed. 
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Route 9, Stanton Cross, Wellingborough 
 

Road Safety Audit Stage 1 
 

 
1. Introduction 
 
1.1 This report describes a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit carried out on Route 9, 

Stanton Cross, Wellingborough, on behalf of Peter Brett Associates. The 
audit was carried out on 24th February 2016 in the offices of TMS 
Consultancy. 

 
1.2 The audit team members were as follows:- 
 
 Phil Cook � BSc, CEng, MICE, MCIHT, FIHE 

HA Approved Certificate of Competency  
Director, TMS Consultancy 
 
Peter Smith � FIHE, Eng. Tech, Dip ASM 
HA Approved Certificate of Competency  
Senior Road Safety Consultant, TMS Consultancy 

 
1.3 The audit comprised an examination of the documents listed in Appendix 

A. The Road Safety Audit was undertaken in accordance with the Brief 
provided as a Technical Note by Peter Wearing of Peter Brett Associates. 
No vertical alignment details, cross sections, drainage, street lighting or 
adjacent development details were available at the time of audit. The site 
was visited by the Audit Team on 23rd February 2016 at 11.45 am. The 
weather was fine and dry. Traffic flows were moderate. Pedestrian and 
cycle flows were light.   

 
1.4 The terms of reference of the audit are as described in HD 19/15. The 

team has examined and reported only on the road safety implications of 
the scheme as presented and has not examined or verified the compliance 
of the design to any other criteria.  

 
1.5 All of the problems described in this report are considered by the audit 

team to require action in order to improve the safety of the scheme and 
minimise accident occurrence. The locations of specific problems are 
referenced on the plan in Appendix B. 
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1.6 The scheme consists of the provision of a new link road (Route 9) to serve 
the Stanton Cross SUE development. Two alignment options are provided 
providing different routes around an existing building. It is understood that 
a departure from Standard may be needed for junction visibility at the 
Finedon Road Access. 
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2. Items resulting from this Stage 1 Audit 
 
2.1 General (applicable to both route options) 
 
2.1.1  PROBLEM 

 
Location � Route 9 

 
Summary: Increased risk of collisions at junctions 
 
Route 9 is designed as a 10m wide road for a mixed use development 
which will include a substantial amount of residential traffic. This could 
lead to increased vehicle speeds and a greater risk of collisions resulting 
in injuries to vehicle occupants / riders. 
  

 RECOMMENDATION 
  

A 7.3m wide road together with ghost island layouts for the junctions 
and appropriate widening on the curves for long vehicles should be 
provided.   

 
 
 
2.1.2 PROBLEM 

 
Location � Route 9 

 
Summary: Increased risk of head-on or junction collisions  
 
No vertical alignment details have been provided for Route 9. It is 
therefore not possible to check the adequacy of forward visibility over 
crests etc. Inadequate forward visibility could lead to head-on or junction 
collisions resulting in injuries to vehicle occupants / riders. 
  

 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 Adequate forward visibility should be provided along Route 9. 
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2.1.3 PROBLEM 
 
Location � Junctions on Route 9 

 
Summary: Increased risk of nose-to-tail shunt collisions 
 
There does not appear to be any provision for ghost island layouts at 
junctions along Route 9. This could lead to straight ahead vehicles 
colliding with vehicles waiting to turn right into side roads resulting in 
injuries to vehicle occupants / riders. 
 

 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 Ghost island layouts should be provided. 
 
 
 
2.1.4 PROBLEM 

 
Location � Route 9 

 
Summary: Increased risk of pedestrian / cyclist injuries 
 
No provision for crossing facilities appear to have been made for 
pedestrians (including visually impaired and wheelchair users) and 
cyclists. They may have difficulty in crossing Route 9 and the side roads 
off it. This could lead to collisions with vehicles and injuries to pedestrians 
and cyclists. 
  

 RECOMMENDATION 
  

 Dropped crossing facilities should be provided. Assessments for controlled 
crossing facilities across Route 9 should be carried out at pedestrian / 
cycle desire lines. 
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2.1.5 PROBLEM 
 
Location � Route 9 / Finedon Road junction 

 
Summary: Increased risk of pedestrian / cyclist injuries  
 
The new development will lead to increased pedestrian and cyclist 
movements in the vicinity of and across the Finedon Road junction. The 
facilities on Finedon Road may be inadequate. This could lead to 
pedestrian / cyclist collisions with vehicles on Finedon Road resulting in 
pedestrian / cyclist injuries. 
 
 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 The need for the provision of controlled crossing facilities for Finedon 
Road should be assessed. Additionally, the adequacy of footway / 
cycleway facilities on Finedon Road to accommodate the additional 
pedestrian and cycle movements should be assessed and improved if 
appropriate. 

 
 
 
2.1.6 PROBLEM 

 
Location � Route 9 / Finedon Road junction 
 
Summary: Increased risk of junction collisions 
 
The gradient of Route 9 at the Finedon Road junction may be too steep 
and this could lead to difficulties for vehicle turning out onto Finedon Road 
resulting in injuries to vehicle occupants / riders. 
  

 RECOMMENDATION 
  
 A level �dwell� area should be created on Route 9 at the junction. 
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2.1.7 PROBLEM 
 
Location � Route 9 / Finedon Road junction 

 
Summary: Increased risk of pedestrian injuries during the hours of 
darkness 
 
The street lighting on Finedon Road at the proposed junction with Route 9 
is old and of poor quality. This could lead to vehicles hitting pedestrians 
crossing Finedon Road at this location. 
  

 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 Improved street lighting should be provided. 
 
 
 
2.1.8 PROBLEM 

 
Location � Route 9 / Finedon Road Junction 

 
Summary: Increased risk of junction collisions  
 
Vehicle speeds on Finedon Road appear to be higher than the posted 
30mph speed limit. This could lead to an increased risk of collisions 
resulting in injuries to vehicle occupants / riders. 
  

 RECOMMENDATION 
  
 Vehicle speeds should be assessed and appropriate visibility splays 

should be provided. Speed reducing measures should also be provided to 
reduce speeds here.  
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2.1.9 PROBLEM 
 
Location � Finedon Road 

 
Summary: Increased risk of junction collisions 
 
There is a side road running off Route 9 which appears to cross Finedon 
Road near to the railway bridge. It is unclear whether or not this is a 
drafting error or a proposal. If it is proposed then this poses an increased 
risk of collisions resulting in injuries to vehicle occupants / riders.   
  

 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 The road layout should be amended accordingly.  
 
 
 
2.1.10 PROBLEM 
 

Location � Route 9 / Finedon Road junction 
 
Summary: Increased risk of cyclist injuries 
 
The layout of the proposed ghost island layout shows unequal through 
lane widths of 3.1m and 3.6m respectively. The narrower lane also 
appears to narrow further (to around 2m) to the north of the junction. This 
could lead to an increased risk of vehicle collisions with cyclists on the 
road who may feel �squeezed� and injuries to cyclists. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The lane widths should be divided more equally. 
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2.1.11 PROBLEM 
 
Location � Roundabout on Route 9 

 
Summary: Increased risk of vehicle collisions 
 
There does not appear to be adequate entry path curvature provided on 
the approaches to the roundabout. This could lead to high entry speeds 
and entry v circulating collisions resulting in injuries to vehicle occupants / 
riders.  
  

 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 Adequate entry path curvature should be provided. 
 
 
 
2.1.12 PROBLEM 

 
Location � Roundabout on Route 9 

 
Summary: Increased risk of pedestrian / cyclist injuries  
 
The provision of facilities for pedestrians / cyclists at the roundabout 
appears to be incomplete / incorrect. The tactile paving layouts on the 
north and south arms are incorrect. The tactile paving on the east arm is 
incorrect, appears to indicate a controlled crossing and is only on one side 
of the road but there are no markings to show a controlled crossing. The 
tactile paving on the west arm is only on one side of the road and there 
are no markings to show a controlled crossing. This could lead to an 
increased risk of pedestrian / cyclist injuries at these crossing points. 
  

 RECOMMENDATION 
 

Controlled Toucan Crossings with the correct tactile paving layouts should 
be provided. 
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2.2  West Route  
 
2.2.1 PROBLEM 

 
Location � Route 9 internal junctions 
 
Summary: Increased risk of junction collisions 
 
Many of the proposed junctions are located on the inside of bends which 
may make it difficult to provide and maintain adequate visibility splays. 
This could lead to an increased risk of collisions at the junctions. 
  

 RECOMMENDATION 
  

Adequate visibility should be provided. 
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2.3 East Route 
 
2.3.1 PROBLEM 

 
Location � General 

 
Summary: Increased risk of collisions 
 
The proposed layout does not include provision for junctions or a layby as 
on the West Route. It is unclear whether this is an omission or deliberate. 
Poor junction and layby positioning could lead to visibility problems for 
drivers and could lead to an increased risk of collisions resulting in injuries 
to vehicle occupants / riders. 
  

 RECOMMENDATION 
 
 Adequate visibility should be provided. 
 
2.3.2 PROBLEM 

 
Location � Straight section 

 
Summary: Increased risk of vehicle and pedestrians collisions 
 
The layout creates a straighter section of road which could lead to higher 
vehicle speeds. This could lead to an increased risk of collisions resulting 
in injuries to vehicle occupants /riders or pedestrians.  
  
RECOMMENDATION 

 
 Speed reducing measures should be provided. 
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3. Audit Team Statement  
 
 We certify that the terms of reference of the audit are as described in  

HD 19/15. 
 

Audit Team Leader  
 

 Phil Cook � BSc, CEng, MICE, MCIHT, FIHE 
HA Approved Certificate of Competency  
Director, TMS Consultancy 
 
 
Signed  

 
 Date  24th February 2016 

 
 
Audit Team Member  

 
Peter Smith � FIHE, Eng. Tech, Dip ASM 
HA Approved Certificate of Competency  
Senior Road Safety Consultant, TMS Consultancy 
 
 
Signed  

 
 Date  24th February 2016 

 
 
 
 
TMS Consultancy      
Unit 1b, Sovereign Court 2,  
University of Warwick Science Park 
Sir William Lyons Road 
Coventry, CV4 7EZ 
 
 + 44 (0)24 7669 0900 

   info@tmsconsultancy.co.uk 
  www.tmsconsultancy.co.uk 
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Documents Examined: 
 

 Un-numbered drawing showing 2 options for the Route 9 layout 
 Drawing No. 16730/1001 
 Drawing No. 16730/1008 

 
 
 

Other Information Provided: 
 

 Audit Brief 
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Please refer to the following page for a plan illustrating the locations of the 
problems identified as part of this audit (location numbers refer to paragraph 

numbers in the report). 
 
 

 
 
 

The location of the scheme is shown below: 
 

>
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JGF/NM/E/16730/B5 
 
 
24 March 2016 
 
 
Phil Cook 
TMS Consultancy 
Unit 1b 
Sovereign Court 2 
University of Warwick Science Park 
Sir William Lyons Road 
Coventry 
CV4 7EZ 
 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
RE: DESIGNERS RESPONSE TO ROAD SAFETY AUDIT STAGE 1  

 ROUTE 9, STANTON CROSS, WELLINGBOROUGH  

 

Please see below in red our responses to the Road Safety Audit Stage 1 Report produced by TMS on 
behalf of Peter Brett Associates.  
 
PROBLEM 2.1 – GENERAL  

 
Problem 2.1.1 

Location – Route 9 
 
Summary: Increased risk of collisions at junctions. 
 
Route 9 is designed as a 10m wide road for a mixed use development which will include a substantial 
amount of residential traffic.  This could lead to increased vehicle speeds and a greater risk of collisions 
resulting in injuries to vehicle occupants/riders. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
A 7.3m wide road together with ghost island layouts for the junctions and appropriate widening on the 
curves for long vehicles should be provided. 
 
The scheme is designed in accordance with the Northampton County Council (NCC) Design Guide for 
Commercial Estate Roads.  The Design Guide would suggest Route 9 is a Major Commercial Estate 
Road (MCER) and therefore shall be 10.0m wide. 
 
 
 
 



 

 
Problem 2.1.2 

Location – Route 9 
 
Summary: Increased risk of head-on or junction collisions. 
 
No vertical alignment details have been provided for Route 9.  It is therefore not possible to check the 
adequacy of forward visibility over crests etc.  Inadequate forward visibility could lead to head-on or 
junction collisions resulting in injuries to vehicle occupants/riders. 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
Adequate forward visibility should be provided along Route 9. 
 
The vertical alignment is designed in full accordance with NCC Design Guide. 
 
Problem 2.1.3 

Location – Junctions on Route 9 
 
Summary: Increased risk of nose-to-tail shunt collisions. 
 
There does not appear to be any provision for ghost island layouts at junctions along Route 9.  This 
could lead to straight ahead vehicles colliding with vehicles waiting to turn right into side roads resulting 
in injuries to vehicle occupants/riders. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Ghost island layouts should be provided. 
 
There is no requirement within NCC Design Guide for ghost island layouts. 
 
Problem 2.1.4 

Location – Route 9 
 
Summary: Increased risk of pedestrian/cyclist injuries. 
 
No provision for crossing facilities appear to have been made for pedestrians (including visually 
impaired and wheelchair users) and cyclists.  They may have difficulty in crossing Route 9 and the side 
roads off it.  This could lead to collisions with vehicles and injuries to pedestrians and cyclists. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Dropped crossing facility should be provided.  Assessments for controlled crossing facilities across 
Route 9 should be carried out at pedestrian/cycle desire lines. 
 
Noted.  Dropped crossings will be provided at all pedestrian crossing points and the need for controlled 
pedestrian crossings will be discussed with NCC. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Problem 2.1.5 

Location – Route 9/Finedon Road junction 
 
Summary: Increased risk of pedestrian/cyclist injuries. 
 
The new development will lead to increased pedestrian and cyclist movements in the vicinity of and 
across the Finedon Road junction.  The facilities on Finedon Road may be inadequate.  This could lead 
to pedestrian/cyclist collisions with vehicles on Finedon Road resulting in pedestrian/cyclist injuries. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The need for the provision of controlled crossing facilities for Finedon Road should be assessed.  
Additionally, the adequacy of footway/cycleway facilities on Finedon Road to accommodate the 
additional pedestrian and cycle movements should be assessment and improved if appropriate.  
 
Noted.  The need for additional pedestrian and cyclist facilities will be discussed with NCC. 
 
Problem 2.1.6 

Location – Route 9/Finedon Road Junction  
 
Summary: Increased risk of junction collisions. 
 
The gradient of Route 9 at the Finedon Road junction may be too steep and this could lead to difficulties 
for vehicle turning out onto Finedon Road resulting in injuries to vehicle occupants/riders. 
 
RECOMMENDATION   
 
A level ‘dwell’ area should be created on Route 9 at the junction. 
 
Noted.  The approach to Finedon Road has been designed in accordance with NCC Design Guide. The 
vertical alignment is designed as a 1 in 40 straight grade for the first 50m from the junction. 
 
Problem 2.1.7 

Location – Route 9/Finedon Road junction 
 
Summary: Increased risk of pedestrian injuries during the hours of darkness. 
 
The street lighting on Finedon Road at the proposed junction with Route 9 is old and of poor quality.  
This could lead to vehicles hitting pedestrians crossing Finedon Road at this location. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Improved street lighting should be provided. 
 
Noted. Street lighting has been designed to NCC specification 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Problem 2.1.8 

Location – Route 9/Finedon Road junction 
 
Summary: Increased risk of junction collisions. 
 
Vehicle speeds on Finedon Road appear to be higher than the posted 30mph speed limit.  This could 
lead to an increased risk of collisions resulting in injuries to vehicle occupants/riders. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Vehicle speeds should be assessed and appropriate visibility splays should be provided.  Speed 
reducing measures should be provided to reduce speeds here. 
 
Noted. Further speed assessment to be undertaken.  However due to the existing bridge and land 
ownership this junction is unable to move. 
 
Problem 2.1.9 

Location – Finedon Road 
 
Summary: Increased risk of junction collisions. 
 
There is a side road running off Route 9 which appears to cross Finedon Road near to the railway 
bridge.  It is unclear whether or not this is a drafting error or a proposal.  If it is proposed then this poses 
an increased risk of collisions resulting in injuries to vehicle occupants/riders.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The road layout should be amended accordingly. 
 
It is clear from the levels and topography in the background that this road goes under Finedon Road to 
provide maintenance access to the railway.  
 

Problem 2.1.10 

Location – Route 9/Finedon Road junction 
 
Summary: Increased risk of cyclist injuries. 
 
The layout of the proposed ghost island layout shows unequal through lane widths of 3.1m and 3.6m 
respectively.  The narrower lane also appears to narrow further (to around 2m) to the north of the 
junction.  This could lead to an increased risk of vehicle collisions with cyclists on the road who may 
feel ‘squeezed’ and injuries to cyclists. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The lane widths should be divided more equally. 
 
Noted.  The design will be amended accordingly.  
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Problem 2.1.11 

Location – Roundabout on Route 9 
 
Summary: Increased risk of vehicle collisions. 
 
There does not appear to be adequate entry path curvature provided on the approaches to the 
roundabout.  This could lead to high entry speeds and entry v circulating collisions resulting in injuries 
to vehicle occupants/riders. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
Adequate entry path curvature should be provided. 
 
Noted.  This forms part of approved Route 4 works and the provision of appropriate entry path curvature 
will be considered at the detailed design stage and discussed with NCC.  
 
Problem 2.1.12 

Location – Roundabout on Route 9 
 
Summary: Increased risk of pedestrian/cyclist injuries. 
 
The provision of facilities for pedestrians/cyclists at the roundabout appears to be incomplete/incorrect.  
The tactile paving layouts on the north and south arms are incorrect.  The tactile paving on the east arm 
is incorrect, appears to indicate a controlled crossing and is only on one side of the road but there are 
no markings to show the controlled crossing.  The tactile paving on the west arm is only on one side of 
the road and there are no markings to show a controlled crossing.  This could lead to an increased risk 
of pedestrian/cyclist injuries at these crossing points. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Controlled Toucan Crossings with the correct tactile paving layouts should be provided. 
 
Noted.  Appropriate tactile paving will be provided at all crossings. 
 
PROBLEM 2.2 – WEST ROUTE 

 

Problem 2.2.1 

Location – Route 9 internal junctions 
 
Summary: Increased risk of junction collisions. 
 
Many of the proposed junctions are located on the inside bends which may make it difficult to provide 
and maintain adequate visibility splays.  This could lead to an increased risk of collisions at the junctions. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Adequate visibility should be provided. 
 
Noted.  The plot accesses are shown as indicative only.  The positions of accesses will be determined 
in part by the need to provide appropriate visibilities.  
 
 



 

PROBLEM 2.3 – EAST ROUTE 

 

Problem 2.3.1 

Location – General 
 
Summary: Increased risk of collisions. 
 
The proposed layout does not include provision for junctions or a layby as on the West Route.  It is 
unclear whether this is an omission or deliberate.  Poor junction and layby positioning could lead to 
visibility problems for drivers and could lead to an increased risk of collisions resulting in injuries to 
vehicle occupants/riders. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Adequate visibility should be provided. 
 
Should the eastern option proposal be brought forward, plot accesses and laybys will be determined in 
part by the need to provide appropriate visibilities.  
 
Problem 2.3.2 

Location – Straight section 
 
Summary: Increased risk of vehicle and pedestrians collisions  
 
The layout creates a straighter section of road which could lead to higher vehicle speeds.  This could 
lead to an increased risk of collisions resulting in injuries to vehicle occupants/riders or pedestrians. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Speed reducing measures should be provided. 
 
Noted.  Although not specifically required by the NCC Design Guide, should the eastern option proposal 
be brought forward, it is recognised that its straighter alignment has the potential to create higher vehicle 
speeds than the western option alignment and the need for traffic calming measures will be discussed 
with NCC.  
 
 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully  
 
 

 
 
 
JOHN FREEMAN 
for WOODS HARDWICK INFRASTRUCTURE LLP 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 This report has been prepared on behalf of Bovis Homes Limited, Central Division, to 
demonstrate the options considered in setting the horizontal alignment of Route 9 highway 
at the Stanton Cross development. 
 

1.2 Route 9 links Finedon Road to the proposed Stanton Cross infrastructure and Route 4 in 
particular. Route 9 occupies a part of the new development site known as Station Islands 
North.  

 
1.3 Woods Hardwick Infrastructure LLP were appointed by Bovis Homes Limited, Central 

Division, in May 2012 to provide detailed engineering support for the design of the proposed 
Station Island North highways and drainage infrastructure. 

 
1.4 Woods Hardwick Infrastructure LLP’s are an established engineering and architectural 

practice with over 50 years of experience providing advice in relations pertaining to new 
infrastructure and buildings.   
 

 
 

  



J:\30074 - Stanton Cross Wellingborough\Reports\woods hardwick\16730 R9-OPT final.docx  3 
 

2.0 EXISTING SITE APPRAISAL 
 

2.1.1 Station Island North is currently consented for a mixed use development with strategic links 
between Finedon Road to the north and the new Stanton cross infrastructure to the south. 
The consented uses include for a comprehensive development of up to 250 dwellings, 4.7ha 
of employment uses and small elements of community and commercial development. 
 

2.1.2 The site is bound to the west by the Midland Main Line railway and to the east by the River 
Ise and its associated floodplain. 

 
2.1.3 The site was, in the most part, previously used for rail related uses with much of it being laid 

to sidings, engine sheds and associated buildings.  The eastern part of the site is poor 
grassland and is at a much lower level than the western portion. 

 
2.1.4 The River Ise is located to the east of the site. The River Ise has a recognised flood plain 

associated with it that extends into the site along the east edge of the development parcel. 
 

2.1.5 Finedon Road abuts the site to the north west. The road is on embankment, significantly 
above the site. 

 
2.1.6 There is an existing network of strategic foul sewers that run through the site. As they 

approach the river these sewers become elevated above ground and cross over the River. 
 

2.1.7 There are several surface water sewers / culverts crossing the site from both the railway and 
also land to the west of the railway, out falling to the River Ise 

 
2.1.8 A number of small barns present on the site. 

 
2.1.9 Two large sheds occupy part of the site.  

  
2.1.10 The southern (Shed 2) consisting of a brick built engine shed dating back to the days of 

steam railway.  This building has been the subject of some study but is not considered 
suitable for listing at this time. 
 

2.1.11 The northern shed is much more recent, constructed on the footprint of a further engine 
shed (Shed 1) 

 
2.1.12 These sheds are currently accessed from Mill Road to the south west of the site. Mill Road 

is a predominantly residential road with dwellings on both sides and on-street parking 
associated with these dwellings.  

 
2.1.13 Mill Road crosses over the railway via a narrow bridge suitable only for single way 

operation, albeit without signals in place. The road to the east of the railway is less formal 
and narrower in width, bound to the north by a small brick retaining wall and dense 
hedgerow to the south. 
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3.0 DESIGN OBJECTIVES 
 

3.1.1 The illustrative Wellingborough East development masterplan was approved 28th January 
2008 and establishes the principles of Route 9 to connect Finedon Road and the proposed 
Route 4 as well as the development principles for the area.  Route 4 (the major access route 
that Route 9 connects to was approved as a detailed consideration of the outline planning 
consent. 
 

3.1.2 The Station Island North parcel is identified as a mixed use development providing 
commercial, industrial and residential development. 

 
3.1.3 The illustrative masterplan shows a proposed alignment for Route 9 and assumes the full 

development parcel is available for redevelopment. 
 

3.1.4 A more detailed masterplan was produced in 2012 to illustrate how development could take 
place to make best use of the development potential.  This masterplan (by Wood Hardwick 
Ltd) has been used to inform the alignment of route 9.  

 
3.1.5 Despite the historic engine shed (Shed 2) not being listed it was the preference of the local 

planning authority to retain the building, which does have some visual merit, so that this 
feature building did have the opportunity of retention post development if suitable uses were 
found.  The developed masterplan and alignment of route 9 were prepared to suit this 
request. 

 
3.1.6 The proposed Route 9 is seen as a strategic piece of new infrastructure and it is therefore 

the intention to have this link adopted by Northamptonshire County Council under s38 of the 
Highways Act 1980. The junction onto Finedon Road will also require a s278 agreement of 
the Highways Act 1980. 
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4.0 DESIGN PARAMETERS 
 

4.1.1 As a strategic highway Route 9 is proposed to be adopted by Northamptonshire County 
Council Highways (subject to S38/s278 approvals). 
 

4.1.2 The proposed land use identified within Station Island North includes both commercial and 
employment uses as well as residential. As a result it is appropriate to apply commercial 
estate road design principles rather than the lesser residential standards which comprise of 
narrow roads unsuitable for HGV use. 
 

4.1.3 Route 9 was designed to the latest available highway design guidance at the time of the 
design (Design Guide for Commercial Estate Roads, 2

nd
 draft, February 2002). This design 

guidance is provided by Northamptonshire County Council Highways. 
 

4.1.4 Following guidance laid out in the above design guide Route 9 falls within the category of 
Major Commercial Road. The associated design speed is 50 kph and subsequently requires 
the carriageway width to be 10.0m with a minimum centreline radius of 100m. Vertical 
curves shall be a minimum of 30m in length.  

 
4.1.5 The vertical alignment shall have a maximum longitudinal gradient of 5% (1 in 20) and 2.5% 

(1 in 40) over the first 30.0m. A minimum gradient of 1% shall also apply. 
 

4.1.6 Forward visibility of 90.0m shall apply. 
 

4.1.7 1.0m Verges shall be used to segregate carriageways from footways and cycleways. 
Footways shall be a minimum of 1.85m wide and cycleways shall be a minimum of 3.0m if 
unsegregated. 

 
4.1.8 The overall width of the road corridor, complete with footways and cycleways, based on the 

above shall be 16.85m. 
 

4.1.9 Earthworks shall be designed to a maximum of 1 in 3. These earthworks shall provide for 
appropriate interface with the existing topography within the site in lieu of the proposed 
development.  

 
4.1.10 The route must not impact upon the railway and must be outside of the 1 in 100 year flood 

plain extent. 
 

4.2 Points of Connection 
 

4.2.1 Route 9 connects to the consented Route 4 at the southern most point of Route 9.  
 

4.2.2 This junction takes the form of a consented roundabout which is fixed in position by a 
number of constraints.  

 
4.2.3 Route 4 provides a new crossing over the railway. A as a result the vertical alignment rises 

steeply over the railway. TD 16/07 of the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) 
sites issues of steep approaches to roundabouts. The siting of the consented roundabout 
therefore allows for a more gentle vertical alignment across the roundabout.  

 
4.2.4 TD 16/07 sets out a series of requirements in terms of entry angle, maximum and minimum 

deflection, flare lengths which in turn fix the alignment of the arms of the roundabout. If the 
approaches to the roundabout are not fully considered they can lead to sharp braking at 
entries or poor visibility forcing drivers to look over their shoulder. The consented 
roundabout (designed by others) appears to be ideally located to provide access to both the 
Station Island North development parcel and the train station development on the eastern 
side of the railway. 
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4.2.5 Route 9 links to Finedon Road to the north end of Route 9. In accordance with TD42/95 of 
the DMRB the junction should take the form of a ghost island junction, with the provision of 
a new right turn lane on Finedon Road giving access to the site.  

 
4.2.6 TD42/95 sites problems occurring with skewed minor roads and therefore Route 9 has been 

designed to join Finedon Road at right angles to avoid confusion over which route has 
priority and to aid visibility from the junction.  

 
4.2.7 The siting of this junction also provides for the appropriate stagger distance from the existing 

junction with Meadow Close in accordance with TD 9/93 of the DMRB. This assumes that 
the speed limit will be reduced to 40 mph.  

 
4.2.8 The junction is also fixed in position with the requirements of TD 9/93 to provide appropriate 

visibility along Finedon Road which is limited by the existing rail bridge.  
 

4.2.9 TD 42/95 also sites problems associated with approaches to junctions on steep gradients, 
such as those currently seen in the location of this proposed junction. TD 42/95 
recommends that the first 15m of the minor road (Route 9) be laid to falls no steeper than 1 
in 40 for the first 15m from the channel of the major road (Finedon Road).  
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5.0 OPTION ASSESSMENT 
 

5.1.1 The width and topography of the development parcel provides only for two horizontal 
alignments within the vicinity of Shed 1.  
 

5.1.2 The illustrative masterplan indicates a proposed alignment for Route 9. This route is shown 
in black on the plans in Appendix A. 

 
5.1.3 An alternative route has been drawn up to the east trying to avoid the existing Shed 1 

building but impacting significantly on the associated hard standing and access 
arrangements. Further consideration of construction working space and techniques and 
requirement for vehicular restraint are likely to further impact on the building itself. This is 
shown in red in the plans in Appendix A. 

 
5.1.4 It should be noted that all route options are fixed at the Route 4 roundabout and the Finedon 

Road junction for those reasons noted in Section 4.0 of this report. 
 

5.2 Consented Route 9 
 

5.2.1 To the far south the proposed Route 9 connects to the proposed Route 4 roundabout. From 
this point the proposed route 9 moves north and curves to the right at the maximum 100m 
centre line radius to avoid Shed 2. Unavoidably Route 9 follows the route of the existing 
access to both Shed 1 and Shed 2 at this point.  

 
5.2.2 The alignment then bends to the left at the maximum allowable horizontal radius to run close 

to the railway boundary to the far west of the site and allow maximum development potential 
to the east.  

 
5.2.3 As Route 9 passes Shed 1 the required width of the road and associated earthworks means 

the footprint extends into the existing building. At this location the alignment is constrained 
to the west by Network Rail land holding and railway embankment. The encroachment into 
Shed 1 is unavoidable in this location and will require demolition to allow the road to be 
constructed. The alignment as designed cannot fit between the existing Shed 1 and site 
boundary without impacting in this way. 

 
5.2.4 As Route 9 moves north the alignment moves back to the east to later allow the alignment to 

meet Finedon Road at a right angle as discussed in Section 4.0 of the report.   
 

5.2.5 Shed 1 will require demolition as part of this consented route. The alignment, although 
close, would allow for the retention of Shed 2. This situation could be improved at Shed 2 
with the removal of the layby currently proposed adjacent to this existing building. It is 
possible both horizontally and vertically to provide Shed 2 with a new access from the 
proposed Route 9 to allow continued use upon completion of Route 9.  

 
5.2.6 In addition to adhering to all relevant design standards, based on the more detailed 

masterplanning exercise undertaken in 2012 this route provides advantageous development 
parcels with maximum flexibility for development. 

 
5.3 Alternative Alignment 

 
5.3.1 To the far south the proposed Route 9 connects to the proposed Route 4 roundabout. From 

this point the proposed route 9 moves north and curves to the right at the maximum 100m 
centre line radius to avoid Shed 1. Unavoidably Route 9 follows the route of the existing 
access to both Shed 1 and Shed 2.  
 

5.3.2 The alignment continues to bend to the east to avoid Shed 1. As a result both the access 
road and service yard of Shed 1 will be impacted requiring demolition in order to 
accommodate the delivery of the access road. 
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5.3.3 The alignment continues past Shed 1 almost due north before swinging east again to allow 

the road to connect onto Finedon Road at 90 degrees. 
 

5.3.4 The alternative alignment runs much closer to the flood plain extent than the illustrative 
masterplan route. Due to the topography this sterilises a stretch of land between the 
proposed alignment and flood plain for approximately 270m further than the illustrative 
alignment. 

 
5.3.5 The steep topography requires excessive earthworks to the east in the proximity of Shed 1. 

In trying to avoid Shed 1 the vertical geometry of the road is fixed by the existing floor level 
and external levels adjacent to Shed 1 meaning the requirement for earthworks is 
unavoidable.  

 
5.3.6 The extent and nature of these earthworks in close proximity to the flood plain would lead to 

extensive engineering works to ensure the integrity and structural stability of this section of 
road. 

 
5.3.7 The nature of the earthworks and steep fall to the east of the road would necessitate 

vehicular restraint. This has not been allowed for within the current design and would likely 
lead to greater cross sectional width to accommodate the fence and working width. 

 
5.3.8 It is likely that a vehicular barrier would also be required immediately adjacent to the building 

due to the close proximity of the building. As above the working width of the safety barrier 
would likely increase the cross section by a further 500mm minimum. 

 
5.3.9 The close proximity of this alignment to Shed 1 may also have adverse impact on the 

integrity of the foundations to Shed 1.  
 

5.3.10 The horizontal alignment of this alternative route provides for a long straight road running 
almost due north for approximately 370m. It is considered highly likely that this alignment 
would lead to greater vehicular speeds making this option less safe for all users. 
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6.0 FINAL DESIGN PROPOSAL 
 

6.1.1 Both options are fixed at their point of connection to the existing/proposed highway 
infrastructure as described in Section 4.0. 
 

6.1.2 The consented route is sited largely towards the eastern boundary of the site. This route 
avoids Shed 2 but will require demolition of Shed 1 where the route is constrained by the 
extent of land ownership and Network Rail embankment. 

 
6.1.3 The horizontal geometry of the consented route provides effective management of speeds 

with straights limited to approximately 100m in length while maintaining appropriate 
geometry for commercial and employment use. 

 
6.1.4 Although the consented alignment is close to Shed 2 it is located on the inside of a bend. 

This makes the building inherently safer with vehicles less likely to collide with the building in 
an accident. Vehicles will naturally be slower while negotiating the bend due to the proposed 
alignment and therefore reduce noise, vibration and speed. 

 
6.1.5 The alternative route is sited largely towards the western boundary of the site. This route 

avoids both Shed 1 and Shed 2 but the route provides concerns over structural integrity due 
to the earthworks required close to the flood plain. It is considered that significant earth 
reinforcement and stabilisation will be required in close proximity to Shed 1. 

 
6.1.6 The alternative route will encourage higher traffic speeds with approximately 370m of 

straight road. This development parcel will be a combination of commercial, employment 
and residential and therefore traffic speeds are of significant concern. 

 
6.1.7 It is also felt that the alternative route effectively sterilises the land to the east due to the 

topography making the development parcel less flexible and less effective. 
 

6.1.8 It is felt that the proximity of the alternative route to Shed 1, in conjunction with the proposed 
volume and type of traffic using this strategic link and associated health and safety hazards, 
including vibration, noise, traffic would mean business cannot safely or comfortably be 
continued in this location.    

 
6.1.9 Furthermore the alignment of the alternative route as it approaches Shed 2 from the north 

places Shed 2 in the collision path of a speeding vehicle losing control.  
 
6.1.10 Based upon the above, the design of Route 9 was procured using the masterplan as a 

guide. The alignment was worked up in accordance with the relevant design guidance and 
was submitted for reserved matters approval during 2012.  Approval was granted on 21

st
 

February 2013. 
 

6.1.11 It is acknowledged that this alignment has a greater impact on Shed 1, requiring demolition 
and significantly impacting upon the access arrangements.   Both routes impact significantly 
upon the existing leased area to such an extent that the access would need to be amended 
and businesses in either shed would not be capable of effective operation during the 
construction of the new road. Both routes do allow for the retention and continued use of 
Shed 2. 

 
6.1.12 It is felt that on health and safety terms alone the proposed road corridor, in either option, is 

too close to the existing Shed 1 to allow continued usage of these for daily occupation. 
 
6.1.13 It is felt that the illustrative masterplan alignment provides more flexible development 

opportunities and sterilises less land and will enable a comprehensive development of the 
land. Furthermore, it is felt that this provides a more appropriate highway design with 
suitable response to vehicular speeds and safety. 
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