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THURSDAY 21 MAY 2020 AT 6.30 PM
MICROSOFT TEAMS - MICROSOFT TEAMS

The Councillors listed below are requested to attend the above meeting, on the day and at the time 
and place stated, to consider the business set out in this agenda.

Membership

Councillor Guest (Chairman)
Councillor C Wyatt-Lowe (Vice-Chairman)
Councillor Beauchamp
Councillor Durrant
Councillor Hobson
Councillor Maddern
Councillor McDowell

Councillor Oguchi
Councillor Riddick
Councillor R Sutton
Councillor Symington
Councillor Uttley
Councillor Woolner

For further information, please contact Corporate and Democratic Support on 01442 228209.

AGENDA

7. ADDENDUM  (Pages 2 - 100)

Public Document Pack



                                     

ADDENDUM SHEET

*******************************************************************************************

Item 5a

4/01866/18/FUL Demolition of existing buildings and construction of five 4-
bedroom detached dwellings with associated landscaping and access.

57 South Park Gardens, Berkhamsted, Hertfordshire, HP4 1HZ

NO FURTHER ITEMS

Recommendation

As per the published report.

*******************************************************************************************

Item 5b

19/03272/FUL Construction of new chalet bungalow to the side/rear of 5 
Tring Road.

Land To The Side/rear 5 Tring Road, Dudswell, Berkhamsted, Hertfordshire, 
HP4 3SF

Comments from Northchurch Parish Council

Please note Northchurch Parish Council has no comments on 5 Tring Road 
application.

E-mail Letter from Applicant to Case Officer (with Cllr Pringle and Northchurch PC 
copied in)

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

Thursday 21st May 2020 at 6.30 PM

THURSDAY 10 MARCH 2011 AT 7.00 PM
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Dear Councillor Pringle,

As our local councillor who fairly represents the residents of Northchurch we would 
like to share our experiences of living here at 5 Tring Road.

My husband, myself and our three young children moved from Berkhamstead to 
Northchurch in 1999. Our kids went to St Thomas More R.C. School (daily car 
journeys) and then onto John F Kennedy R.C. School in Hemel Hempstead (daily 
bus journeys). They enjoy sports and were members of Northchurch Cricket club and 
tennis club, which are situated directly across the road from us.(Untold numbers of 
road crossings) We have enjoyed many celebrations at our home with family and 
friends in attendance.

Our children have learnt to drive from here.

In recent years they and their partners (now spouses), have lived with us whilst 
"super saving" for their own homes.

If at any time we had felt that we where endangering our children or ourselves we 
would not have chosen to keep our home here.

Currently my husband, myself and our son live here.

As a radiographer I have a daily commute to Watford General Hospital, which I do by 
car and I usually give my son a lift, as he also works in Watford, although sometimes 
he gets the train.
My husband normally commutes to Luton, if not he works from home.

In the 21 years we have lived here we have never experienced any road traffic 
collisions whilst entering or exiting our driveway, or crossing the road.

In fact in my personal experience that whilst positioned on our driveway assessing 
the traffic conditions before manoeuvring , I observe that cars approaching on the 
main highway slow down. I feel that they are reminded that they are approaching a 
road junction in a residential area and act accordingly by reducing their speed.

As a fair minded Liberal Democrat who believes in equality  for all I am sure you will 
share our observations of living in Northchurch, with the the planning committee, just 
as you have shared your own personal ones with previous committees.

To date, as our parish Councillor, we feel completely unrepresented by you and at 
no time have you made any attempt to discuss or understand our position.

Technical Note
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A 38-page Technical Note (May 2020) produced by TPA (Transport Planning 
Associates) has been submitted by the applicant. The front cover of this Technical 
Note is provided below. Please refer to separate document for the full Technical Note.

Comments from Councillor Pringle

Five emails have been received from Councillor Pringle in relation to the above 
application. The comments provided in these emails and associated attachments 
have been listed below.

Email 1: ‘Planning application 5b DMC meeting 21 May - 5 Tring Road - Ward Cllr 
Objections to original application and comments (1)’

Dear Councillors,  
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This matter is listed before the DMC tomorrow 21 May. 

You will be aware that an application for development on this site was previously 
unanimously rejected by your colleagues on DMC in May 2018. This was upheld by 
the Planning Inspector following a site visit. 

I have attached to this email my observations to the DMC from May 2018. These 
include photos of the junction. These remain relevant to the current application as 
they show how complicated the junction is, in a way that a desktop study from a map 
cannot capture.

The observations on road safety and the complex nature of the junction still apply 
and I would ask you to consider the photos and the related comments in this 
document before coming to your decision. 

Some of the previous objections, particularly regarding overdevelopment, have been 
addressed to a degree by the revised proposal from the applicant. However, 
particularly on road safety, the changes are insufficient to overcome the local 
concerns or the findings of the planning inspector. 

With regard to road safety, and safe and suitable access for all, the PIN report 
remains absolutely relevant for the purposes of the current application. I had 
previously attached a copy of the PIN report with my initial comments to DMC, but it 
is not clear from the additional material provided for the meeting that will have seen 
this, so I will forward the PIN report rejecting the initial appeal with comments report 
separately. I draw your attention to paragraphs 3-13 of the PIN report which detail 
the basis for the conclusion that the proposed development would not provide safe 
and suitable access for all. Please note paragraph 10 which ends:

“….The likely additional volume of traffic from an additional four dwellings would be 
small in relation to the flow along Tring Road.”

This indicates that the planning inspector, on visiting the site, was less concerned 
about the number of traffic movements generated by the initial proposed 
development of 4 properties, than she was about the nature of the traffic movements 
and the ’somewhat complicated’ road layout. From this, it clearly follows that the 
reduction of the size of the development in itself is unlikely to have changed the 
Planning Inspector’s conclusion on safe and suitable access for all. 

Attachment to Email 1: ‘PLANNING APPLICATION 4/03324/17FUL: REAR OF 5 
TRING ROAD, DUDSWELL’

A 17 page document titled, ‘PLANNING APPLICATION 4/03324/17FUL: REAR OF 5 
TRING ROAD, DUDSWELL’ has been produced and submitted by Councillor Pringle 
in support of the above email. The first page of this attachment is below - Please 
refer to separate document for the full email attachment.
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Email 2: Planning application 5b DMC meeting 21 May - 5 Tring Road - Ward Cllr 
submissions to PIN following original application and comments (2)

Dear Councillors,

For your information this was my submission to the planning inspectorate following 
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the applicant’s appeal after DMC rejected the initial application for development at 
this site. 

The main reasons for DMC rejecting the application are summarised in points 1-3. 

The remainder of the document outlines the local concerns about road safety in the 
area and remain relevant to the current application and should be taken into 
consideration as part of the current community objections. 

It is accepted that the reduction in the proposal from 2x2 semis to one 4 bed 
detached family residence means that there will be fewer anticipated traffic 
movements. However this remains an extremely long shared driveway at a complex 
and busy junction. Materially, there remains a significant danger to road users and 
safe and secure access for all has not been provided. 

Although some alteration has been proposed to the width of the driveway, this is not 
significant and does not overcome the road safety concerns expressed by the local 
community with regard to highway safety and safe and suitable access for all. The 
types of vehicles that will be likely to regularly use a driveway of this nature include 
delivery vehicles, family vehicles and utility vehicles. The length of the driveway and 
its narrowness along with poor lateral visibility mean that the likelihood remains of 
either a vehicle on entering the driveway having to reverse onto the main road to let 
oncoming vehicles pass, or waiting for vehicles to exit, causing unnecessary queuing 
at this complicated junction. This will present risk to the vulnerable pedestrians who 
are likely to be using the bus stops and walking to the kindergarten. 

Attachment to Email 2: ‘Planning Inspectorate Appeal Decision 5 Tring Road - 
Appeal Reference: 3207998’

A 9 page document titled, ‘Planning Inspectorate Appeal 5 Tring Road - Appeal 
Reference: 3207998’ has been produced and submitted by Councillor Pringle in 
support of the above email. The first page of this attachment is below - Please refer 
to separate document for the full email attachment.
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Email 3: Planning application 5b DMC meeting 21 May - 5 Tring Road - PIN decision 
rejecting the appeal and ward councillor comments (3)
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Please see attached the PIN report that was written by Gemma Jenkinson following 
a visit to the site. This was sent with my original comments but it is not clear that this 
is within the additional documentation. 

In paragraph 13 of the report dated 26 March 2019 she stated:

‘In the absence of satisfactory evidence to the contrary, and taking into account the 
precautionary principle, I am unable to conclude that the proposal would not have an 
unacceptable effect on highway safety and in this respect, I also find conflict with 
Paragraph 109 of the Framework’

Significant weight shovel be given to the findings of the Planning Inspector. She has 
visited the site and taken into account the complex nature of the road layout at this 
junction and the history of local concerns about road safety in Northchurch, which 
includes this part of the road. 

To put this in context, when weighing the strength of the PIN findings against the 
views expressed/position taken by Herts Highways, the following factors are 
relevant:

i) Hertfordshire Highways did not visit the site prior to their report in the previous 
application in 2018.

ii) The previous DMC, members being familiar with the dangerous layout of the 
junction, unanimously rejected the previous application in May 2018, one of the 
grounds being concerns for road safety, based to a large degree on local knowledge 
of this notoriously difficult junction. 

iii)The planning inspector visited the site before making findings on highway 
safety/safe and suitable access for all and appears to be the only officer to have 
done so for the purposes of considering road safety. 

iv) The report writer for the current application does not mention having visited the 
site to assess road safety.

v) Following the PIN decision rejecting the appeal, Herts Highways has not visited 
the site prior to the current application. They have not written a report nor specifically 
addressed the conclusions of the Planning Inspector. It follows that it is reasonable 
for DMC to prefer the PIanning Inspector’s finding (namely that the precautionary 
principle should be applied and that a development on this site would not provide 
safe and suitable access for all) to that of Highways who have not visited the site or 
considered all relevant factors. The adjustments that have been proposed to the plan 
are insufficient to allay the range of concerns about safe and suitable access for all 
and highway safety at this junction. This is particularly the case for the concerns that 
cannot be altered, such as the layout of the junction. 

vi) The report writer has stated that:
  ‘… the Planning Inspector argued that the previous development failed to provide 
safe and satisfactory access onto the highway.’. 
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This indicates that the report writer has not given sufficient weight to the conclusions 
reached by the Planning Inspector, which were fully reasoned and based on a site 
visit involving a careful weighing of evidence. 

In contrast, the Highways officers have not visited the site, nor written a report. It is 
not possible for DMC to know whether they have taken into account any or all of the 
contents of the PIN report. DMC cannot know whether they have addressed the 
concerns upon which the findings of the Planning Inspector were based. 

vii) At paragraph 9.28 the planning officer has listed 3 concerns which are attributed 
to the Planning Inspector. This could read as though this is an exhaustive list. Such 
and interpretation would not accurately reflect the Planning Inspector’s concerns. It 
should be noted that the concerns that the planning officer lists relate to matters 
which the applicant purports to have addressed. I would urge the members of DMC 
to read the full PIN report as the reasons for the conclusions about road safety are 
much more extensive than those cited and relate to a significant degree to the 
complicated road layout at the junction. This is something that the applicant cannot 
possibly address. 

The residents from their comments clearly do not agree that these matters listed in 
the planning officer’s report have been addressed sufficiently to allay their fears over 
road safety. But it is a major concern that this characterisation of the PIN report, 
breaking it down into a list of 3 points, is extremely narrow and does not represent 
the range and extent of the concerns of the Planning Inspector. In particular it does 
not address the reasons for dismissing the appeal described in paragraphs 9 - 13 of 
the Planning Inspector’s report, which I would urge members to read closely:
a) In paragraph 10 the Planning Inspector states, 
‘…the likely additional volume of traffic from an additional four dwellings would be 
small in relation to the flow along Tring Road’ . 

b) In paragraph 12 the Planning Inspector states,
‘…Highway  safety records demonstrate that there is a relatively low level of 
accidents locally and I acknowledge that the highway authority raise no objections.’ 

Given the above, it is clear that the Planning Inspector was not relying on the volume 
of movements or the lack of objections from the Highways officers for her 
conclusions on Highway safety. It therefore irrational to argue that the marginally 
reduced traffic movements of the new proposal or the current lack of objections from 
Highways amount to a material change in circumstances which would have changed 
the conclusion of the Planning Inspector, or allow the case officer to presume that 
the Planning Inspector would now reach a different conclusion. 

viii) The Planning Inspector makes reference to the local concerns over road safety 
as evidenced by the Go20 campaign.  It is therefore legitimate for DMC to give 
weight to these concerns which are evidenced in the minutes of HCC from 27 March 
2018. There is no evidence of Highways Officers or the report writer addressing 
these historical local road safety concerns. These minutes have already been 
forwarded to DBC with my intitial comments, but I will forward them separately to 
ensure that you have them. 
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Attachment to Email 3: ‘Planning Inspectorate Appeal Decision – Appeal Reference: 
3207998’

The previous appeal decision for application 4/03324/17/FUL, (i.e. 5 page 
document), produced by Planning Inspector Gemma Jenkinson, has been submitted 
by Councillor Pringle in support of the above email. Please refer to separate 
document for the full email attachment. The first page is displayed below:
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Email 4: Planning application 5b DMC meeting 21 May - 5 Tring Road - Photos 
showing increased complexity at the junction and ward councillor comments (5)

Page 12



Please note that the above photos show how the complexity of the junction have 
changed since the Planning Inspector viewed it in December 2018. The modest 
bungalow which had been unoccupied has been replaced by two newly built 
spacious semi detached homes which share the driveway parallel with and close to 
the applicatnt driveway. This will increase the traffic movements at the junction, 
adding to the already complex nature as noted by the PIN. 

Additionally this is the view from the bottom of 5 Tring Road. It shows on the left the 
entrance to the kindergarten/cricket club on Dudswell Lane. To the right of that, 
directly opposite the entrance to the proposed development is the former telephone 
repeater station which is has been derelict for many years. It has now been granted 
planning permission to be developed into a residential property with an entrance 
directly opposite this development. This will entail any vehicles using a reverse gear 
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to access the drive. They will be reversing into this already complex junction. This is 
a further development since the PIN report. 

Email 5: Planning application 5b DMC meeting 21 May - 5 Tring Road - Photos 
showing typical manoeuvre at the junction and ward councillor comments (6)

Please see further comments for the councillors at tomorrow’s DMC.
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Dear Councillors,

This took place on 19 May 2020, when I was walking past the junction as Tesco 
delivery van turned into Dudswell Lane from the Tring direction. It was unable to do 
so without mounting the kerb in front of the former telephone repeater station (now 
being developed into a residence) before then reversing back into the Tring Road in 
order to be able to align itself to drive down Dudswell Lane. Fortunately there was no 
other traffic at the junction. I was also present when the same vehicle returned. On 
turning right out of Dudswell Lane, it was unable to execute the turn in a single 
manoeuvre and had to reverse, effectively completing a three point turn at this 
junction. This is a typical manouvre, which took place by coincidence when I was at 
the junction. It is very typical of the local knowledge of this junction and underscores 
the PIN report about the complicated nature of this busy junction. 

Further comments from Local Resident (1 Tring Road)

Please find below pictures of the accident of 14/02/20 in reference to the DMC item 
5b, 5, Tring Road.
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Recommendation

As per the published report.

*******************************************************************************************
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Item 5c

19/02696/FUL Demolition of existing bungalow, construction of 8 new 
semi-detached houses (2 x 2 bedroom, 2 x 3 bedroom and 4 x 4 bedroom), 
access, turning and parking areas, landscape planting and ancillary 
development.

Rosecroft, 49 Chesham Road, Bovingdon

NO FURTHER ITEMS

Recommendation

As per the published report.

*******************************************************************************************

Item 5d

20/00089/FUL    Raising of Roof, Change of Roof Pitch, Conversion of Barn to 
Residential Use and Changes to Fenestration. 

Barn A, Flaunden Stables, Birch Lane, Flaunden

Comments from Flaunden Parish Council:

Flaunden Parish Council has made its position clear on the many previous planning 
applications and has nothing further to add to its response  sent to the Planning 
Officer on February 20th 2020 which is again sent as an attachment to this mail.

This latest application is for a building which bears almost no relation to the original 
permission granted for a barn conversion. The original plan has been chipped away 
by numerous granted amendments and this final application 20/00089/FUL to raise 
the roof pitch and changes to the fenestration has now completed the process of 
seeking permission to build 2 large new semi- detached properties.

Supplementary Planning Statement (from applicant’s agent)
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Comments from Local Resident:

As the owner of a neighbouring property to this development I would like to submit 
the following comments for your consideration with regard to this latest planning 
application to raise the previously approved roof line by 1.5 metres and change the 
fenestration.

The original approval placed great emphasis on strictly maintaining the appearance, 
footprint and configuration of the development to adhere as closely as possible to the 
existing building being converted. This was to minimise the visual impact and 
openness of the green belt, protect the very closely adjacent established hedgerow 
and tree line and minimise the impact on neighbouring properties.The changes now 
being proposed will be detrimental to all three of these objectives.

Fenestration on the western elevation was deliberately only approved at ground level 
and a previous application to have first floor windows and site a front door on this 
elevation have been refused as inappropriate (see below). This was primarily to 
protect the established hedge and tree line that is within two metres of this elevation 
and protect neighbouring property privacy. Allowing increased fenestration and a 
front door on this elevation brings the property into conflict with this natural feature of 
the landscape, protected under the current 106 agreement, which will restrict light 
into the windows and either the current developer or future residents will remove or 
greatly reduce the extent of. Thus changing both the visual aspect and privacy 
currently afforded. Below is a quote taken from the currently approved application.

“The proposed fenestration would take a design and proportionally theme from those 
encountered elsewhere within the building to ensure that the building maintains its simple 
utilitarian character.”

To increase the roof height also will also take away from the original intentions of the 
approval to maintain a building as close as possible to the existing structure thereby 
minimising the impact on the surrounding landscape and existing properties. This 
includes the use of roof widows overlooking neighbouring properties. This was again 
deliberately not permitted under the original approval as highlighted by the quotation 
below.

“The openings on the roof would include conservation roof lights designed with slim clean 
lines and a low-profile to match the roofline, enhancing again the aesthetics of the building. 
These roof lights offer sky views only and do not affect the privacy of neighbouring 
properties”.

Given these points I would ask that you refuse these latest changes and maintain the 
consistency and  integrity of the current approval for this conversion.

Thank you for your consideration.

(The following have been provided as attachments to the above comments)
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1. Withdrawn Fenestration Proposal June 2016

2. Withdrawn Fenestration Proposal July 2016
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3. Approved Fenestration Proposal

Recommendation

As per the published report.

*******************************************************************************************

Item 5e

20/00593/FUL Change of use from dwellinghouse (use class C3) to 
children's care home (use class C2)

27 Eight Acres, Tring, Hertfordshire, HP23 5DB  

Condition 2

Amended to include ‘the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes Order) 1987 (as 
amended)’, not ‘the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) 
Order 2015 (or any Order amending or re-enacting that Order with or without 
modification)’. Condition 2 will read as follows:

“Notwithstanding the provisions the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes Order) 
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1987 (as amended) the use hereby approved shall be restricted to that of a children's 
care home for children up to the age of 18 and no other purpose within Use Class C2.

Reason: To enable the Local Planning Authority to retain control over the development 
in the interests of safeguarding the residential amenity of the locality in accordance 
with Policy CS12 of the Dacorum Borough Core Strategy (2013) and Paragraph 127 
of the National Planning Policy Framework (2019).”

Recommendation

As per the published report.

*******************************************************************************************
 
Item 5f

20/00394/LBC Replace close-boarded fence and gate due to storm 
damage

The Old Bakery, 31A Frogmore Street, Tring, Hertfordshire

NO FURTHER ITEMS

Recommendation

As per the published report.

*******************************************************************************************
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Background 

1.1 Transport Planning Associates has been instructed to review the development proposals at 5 

Tring Road, Northchurch, further to submission of a planning application for a new residential 

dwelling. The application is currently registered with the planning authority under reference 

number 19/03272. 

1.2 The proposals follow on from a previous scheme, which sought permission for 4 new 

dwellings. That application was refused on highway safety grounds and was then subject to 

an appeal, which was dismissed, with the inspector concluding that: 

 The access may not be wide enough for emergency vehicles, as a minimum width 

of 3.7m is required for that purpose. 

 The turning area on site was tight / constrained 

 The access would only be wide enough for two way traffic for the first 5m 

 

1.3 The revised application has been designed to overcome all of the inspector’s concerns, 

despite being significantly reduced in scale and hence having lesser requirements for access 

arrangements. 

1.4 Fundamentally, the access has been widened over the first 40m to allow for two way traffic, 

incorporating pedestrian access from the public footpath all the way up to the new dwelling 

and a larger turning area has been provided. 
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2 DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 

Key changes from previous scheme 

2.1 This revised application is for a significantly reduced scheme, adding only one dwelling to that 

which already exists and thus only a quarter of the, already low, volume of vehicle movements 

which would have been associated with the previous scheme. 

2.2 One fundamental difference between the current and previous proposals, from a highways 

perspective is that the access would have previously served 5 dwellings, which is the 

threshold above which a two-way vehicle access is required, based upon Hertfordshire 

Council Council’s adopted guidance. The new proposal results in a single access only serving 

two dwellings, well within the range where a single lane access is appropriate. The access to 

the dwellings is however significantly wider than previously proposed, despite the 

development scale having been reduced. 

2.3 Paragraph 8.5.4 (Section 2) of the document Roads in Hertfordshire: A Design Guide states: 

“8.5.4. Shared Private Drives / Access 

Shared Private Drives / Access ways are unadopted paved areas that may be 

built to a lower standard than minor access roads. They should serve no more 

than 5 dwellings.” 

2.4 Table 4.1.1.1 (section 4) of the document sets out Road Design Criteria, including widths, plus 

the number of dwellings that each type of road can accommodate. A copy of the table is 

reproduced below: 
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2.5 The second to last column in the above table relates to a ‘shared’ access for up to 50 dwellings 

(some 48 dwellings more than are to be accessed in this case) and advises that the minimum 

carriageway with should be 4.1m. This is consistent with national guidance in the Manual for 

Streets, which advises that 4.1m is the minimum width required in order to accommodate two 

way traffic. A copy of table 7.1 of the Manual for Streets is included below, highlighting the 

4.1m width as being suitable for two way traffic. 

Page 37



 5 Tring Road, Northchurch 
Mr Brian Kelly Technical Note 

 

1810-12/TN/02  Transport Planning Associates 

May 2020  Page 4 of 13 

 

2.6 The new development proposals include an access road which, for the first 40m from its 

junction with Tring Road is some 4.8m in width, thus it has been designed to accommodate 

two way traffic, despite that not being required for such a small / minor development. The 

access is in fact designed to a standard two steps above that required for an access serving 

two dwellings, with a 4.8m carriageway width being suitable to accommodate up to 100 

dwellings, according to the document ‘Roads in Hertfordshire: A Design Guide’. 

Development Traffic 

2.7 The proposed development comprises the erection of one privately owned house, in addition 

to the existing dwelling. To derive trip rates for the proposed scheme, reference has been 

made to the Trip Rates Information Computer System (TRICS) version 7.5.3. 

Potential Trip Generation 

2.8 The proposed trip generation for the residential use (land use class C3) has been calculated 

based on the parameters outlined below: 

 Multimodal vehicles; 

 TRICS Land Use Class 03 – Residential: A – Houses Privately Owned; 

 Located in South East; 

 Located in a Suburban Area; 

 Weekday; and 

 Survey undertaken in the last eight years. 

2.9 A copy of the full TRICS report contained in Appendix A and the resultant trip rates and trip 

generation for the proposed development are displayed below in Table 2.1. 
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Table 2.1 Peak Hour Trip Rates and Trip Generation – Proposed Residential 

 

Trip Rate/Unit Trip Generation (2 units) 

AM Peak 

(08:00-09:00) 

PM peak (17:00-

18:00) 

AM peak (08:00-

09:00) 

PM peak (17:00-

18:00) 

In Out In Out In Out In Out 

Vehicles 0.10 0.40 0.39 0.21 0.20 0.8 0.78 0.42 

Source: TRICS 7.5.3, 2 residential units applied – to include the exiting dwelling 

2.10 The TRICS analysis illustrates that the proposed dwellings would be expected to generate 

approximately 0.2 vehicle movements in a weekday morning peak hour and 0.4 vehicle 

movements during a weekday evening peak hour. Daily traffic figures are presented in table 

2.2. 

2.11 Traffic volumes associated with the proposed development, including the existing dwelling, 

will therefore be extremely low. The traffic calculations are based upon surveys of actual 

residential developments and account for normal fluctuations in travel behaviour, such as 

commuters leaving earlier than 8am or later than 9am and for those who may work from home 

or may be retired etc. 

2.12 Given the very low traffic volumes, the likelihood of more than one vehicle using the site 

access at any one time is extremely low, at a probability of 0.16 for vehicles entering and 

exiting during the same peak hour.  

2.13 On the basis that travelling the length of the access would take less than one minute and 

allowing for up to a further minute to exit onto Tring Road (as an average figure), the 

probability of a scenario where two cars need to pass each other on the access at the same 

time is around 0.002 or 0.2%, i.e the scenario my occur once in every in every 500 days. The 

probability of two cars meeting at the junction with Tring Road would be half of the above as 

one minute has been allowed for travelling along the access and one for exiting, thus it is 

likely that two cars may meet at the junction once every 1000 days (once every 2.7 years).  

2.14 Given that the likelihood of two cars actually meeting on the driveway or junction is so low, 

plus the widened access road, the concerns raised by both the Parish Councillor and residents 

about cars reversing onto the main carriageway are unfounded. 

Vehicles turning into the site 

2.15 Consultee comments raise concerns that while a vehicle swept path analysis is provided for 

a vehicle turning left into the site when a second vehicle is waiting to exit, none has been 

provided for a vehicle making a right turn into the site. Additional swept path analysis has 

therefore been undertaken, utilising a large car (a Renault Espace) and is provided at 

Appendix B. This shows clearly the ability for two large cars to be able pass at this junction, 
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not forgetting, that as detailed in the paragraph above this is expected to be a “once in every 

2.7 years occurrence” in any event.  An extract from that drawing is included below: 

 

Emergency Vehicle Access 

Fire appliance 

2.16 The planning Inspector’s concern with the previous scheme at this site was the limited size of 

the turning facility and whether or not the access proposed was 3.7m in width. The revised 

scheme, as set out previously, includes an access which is 4.8m in width for the first 40m and 

then 3.7m for the next 25m, up to the residential driveway for the new dwelling. The access 

width is therefore more than adequate. 

2.17 A turning area for emergency vehicles is provided adjacent to the existing dwelling and is 

‘oversized’. Swept path analysis has been undertaken for a 2.5m wide, 7.9m long fire 

appliance, illustrating that such a vehicle can turn with significant space to spare and with a 

simple three point turn. A copy of that swept path analysis is included as Appendix C. An 

extract from the swept path analysis is provided below: 

Page 40



 5 Tring Road, Northchurch 
Mr Brian Kelly Technical Note 

 

1810-12/TN/02  Transport Planning Associates 

May 2020  Page 7 of 13 

 

2.18 Concerns have been raised in response to previous swept path analysis submitted with the 

application, which utilised a smaller vehicle, thus this updated analysis has been provided in 

order to re-confirm the suitability of the turning point. The vehicle now utilised is the largest 

fire appliance vehicle within the Autotrack database, with the exception of specialist airport 

support vehicles. The details provided above in relation to the fire appliance, prove 

unequivocally, that the concerns raised by the Parish Councillor and residents regarding the 

fire appliance's ability to access the new dwelling are misguided and unfounded. 

2.19 Further concerns were raised, asking how the fire authority would know to turn in the turning 

head before reversing back to the new dwelling, however the simple answer to that question 

is that they would not need to do that, they can drive toward the new dwelling in forward gear 

and then when ready to leave, reverse back to the turning head, turn and exit in forward gear. 

This will still allow the entire vehicle to be within the permitted maximum distance of all parts 

of the new dwelling. Reversing to the dwelling is not necessary and will not cause any valuable 

lost time as has been suggested. 

Ambulance 

2.20 An ambulance is significantly smaller than a fire appliance and therefore will have no problem 

turning on site. Should a fire appliance already be on site when an ambulance arrives then 

paramedics will be able to park behind the fire appliance and walk past it (as the access is 

3.7m wide and the fire tender only 2.5m wide). There are no planning policy requirements for 

separate ambulance and fire tender access to be provided. 
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General 

2.21 Additional concern has been raised with respect to how resident’s vehicles might be moved if 

a fire tender was on site, however this is not a matter which is required to be accommodated 

by planning policy or building regulations. Blocking of a residential driveway by emergency 

vehicles is not unusual in existing and new developments as vehicles are not a priority. 

Resident’s vehicles being parked in front of the dwelling do not restrict the ability of emergency 

vehicles to gain suitable access to the new property. 

2.22 With regards to the situation described where another emergency vehicle has arrived at the 

site prior to the fire appliance, whilst this is not a planning issue as such as there is no policy 

or guidelines, my client has made his own investigations. The results of which are set out 

below: 

“In relation to the issue raised regarding ambulances I have spoken with 

someone I know who is a fire engine driver in Harrow. With regards to 

ambulances at a scene, the simple answer given was that when a fire appliance 

arrives at an incident they, as the lead emergency service, quickly assess the 

situation and if it is essential to move any vehicles that may have arrived before 

them then they are requested to be moved whether they be police cars or 

ambulances. In his experience, in the majority of cases the fire brigade tends to 

arrive at an incident first. He also stated that where the other emergency 

services did arrive first, they would also assess the situation and would not 

place themselves in a position where they could block themselves in. In 

essence, a combination of experience and common sense is applied.  

What is clear from the above is that there is no “one size fits all” solution to this 

point, which is presumably why there are no planning regulations to deal with 

it. This is standard practice for any dwelling and is in no way peculiar to this 

scheme as is suggested by the objectors. 

Interestingly and by way of example, of those 6 residents objecting, 2 of them 

live in “cul-de sac” situations with more difficult access issues than this 

proposal. Also, the Parish Councillor lives in an extremely narrow one way road 

with cars parked on the pavement on both sides of the road, where, due to the 

presence of a dog leg junction a fire appliance could only access the properties 

here by driving the wrong way down a one way road. This would also lead to 

blocking in ambulances and/or police vehicles. All three of the above would 

necessitate a fire appliance reversing between of 70-100m to exit the incidents. 

Whilst I appreciate these properties are not under review I think they go a long 

way to explain the difficulties faced by the fire brigade and that assessing an 

incident on arrival is perfectly normal procedure and not something unusually 

dangerous and out of the ordinary created by the design of this scheme.” 
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3 HIGHWAY IMPACT & HIGHWAY SAFETY 

3.1 Hertfordshire County Council (HCC), as highway authority, has raised no concerns with 

regard to highway safety relating to this proposal, however some consultees have and as 

such further detail is provided in this section, setting out the highway impacts and why junction 

/ highway safety will not be impacted by the proposals.  

Traffic Impact 

3.2 An Automatic Traffic Counter (“ATC”) was placed on Tring Road for one week, to record traffic 

volumes and vehicle speeds, in association with the previous application and appeal. 

3.3 Average weekday traffic flows passing the site were recorded as 9,591 vehicles, two way. 

The development proposals, generating approximately 5 vehicle movements per day (based 

upon the TRICS data appended to this report) would therefore have a 0.05% impact upon 

traffic flows on Tring Road. 

3.4 A 0.05% impact upon traffic would have no noticeable impact upon traffic conditions and is 

well within typical daily variation in traffic flows, which in this instance the survey data shows 

to be, on average, 1.4% or 134 vehicles (weekday only). In that regard the test applied by 

HCC under the NPPFF policy is whether the traffic generated by the application has a “severe 

residual cumulative impact” or an “unacceptable impact on safety” on the existing 

highway. Quite patently, given the data and evidence provided above this proposal does not 

come anywhere close to having a “severe” or “unacceptable” impact and fully explains the 

decision reached by HCC that there is no reason not grant planning permission on highway 

grounds. 

Visibility Splays 

3.5 Suitable visibility splays at an access are one of the key factors to whether or not a site can 

be safely accessed by car and in the Inspector’s report on the previous scheme, it was 

confirmed that the available visibility splays are sufficient, based upon recorded vehicle 

speeds and national visibility splay guidance. 

Road Safety Audit 

3.6 HCC has advised that a Road Safety Audit (“RSA”) is not necessary in connection with this 

scheme and that is commensurate with highways guidance in the Design Manual for Roads 

& Bridges (GG119), which states that an RSA is defined as: 

“A review of the road safety implications of engineering interventions for all 

road users 
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… 

The objective of road safety audit is to identify aspects of engineering 

interventions that could give rise to road safety problems and to suggest 

modifications that could improve road safety. It is important to note that roads” 

3.7 The proposals do not include any engineering interventions to the vehicle crossover which 

provides access to the site or to the adjacent road(s), therefore there are no works to be 

audited. For the avoidance of doubt and in terms of engineering interventions, this proposal 

does not add or move any bus stops, makes no adjustment to any existing footpaths, and 

does not even add an additional access to this junction. Put simply, the sole impact of the 

proposal on this junction is to introduce an extremely small number of additional car 

movements via a much-improved access drive. 

3.8 While the inspector’s report on the previous application referred to a potential requirement for 

an RSA, that was justified by the proposals within the appeal scheme to change the access 

from the site to Tring Road into a ‘bell-mouth’ arrangement with kerb radii, rather than retain 

the existing ‘dropped kerb’ access arrangement.  

3.9 This application does not include those proposals and thus a Safety Audit, by definition, 

cannot be undertaken and nor is it justified.  

3.10 By continuing to insist that a Road Safety Audit is required, the Parish Councillor is again 

misguided and is failing to take account of the changed circumstances in access between the 

two schemes as detailed above, as well as the much-reduced traffic flow. 

Pedestrian Access 

3.11 The previous scheme provided a narrow access which would be shared between pedestrians 

and vehicles and the planning inspector raised concern over safe pedestrian access. 

3.12 Despite the new proposals being of considerably reduced scale, with associated reduced 

pedestrian and vehicle traffic, they now include an access which is more than adequate in 

width to safely allow for shared pedestrian and vehicular traffic. 

3.13 The Manual for Streets advises on where ‘shared surface’ arrangements are suitable: 

7.2.14  Subject to making suitable provision for disabled people, shared 

surface streets are likely to work well: 

•  in short lengths, or where they form cul-de-sacs; 

•  where the volume of motor traffic is below 100 vehicles per hour (vph) 

(peak); 

3.14 The traffic calculations herein illustrate that peak hour traffic flows along the site access will 

be between 1 and 2 vehicles, therefore clearly the access is well within the range of vehicle 
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flows suitable for shared vehicle / pedestrian areas and there is no reason to expect any 

associated safety issues. 

3.15 Referring back to table 4.1.1.1 of the document: Roads in Hertfordshire: A Design Guide, 

dimensions are provided for a ‘shared’ access, with the minimum with being 4.1m. The 4.8m 

width provided for the site access is therefore more than adequate. 
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4 LOCAL PRECEDENT 

4.1 Recent planning approvals for comparable schemes are a key consideration for any new 

development, particularly in the contexts that planning authorities are required to act 

consistently and fairly. With that in mind, the November 2018 approval for a two dwelling 

scheme at number 3 Tring Road, immediately adjacent to the development site, is a very 

important consideration. 

4.2 The scheme at 3 Tring Road provides two residential dwellings, thus is of precisely the same 

scale (in traffic terms) as the development proposals currently before the planning authority 

for 5 Tring Road. A copy of the original approved site layout for 3 Tring Road is included at 

Appendix D and an extract is provided below: 

 

4.3 The plan illustrates the proposed access to 3 Tring Road in grey, with the existing access to 

5 Ring Road to its north west. This clearly illustrates that the access for the two new dwellings 

at 3 Tring Road is narrower than the access to 5 Tring Road. 

4.4 As the planning authority has recently approved a 2 dwelling scheme immediately adjacent to 

the application site, with a narrower vehicle access, it would be perverse for the new 

development proposals to be refused on grounds of access width or highway safety. 
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5 SUMMARY & CONCUSION 

5.1 The development proposals have been designed in a manner which responds directly to the 

planning inspector’s comments on the previous, larger development proposals and each of 

the Inspector’s concerns have been mitigated. The Inspector’s concerns have been 

addressed even though it is likely that many of the recommendations would no longer apply 

due to the much reduced scope of the scheme, reduced from four new houses down to one. 

5.2 Traffic Impact – the additional 5 car movements per day represent a 0.05% increase in traffic 

at this junction. Looking at this objectively, it is difficult to reconcile how anyone can sensibly 

suggest that this proposal is having a “severe residual cumulative” traffic impact or 

“unacceptable impact on safety” compared to the existing traffic conditions. 

5.3 In accordance with the Planning Inspector’s recommendations safe pedestrian access has 

been provided from the existing footpath to the new dwelling. 

5.4 The proposals are now for only one additional dwelling, resulting in two dwellings being 

accessed via the enhanced access road. That access road is now compliant with HCC and 

national standards suitable for up to 100 dwellings, thus the access arrangements are more 

than adequate to ensure safe and suitable access. 

5.5 Emergency vehicle access is provided in accordance with all relevant standards and turning 

areas have been proven through the use of industry standard Swept Path Analysis software.  

5.6 Due to the small scale of the development, the probability of vehicles seeking to utilise the 

access in opposing directions, at the same time, is very low (once in every 2.7 years). 

Notwithstanding this, the access is more than adequate to accommodate two-way traffic and 

therefore no issues would arise when vehicles meet at the junction with Tring Road or on the 

access road. All statements from the Parish Councillor and residents with regards to 

“reversing traffic” are both unfounded and redundant. 

5.7 Recent precedent from an adjacent development of the same scale as that proposed here 

shows that lower standard access arrangements were considered to be suitable and 

acceptable, therefore it would be perverse for these proposals, with their much improved 

access arrangements, to be refused on highways / access grounds. 

5.8 The development proposals are policy compliant and of limited scale, with a negligible impact 

upon the public highway. They fully comply with the Inspector’s requirements for the proposal 

to provide “safe and suitable access for all” and therefore it is considered that there are no 

highways based reasons for refusal. 
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Calculation Reference: AUDIT-219602-181109-1106

TRIP RATE CALCULATION SELECTION PARAMETERS:

Land Use :  03 - RESIDENTIAL

Category :  A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI-MODAL  VEHICLES

Selected regions and areas:

02 SOUTH EAST

HC HAMPSHIRE 1 days

KC KENT 2 days

WS WEST SUSSEX 1 days

This section displays the number of survey days per TRICS® sub-region in the selected set

Secondary Filtering selection:

This data displays the chosen trip rate parameter and its selected range. Only sites that fall within the parameter range

are included in the trip rate calculation.

Parameter: Number of dwellings

Actual Range: 48 to 363 (units: )

Range Selected by User: 8 to 805 (units: )

Public Transport Provision:

Selection by: Include all surveys

Date Range: 01/01/10 to 19/04/18

This data displays the range of survey dates selected. Only surveys that were conducted within this date range are

included in the trip rate calculation.

Selected survey days:

Monday 1 days

Wednesday 2 days

Thursday 1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys by day of the week.

Selected survey types:

Manual count 4 days

Directional ATC Count 0 days

This data displays the number of manual classified surveys and the number of unclassified ATC surveys, the total adding

up to the overall number of surveys in the selected set. Manual surveys are undertaken using staff, whilst ATC surveys

are undertaking using machines.

Selected Locations:

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) 4

This data displays the number of surveys per main location category within the selected set. The main location categories

consist of Free Standing, Edge of Town, Suburban Area, Neighbourhood Centre, Edge of Town Centre, Town Centre and

Not Known.

Selected Location Sub Categories:

Residential Zone 4

This data displays the number of surveys per location sub-category within the selected set. The location sub-categories

consist of Commercial Zone, Industrial Zone, Development Zone, Residential Zone, Retail Zone, Built-Up Zone, Village,

Out of Town, High Street and No Sub Category.

Secondary Filtering selection:

Use Class:

   C 3    4 days

This data displays the number of surveys per Use Class classification within the selected set. The Use Classes Order 2005

has been used for this purpose, which can be found within the Library module of TRICS®.
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Secondary Filtering selection (Cont.):

Population within 1 mile:

5,001  to 10,000 1 days

15,001 to 20,000 1 days

20,001 to 25,000 2 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 1-mile radii of population.

Population within 5 miles:

25,001  to 50,000 1 days

50,001  to 75,000 1 days

75,001  to 100,000 1 days

125,001 to 250,000 1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 5-mile radii of population.

Car ownership within 5 miles:

1.1 to 1.5 4 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated ranges of average cars owned per residential dwelling,

within a radius of 5-miles of selected survey sites.

Travel Plan:

Yes 2 days

No 2 days

This data displays the number of surveys within the selected set that were undertaken at sites with Travel Plans in place,

and the number of surveys that were undertaken at sites without Travel Plans.

PTAL Rating:

No PTAL Present 4 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys with PTAL Ratings.
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters

1 HC-03-A-19 HOUSES & FLATS HAMPSHIRE

CANADA WAY

LIPHOOK

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:     6 2

Survey date: MONDAY 27/11/17 Survey Type: MANUAL

2 KC-03-A-03 MIXED HOUSES & FLATS KENT

HYTHE ROAD

ASHFORD

WILLESBOROUGH

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:     5 1

Survey date: THURSDAY 14/07/16 Survey Type: MANUAL

3 KC-03-A-06 MIXED HOUSES & FLATS KENT

MARGATE ROAD

HERNE BAY

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:    3 6 3

Survey date: WEDNESDAY 27/09/17 Survey Type: MANUAL

4 WS-03-A-05 TERRACED & FLATS WEST SUSSEX

UPPER SHOREHAM ROAD

SHOREHAM BY SEA

Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)

Residential Zone

Total Number of dwellings:     4 8

Survey date: WEDNESDAY 18/04/12 Survey Type: MANUAL

This section provides a list of all survey sites and days in the selected set. For each individual survey site, it displays a

unique site reference code and site address, the selected trip rate calculation parameter and its value, the day of the

week and date of each survey, and whether the survey was a manual classified count or an ATC count.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI-MODAL  VEHICLES

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

Estimated TRIP rate value per 4  DWELLS  shown in shaded columns

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

4 131 0.092 0.366 4 131 0.332 1.328 4 131 0.424 1.69407:00 - 08:00

4 131 0.101 0.405 4 131 0.401 1.603 4 131 0.502 2.00808:00 - 09:00

4 131 0.143 0.573 4 131 0.156 0.626 4 131 0.299 1.19909:00 - 10:00

4 131 0.107 0.427 4 131 0.143 0.573 4 131 0.250 1.00010:00 - 11:00

4 131 0.139 0.557 4 131 0.141 0.565 4 131 0.280 1.12211:00 - 12:00

4 131 0.166 0.664 4 131 0.153 0.611 4 131 0.319 1.27512:00 - 13:00

4 131 0.176 0.702 4 131 0.158 0.634 4 131 0.334 1.33613:00 - 14:00

4 131 0.158 0.634 4 131 0.177 0.710 4 131 0.335 1.34414:00 - 15:00

4 131 0.239 0.954 4 131 0.191 0.763 4 131 0.430 1.71715:00 - 16:00

4 131 0.326 1.305 4 131 0.172 0.687 4 131 0.498 1.99216:00 - 17:00

4 131 0.391 1.565 4 131 0.210 0.840 4 131 0.601 2.40517:00 - 18:00

4 131 0.332 1.328 4 131 0.225 0.901 4 131 0.557 2.22918:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   2.370   2.459   4.829  9.480   9.841  1 9.321

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per

time period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the

foot of the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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The survey data, graphs and all associated supporting information, contained within the TRICS Database are published

by TRICS Consortium Limited ("the Company") and the Company claims copyright and database rights in this published

work. The Company authorises those who possess a current TRICS licence to access the TRICS Database and copy the

data contained within the TRICS Database for the licence holders' use only. Any resulting copy must retain all copyrights

and other proprietary notices, and any disclaimer contained thereon.

The Company accepts no responsibility for loss which may arise from reliance on data contained in the TRICS Database.

[No warranty of any kind, express or implied, is made as to the data contained in the TRICS Database.]

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 48 - 363 (units: )

Survey date date range: 01/01/10 - 19/04/18

Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 4

Number of Saturdays: 0

Number of Sundays: 0

Surveys automatically removed from selection: 2

Surveys manually removed from selection: 0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate

calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum

survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of

surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of

the standard filtering procedure are displayed.

Page 53



 TRICS 7.5.3  121018 B18.48    Database right of TRICS Consortium Limited, 2018. All rights reserved Friday  09/11/18

 Page  6

Transport Planning Associates Ltd     25 Southampton Buildings     London WC2A 1AL Licence No: 219602

TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI-MODAL  TAXIS

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

Estimated TRIP rate value per 4  DWELLS  shown in shaded columns

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.004 0.01607:00 - 08:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.006 0.02308:00 - 09:00

4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.006 0.02309:00 - 10:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.004 0.01510:00 - 11:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.008 0.03011:00 - 12:00

4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.004 0.01612:00 - 13:00

4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.002 0.00813:00 - 14:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.004 0.01514:00 - 15:00

4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.006 0.02315:00 - 16:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.00016:00 - 17:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.00017:00 - 18:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.002 0.00818:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.026   0.020   0.046  0.100   0.077   0.177

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per

time period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the

foot of the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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Transport Planning Associates Ltd     25 Southampton Buildings     London WC2A 1AL Licence No: 219602

TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI-MODAL  OGVS

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

Estimated TRIP rate value per 4  DWELLS  shown in shaded columns

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.00007:00 - 08:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.008 0.03008:00 - 09:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.008 0.03009:00 - 10:00

4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.008 0.031 4 131 0.014 0.05410:00 - 11:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.010 0.03811:00 - 12:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.008 0.031 4 131 0.012 0.04612:00 - 13:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.00013:00 - 14:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.006 0.02314:00 - 15:00

4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.004 0.01615:00 - 16:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.004 0.01516:00 - 17:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.004 0.01517:00 - 18:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.00018:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.032   0.038   0.070  0.121   0.146   0.267

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per

time period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the

foot of the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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Transport Planning Associates Ltd     25 Southampton Buildings     London WC2A 1AL Licence No: 219602

TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI-MODAL  CYCLISTS

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

Estimated TRIP rate value per 4  DWELLS  shown in shaded columns

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.008 0.03107:00 - 08:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.002 0.00808:00 - 09:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.00009:00 - 10:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.004 0.01510:00 - 11:00

4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.004 0.01611:00 - 12:00

4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.008 0.03112:00 - 13:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.00013:00 - 14:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.00014:00 - 15:00

4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.010 0.03815:00 - 16:00

4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.004 0.01616:00 - 17:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.006 0.02317:00 - 18:00

4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.006 0.02318:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.028   0.024   0.052  0.108   0.093   0.201

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per

time period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the

foot of the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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Transport Planning Associates Ltd     25 Southampton Buildings     London WC2A 1AL Licence No: 219602

TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI-MODAL  VEHICLE OCCUPANTS

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

Estimated TRIP rate value per 4  DWELLS  shown in shaded columns

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

4 131 0.115 0.458 4 131 0.506 2.023 4 131 0.621 2.48107:00 - 08:00

4 131 0.139 0.557 4 131 0.697 2.786 4 131 0.836 3.34308:00 - 09:00

4 131 0.200 0.802 4 131 0.246 0.985 4 131 0.446 1.78709:00 - 10:00

4 131 0.164 0.656 4 131 0.221 0.885 4 131 0.385 1.54110:00 - 11:00

4 131 0.187 0.748 4 131 0.218 0.870 4 131 0.405 1.61811:00 - 12:00

4 131 0.231 0.924 4 131 0.248 0.992 4 131 0.479 1.91612:00 - 13:00

4 131 0.252 1.008 4 131 0.235 0.939 4 131 0.487 1.94713:00 - 14:00

4 131 0.219 0.878 4 131 0.258 1.031 4 131 0.477 1.90914:00 - 15:00

4 131 0.410 1.641 4 131 0.284 1.137 4 131 0.694 2.77815:00 - 16:00

4 131 0.586 2.344 4 131 0.250 1.000 4 131 0.836 3.34416:00 - 17:00

4 131 0.670 2.679 4 131 0.315 1.260 4 131 0.985 3.93917:00 - 18:00

4 131 0.594 2.374 4 131 0.353 1.412 4 131 0.947 3.78618:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   3.767   3.831   7.598 1 5.069  1 5.320  3 0.389

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per

time period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the

foot of the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI-MODAL  PEDESTRIANS

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

Estimated TRIP rate value per 4  DWELLS  shown in shaded columns

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

4 131 0.010 0.038 4 131 0.029 0.115 4 131 0.039 0.15307:00 - 08:00

4 131 0.011 0.046 4 131 0.103 0.412 4 131 0.114 0.45808:00 - 09:00

4 131 0.032 0.130 4 131 0.027 0.107 4 131 0.059 0.23709:00 - 10:00

4 131 0.011 0.046 4 131 0.023 0.092 4 131 0.034 0.13810:00 - 11:00

4 131 0.023 0.092 4 131 0.025 0.099 4 131 0.048 0.19111:00 - 12:00

4 131 0.029 0.115 4 131 0.017 0.069 4 131 0.046 0.18412:00 - 13:00

4 131 0.050 0.198 4 131 0.019 0.076 4 131 0.069 0.27413:00 - 14:00

4 131 0.027 0.107 4 131 0.044 0.176 4 131 0.071 0.28314:00 - 15:00

4 131 0.076 0.305 4 131 0.015 0.061 4 131 0.091 0.36615:00 - 16:00

4 131 0.052 0.206 4 131 0.032 0.130 4 131 0.084 0.33616:00 - 17:00

4 131 0.067 0.267 4 131 0.061 0.244 4 131 0.128 0.51117:00 - 18:00

4 131 0.032 0.130 4 131 0.032 0.130 4 131 0.064 0.26018:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.420   0.427   0.847  1.680   1.711   3.391

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per

time period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the

foot of the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI-MODAL  BUS/TRAM PASSENGERS

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

Estimated TRIP rate value per 4  DWELLS  shown in shaded columns

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.011 0.046 4 131 0.011 0.04607:00 - 08:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.011 0.046 4 131 0.011 0.04608:00 - 09:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.013 0.053 4 131 0.017 0.06809:00 - 10:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.006 0.02310:00 - 11:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.008 0.03011:00 - 12:00

4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.006 0.02312:00 - 13:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.006 0.02313:00 - 14:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.008 0.03014:00 - 15:00

4 131 0.019 0.076 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.019 0.07615:00 - 16:00

4 131 0.021 0.084 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.025 0.09916:00 - 17:00

4 131 0.011 0.046 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.013 0.05417:00 - 18:00

4 131 0.011 0.046 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.013 0.05418:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.080   0.063   0.143  0.320   0.252   0.572

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per

time period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the

foot of the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI-MODAL  TOTAL RAIL PASSENGERS

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

Estimated TRIP rate value per 4  DWELLS  shown in shaded columns

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.034 0.137 4 131 0.034 0.13707:00 - 08:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.011 0.046 4 131 0.011 0.04608:00 - 09:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.004 0.01509:00 - 10:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.002 0.00810:00 - 11:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.002 0.00811:00 - 12:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.002 0.00812:00 - 13:00

4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.002 0.00813:00 - 14:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.00014:00 - 15:00

4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.002 0.00815:00 - 16:00

4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.004 0.01616:00 - 17:00

4 131 0.023 0.092 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.023 0.09217:00 - 18:00

4 131 0.010 0.038 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.010 0.03818:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.039   0.057   0.096  0.154   0.230   0.384

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per

time period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the

foot of the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI-MODAL  PUBLIC TRANSPORT USERS

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

Estimated TRIP rate value per 4  DWELLS  shown in shaded columns

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.046 0.183 4 131 0.046 0.18307:00 - 08:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.023 0.092 4 131 0.023 0.09208:00 - 09:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.017 0.069 4 131 0.021 0.08409:00 - 10:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.008 0.031 4 131 0.008 0.03110:00 - 11:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.010 0.03811:00 - 12:00

4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.008 0.03112:00 - 13:00

4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.008 0.03113:00 - 14:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.008 0.03014:00 - 15:00

4 131 0.021 0.084 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.021 0.08415:00 - 16:00

4 131 0.023 0.092 4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.029 0.11516:00 - 17:00

4 131 0.034 0.137 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.036 0.14517:00 - 18:00

4 131 0.021 0.084 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.023 0.09218:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.119   0.122   0.241  0.473   0.483   0.956

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per

time period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the

foot of the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI-MODAL  TOTAL PEOPLE

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

Estimated TRIP rate value per 4  DWELLS  shown in shaded columns

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

4 131 0.130 0.519 4 131 0.582 2.328 4 131 0.712 2.84707:00 - 08:00

4 131 0.151 0.603 4 131 0.824 3.298 4 131 0.975 3.90108:00 - 09:00

4 131 0.237 0.947 4 131 0.290 1.160 4 131 0.527 2.10709:00 - 10:00

4 131 0.176 0.702 4 131 0.256 1.023 4 131 0.432 1.72510:00 - 11:00

4 131 0.216 0.863 4 131 0.250 1.000 4 131 0.466 1.86311:00 - 12:00

4 131 0.267 1.069 4 131 0.273 1.092 4 131 0.540 2.16112:00 - 13:00

4 131 0.307 1.229 4 131 0.256 1.023 4 131 0.563 2.25213:00 - 14:00

4 131 0.250 1.000 4 131 0.305 1.221 4 131 0.555 2.22114:00 - 15:00

4 131 0.513 2.053 4 131 0.303 1.214 4 131 0.816 3.26715:00 - 16:00

4 131 0.662 2.649 4 131 0.290 1.160 4 131 0.952 3.80916:00 - 17:00

4 131 0.775 3.099 4 131 0.380 1.519 4 131 1.155 4.61817:00 - 18:00

4 131 0.649 2.595 4 131 0.391 1.565 4 131 1.040 4.16018:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   4.333   4.400   8.733 1 7.328  1 7.603  3 4.931

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per

time period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the

foot of the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

MULTI-MODAL  Servicing Vehicles

Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

Estimated TRIP rate value per 4  DWELLS  shown in shaded columns

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS

No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated No. Ave. Trip Estimated

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate Days DWELLS Rate Trip Rate

00:00 - 01:00

01:00 - 02:00

02:00 - 03:00

03:00 - 04:00

04:00 - 05:00

05:00 - 06:00

06:00 - 07:00

4 131 0.008 0.031 4 131 0.008 0.031 4 131 0.016 0.06207:00 - 08:00

4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.012 0.04608:00 - 09:00

4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.010 0.03809:00 - 10:00

4 131 0.008 0.031 4 131 0.010 0.038 4 131 0.018 0.06910:00 - 11:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.006 0.02311:00 - 12:00

4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.006 0.02312:00 - 13:00

4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.000 4 131 0.000 0.00013:00 - 14:00

4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.004 0.015 4 131 0.008 0.03014:00 - 15:00

4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.004 0.01615:00 - 16:00

4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.002 0.008 4 131 0.008 0.03116:00 - 17:00

4 131 0.008 0.031 4 131 0.011 0.046 4 131 0.019 0.07717:00 - 18:00

4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.006 0.023 4 131 0.012 0.04618:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00

20:00 - 21:00

21:00 - 22:00

22:00 - 23:00

23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.060   0.059   0.119  0.231   0.230   0.461

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just

above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals

plus departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days

where count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per

time period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the

foot of the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days

that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals

(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated

time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated

calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip

rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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 1 

PLANNING APPLICATION 4/03324/17FUL 
REAR OF 5 TRING ROAD, DUDSWELL  
 
BACKGROUND 
I, Cllr Lara Pringle, am ward councillor for Northchurch, elected in March 2018.  
 
I am supporting the residents who are opposing this development on the general grounds of 
road safety and over-development.  
 
There are also concerns about the accuracy and integrity of the applicant’s plans as 
highlighted in the residents’ submissions. One of the residents is a qualified engineer and 
has concerns that there is a significant difference between the plans and the on the ground 
measurements. 
 
The residents called for the planning officer to attend to take independent measurements 
but this was declined.  
 
The residents have cited over development and I support their representations on these 
points, summarised below. There is no need to repeat the points the residents have 
eloquently and forcefully made here. 
 
I am concerned about the road safety implications of this development and submit that 
there are unusual circumstances surrounding this application (the HCC motion attached at 
Annex A – item 4 on page 3) 
 
ROAD SAFETY  CONCERNS INCLUDE: 

 Increased and unacceptable severe risk to the safety of road users and pedestrians 
around the junction of Tring Road and Dudswell Lane  

 Unsafe and unsuitable lengthy single track entrance to the development using the 
pre-existing driveway of number 5 Tring Rd (applicant’s property) with a narrow 
bellmouth exiting onto an already hazardous multiple junction adjacent to bus stops  

 Inadequate parking for the number of properties in the context of the surrounding 
road network  

 Exceptional circumstances surrounding this stretch of road which was the subject of 
a Hertfordshire County Council Motion 1 on 27 March 2018 which has not been 
taken into account by the Highways officer  

 
 
OVER DEVELOPMENT:  

 Density of the development at 21dwellings/ha is 28.6% above the recommended 
figure of 15 dwellings/ha set out in BCA19  

 The local developments taken for comparison can be distinguished from this 
development as set out with clarity by residents in their submissions  

 This is a tandem development – DBC Area Based Policies 2.6.4 describes Tandem 
Development as the most inefficient, problematic and unsatisfactory form of back 

                                                      
1 Annex A  
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land development and says that it is the council’s view that this is a generally 
unsatisfactory form of accommodating new housing  

  
 
1) This is already an extremely complex junction as highlighted in my letter to HCC 

Highways officers sent on 6 April 2018 2   
a) When I was elected in March 2018 I was aware that Highways had already 

considered the development acceptable stating ‘the proposal would not have an 
increased impact on the safety and operation of the adjoining highways’  

b) Having considered the application I realised that a number of important 
circumstances had not been taken into consideration, namely: 
i) The single track entrance to the cricket ground which effectively forms a cross-

roads with 5 Tring Road and which is also on the junction between Dudswell Lane 
and Tring Road, is also used as a kindergarten, with up to 20 cars using the 
junction at peak times. 
 
The photo below shows the entrance to the kindergarten at the Dudswell Road 
junction marked in yellow. A blue vehicle can be seen emerging from the single 
track entrance. This is directly opposite the entrance to the proposed 
development   

 
 
 

                                                      
2 Annex B  
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The image below shows that family sized cars waiting for oncoming traffic to 
leave the kindergarten/cricket club will be positioned so that the rear of the 
vehicle is within the carriageway of Tring Road 
This is directly opposite the entrance to the proposed development  
 

 
 
 

ii) There is currently a planning application underway for the telephone repeater 
station opposite the entrance to be used as a storage facility reference: 
4/00537/18/FUL. This will inevitably mean that the dropped kerb, unused for some 
significant time, will be used by vehicles moving goods  
 
The photo below is taken from the proposed entrance to the development, 
marked below in yellow with a line at A. It shows a vehicle turning right from 
Dudswell Lane into Tring Road. Point B shows the entrance to the telephone 
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repeater station which is subject to a separate planning application. Although it 
has a dropped kerb already, it is currently unused and has had an overgrown 
driveway for a number of years. The planning application is for it to be used as 
storage, meaning vehicles will enter at the entrance marked B. The entrance to 
the cricket club/kindergarten is marked C and is a single track entrance. 20 
vehicles will use this between 0800-0900 to drop off children and again between 
1630 -1800 to collect them  
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The photo below shows the overgrown entrance to the telephone repeater station (B) 
which is currently unused but which will form an additional element of this complicated 
junction. Entrance to Kindergarten is at (C) and entrance to proposed development is shown 
at (A)  
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iii) There are no pavements on the Tring side of the opposite driveway (A). 

The photo below shows at (A) the lack of pavement on towards Tring on the 
opposite side of Tring Rd to the development entrance at (C) 
(B) is where the junction with Dudswell Lane/telephone repeater station and 
cricket club/kindergarten is sited 
(D) is neighbouring driveway  
(E) is the layby bus stop  
(F) is a 3 way shared driveway next to Lyme Avenue entrance 
Just behind the approaching white car is a driveway to a property, beside which is 
a bus stop  

 
 

 
 

iv) There is no pavement suitable for crossing the road on the 5 Tring Road side in 
the direction of Northchurch. The pavement is behind a bus stop lay-by and then 
ends as shown in the two photos below. These show that the pavement in the 
Northchurch direction is behind the bus lay-by until the junction with Birch Road, 
after which it runs out  
 

 
(A) is entrance to Dudswell Lane; (B) is bus stop; (C) is entrance to development 
site; (D) is bus stop lay-by adjacent to development site; (E) is Birch Road 
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Image above A is Birch Road looking away from development towards Northchurch – 
the pavement on the 5 Tring Road side ceases at Birch Road  
 
v) This means that people , many of whom are school children, who use the bus 

stops adjacent and opposite to the entrance to the development have a very 
narrow corridor in which it is possible to cross the road. It is not safe to cross 
within the bus stop lay-by, so bus stop users can only cross directly opposite the 
bus shelter in the shaded area shown below 
(A) shows a vehicle emerging from the proposed development. Up to 15 vehicles 

will use this junction, as well as refuse lorries and delivery vans; The shaded 
area at (B) shows the only corridor where there is pavement on both sides 
and therefore the only place where people using the bus stops can cross the 
road. It is clearly adjacent to the entrance to the development 
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The photo below shows the bus stop opposite the proposed development with the shaded 
area (A) the only safe corridor in which it is possible to cross with usable pavement on each 
side. The line (B) shows the entrance to the proposed development  

 

 
 

vi) On 6 April 2018, I wrote to HCC highways drawing their attention to the general 
road traffic circumstances that had not been taken into consideration at the time 
of the initial assessment and the case was further considered. I drew the HCC 
Highways officers’ attention to the high level of public concern about road traffic 
safety in Northchurch over the years which is increasing; this has led to a petition 
signed by 2 160 people being presented to Hertfordshire County Council on 27 
March 2018. It also led to a motion being carried specifying this part of the road 
as an area of concern.  

 
2) In addition to the points raised by me on 6 April, it was already apparent that there 

would be an increased risk to the safety of road users and pedestrians around the 
junction of the development: 
a) The entrance to the development is a single track driveway currently serving one 

property where 3 vehicles can currently park. The development will add a further 12 
parking spaces meaning that up to 15 cars will use the single track driveway. These 
cars, as well as other vehicles associated with the new development will cause 
additional pressure on an already dangerous and cluttered junction.  
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b) The  shared driveway is too narrow to enable two cars to pass. It will be 
approximately 60 metres long. Although the junction between the driveway and 
Tring Road will be improved by creating a bell entrance and visual splays, this does 
not provide sufficient space for a car to enter the junction whilst another is waiting 
to leave. There is a passing point planned some 15 metres into the driveway, but this 
will not assist vehicles turning into the driveway if a vehicles are already approaching 
the exit.  
 

c) This is likely to lead to the following unacceptable access risks:  
 
i) that drivers who have entered the shared driveway will be tempted to reverse 

onto the main road or into the bus layby if there are a number of vehicles 
approaching from the development, or if someone misuses the passing point to 
park their car  

ii) that drivers waiting to turn into the entrance of the development will have to 
wait for a number of vehicles to leave the exit before they can turn into it, 
causing traffic to back up in either direction. This will be particularly difficult if 
it backs up in the Tring direction, causing congestion to the junctions at the 
Kindergarten/cricket club as well as the traffic using the 3 way shared driveway 
at numbers 7, 9 & 11 Tring Road.  

iii) That pedestrians, particularly those using wheelchairs or with prams and young 
children will not safely be able to use the driveway if vehicles are entering or 
leaving at the same time – there is no space for a separate walkway  
 

3) INADEQUATE PARKING IN THE CONTEXT OF THE LOCAL ROAD NETWORK 
Although on initial consideration the allocation of 3 spaces per property would seem to 
be adequate, there are concerns about the impact of the development attracting parked 
cars to the road network in an area which clearly cannot cope with additional car 
parking.  
 
The applicant resides at 5 Tring Road which currently has a drive way sufficient to park 3 
cars, but at a recent event a number of cars were parked on the street in the lay-by bus 
stop and at a dangerous point. Despite there being a total of 12 parking spaces it is likely 
that there will be occasions were parking will spill onto the roads demonstrated by these 
recent pictures taken outside the proposed development where 6 or 7 vehicles appear 
to have been parked: 
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4) Having drawn the concerns outlined above at (1) b (i) – (vi) to the highway officers’ 
attention, in the context of the points already apparent at 2 (a) –(c), the HCC highway 
officer has responded with the advice 3 that:   

‘The National Planning Policy Framework, paragraph 32, states that “Development should only be prevented or 

refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe”.’ 

and  

“ I do not find that any of the points raised indicate that this application should be refused on transport grounds 

where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe.” 

This appears to be a different test from that referred to at paragraph 9.4.1 of the planning 
officer’s summary which quotes the Highway Authority as stating:  
 
‘..the proposal would not have an increased impact on the safety and operation of adjoining 
highways’ 
 
and paragraph 9.4.3 which states: 
 
‘The proposed development would provide satisfactory access that would result in no 
significant adverse impacts on highway safety or the free flow of traffic on the local highway 
network…’ 
 
5) Most reasonable people would consider that there is quite a spectrum between ‘no 

significant adverse impacts’ and ‘a severe impact’. It is not clear whether this is a matter 
of semantics - If by definition of the National Planning Framework the impact of the 
development can only justify refusal of the application if it is ‘severe’, then it follows 
that unless the impact is ‘severe’ it is not ‘significant’ – or whether the Highways 
Authority has, in the light of the further information determined that there will be some 
residual impact, but that it will not be ‘severe’  

 
However it is clear that the test applied, following the further information provided about 
the complexity of the junction was the high threshold of ‘severe risk’  
 
I am concerned at the following analysis from the highways officer:  

‘As regards road safety, regardless of the number of users, bus stops, laybys and junctions on this stretch of 
highway, only one accident involving injury has been recorded in the last 10 years in the vicinity of the site: 
opposite the bus stop facing number 7.  This occurred on 17 June 2012 and is recorded as “slight”, indicating that 
there were no fatalities, and was not related to the road or traffic conditions at the time.’ 

This appears to demonstrate some disregard for the risks clearly presented by the evidence 
of the complexity of the existing junction (“regardless of the number of users, bus stops, 
laybys and junctions on this stretch of the highway..’) and adopt a view that that the only 
basis upon which risk should be measured is the number of historic incidents, rather than 
the clear hazards which are apparent to anyone who observes the operation of the junction 

                                                      
3 Annex C 
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for any significant time (incidentally, the officer later agreed that the year of the incident 
was 2016 and not 2012). 
 
It appears from the language used by the Highways Officer that the final test applied is that 
of ‘severe risk’ and that some risk was therefore acknowledged and the Summary at 9.4.3 
that ‘The proposed development would provide satisfactory access that would result in no 
significant adverse impacts on highway safety…’ is overstated.  
 
I would suggest that, as Highways Officers did not visit the site or observe its operation as 
part of the assessment, then it is right that the Development Management Committee 
members can form a view as to whether there has been margin for error in the assessment 
of the risk on the spectrum between ‘some risk’ and ‘severe risk’  
 
6) The question then arises, if the test applied was whether there was ‘severe risk’,  was 

there anything that could or should have been taken into consideration and which was 
not taken into consideration which would have made a material difference between 
‘some risk’ and ‘severe risk’? 
 

7) I would suggest that proper consideration of the following would make the difference:  
 

a) The impact of the telephone repeater station coming into use has not been given 
significance, as it already has a dropped kerb. This ignores the clear evidence that 
this building and its access point has been derelict for some years, and has not been 
in use at all. This means that it is irrational to disregard the bearing of its future use 
on the operation of the junction, as its impact has been assessed as though it were 
already in use. 

b) The Highways officer has not visited the scene and will not be aware that when 
family sized vehicles are waiting to turn right into the kindergarten, the rear of the 
vehicle protrudes into the carriageway of Tring Road until the turn can be made – 
which is directly opposite the development  

c) The plans provided by the applicant suggest that the pavement continues up Tring 
Road opposite Lyme Avenue. This is patently not the case, meaning the ‘corridor’ in 
which users of the bus stops can cross is much more limited than the plans suggest 
and is right beside the access to the proposed development.  
 

8)  Most significantly, on the point of the recent high level of public interest in road safety 
in Northchurch, resulting in a petition, the highways officer responded:  

“I am aware of the petition presented to HCC on 27 March 2018, which is being handled by a colleague, Mr Ed 
Fisher, here at HCC.  The issues of road traffic safety measures in Northchurch raised in this document are 
not specifically related to the specific proposals of this development.” 

This is not the strictly the case and this has been pointed out to the Highways officers on 
28 and 29 April, but to date I have received no comment or response on this.  
 

Following the presentation of the petition of Northchurch residents to Hertfordshire County 
Council on 27 March 2018, there was a motion, unopposed and carried by the full HCC, to 
the effect that:  
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The executive member be requested to consider road traffic …conditions in 
Northchurch….   ‘…and authorise the officers to carry out further traffic studies with a 
view to implementing traffic calming measures and a speed limit of 20 mph along the 
A4251 from Pea Lane to Billet Lane and up New Road to a point just to the north of 
Bridgewater Hill …’ 

The clear implication of this is that the area in question, the Tring Road junction with 
Dudswell Lane and junction with the entrance to 5 Tring Road, is part of the area specified 
in the motion carried by HCC councillors.  
 
This motion was clearly carried because of exceptional concern about the road traffic safety 
conditions in Northchurch and it would therefore have been appropriate for the Highways 
officers to demonstrate that they had taken the concern of the HCC councillors into 
account.  
 
9) On 28 April I wrote to the Highways officers with reference to the motion:  
 
‘The councillors considering the motion therefore determined that the area of concern began, from the Tring 
direction, at Pea Lane and thus included Tring Road at the junction with Dudswell Lane, where the access to the 
development is situated. The wording of this motion demonstrates that the concerns of the local 
population  regarding road traffic safety in Northchurch are endorsed unanimously by HCC for the area which 
includes the relevant location, namely the stretch of Tring Road where the junction with the development will be 
situated at the junction with Dudswell Lane.  
 
On the face of it this would seem to be related to the specific proposals of this development as these regard the 
road safety at the junction. 
 
I wanted to bring this to your attention so that the residents can be sure that you have taken the full wording 
of the HCC motion into account and that you were cognisant of the fact that the junction is within the area 
of concern identified by HCC when you reached your decision.’ 

 
To date I have had no response from the Highways Officers. I would suggest that this 
amounts to an unusual and exceptional set of circumstances where the Highways officers 
have not taken into consideration the concerns expressed by the HCC in the motion carried 
on 27 March which is very specifically related to Northchurch and it’s exceptional 
circumstances and which very specifically relate to the junction in question as it is on the 
A4251 Road between Pea Lane and Billet Lane… 
 
10) I would urge the councillors to take into consideration the following:  

a) The  evidence of the exceptional complexity of this junction – there are already some 
7 junctions that children and elderly people crossing the road would have to check, 
aside from driveways used by single residences and the entrance to 5 Tring Road. 
The addition of 12 vehicles to make the total sharing this driveway 15 will mean that 
it will become almost impossible for the elderly and children as young as 11 to safely 
cross the roads in the ‘corridor’ opposite the bus stop. 

b) The number of objectors to this development who are not immediately affected by 
the development but who have taken the time to register concerns about the road 
safety indicates the reality of public concern 

c) The number of vulnerable people who are using this junction – elderly people and 
school children using the bus stops and young children being taken to kindergarten 
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d) The lack of a site visit by the highways officer  
e) The very strict threshold which has been applied to risk assessment, namely that the 

risk has to be ‘severe’ and that evidence of complexity of the junction has been over 
looked because there is apparently insufficient evidence of serious injury incidents at 
this precise point  

f) The evidence of concern of the HCC over this very stretch of road, cited in the 
motion of 27 March  

g) The permanent and irrevocable nature of the development: - If this does create an 
unacceptable hazard at this junction, the hazard will not be removed and 
generations to come will have to live with the consequence of this decision  
 
And find, exceptionally, that on this occasion, there is a severe risk to road safety 
and to reject this development 

 
 
OVER DEVELOPMENT:  
 
The residents have made some compelling written arguments to establish that this is a case 
of over development. I endorse their representations and support them, but will not repeat 
them here.  
 
The residents dispute the accuracy of the plan measurements on the ground and claim that 
given the measurements on the ground and the inclusion of hedges and fences mean that 
the driveway will have to move towards the property at 5 Tring Road. This will mean that for 
sufficient width to be available for a fire engine to enter the property, the distance from 5 
Tring Road would be extremely narrow and may have to result in alterations to number 5  
 
I have spoken to the residents and have formed the view that they are realistic about the 
general need for development and would have accepted a smaller scale development of 2-3 
chalet bungalows as initially suggested by the planning officer. This would have had the 
advantage of providing more parking space at the sides of the properties and avoided the 
need of creating a car park within the development, backing on to the residents’ gardens. 
The residents are perplexed by the planning officer’s decision to support 4 residences when 
he had originally suggested that 2-3 chalet bungalows would be suitable.  
 

 Density of the development at 21dwellings/ha is 28.6% above the recommended 
figure of 15 dwellings/ha set out in BCA19  

 The local developments taken for comparison can be distinguished from this 
development as set out with clarity by residents in their submissions  

 This is a tandem development – DBC Area Based Policies 2.6.4 describes Tandem 
Development as the most inefficient, problematic and unsatisfactory form of back 
land development and says that it is the council’s view that this is a generally 
unsatisfactory form of accommodating new housing  

 
 
 
ANNEX A  
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Planning Inspectorate Appeal 5 Tring Road 
Appeal reference: 3207998 

Reasons for DMC refusal: 

1. The existing junction and highway layout in the vicinity of the site and
particularly the proposed access point is complicated with multiple existing
junctions some with limited visibility for drivers and poor alignment with Tring
Road, the proposed addition of an extra access point serving four new dwellings
would be unacceptable leading to the creation of highway danger.
 
2. The length and width of access road to serve the proposed four new
dwellings is not considered to be appropriate, with single passing place not
sufficient to allow the safe passing of conflicting vehicles entering and leaving
the site and is likely to result in vehicles reversing on to Tring Road to the
detriment of highway safety. Furthermore access and particularly turning for
refuse and other large commercial vehicles would be inadequate if cars were
parked outside allocated spaces which is likely to result in large commercial
vehicles reversing on to Tring Road to the detriment of highway safety.
 
3. By reason of the proposed number of units on the site and its location in
existing back gardens, the proposal would significantly alter and therefore
adversely affect the character of the site and surrounding area identified in
Residential Character Area BCA19: Northchurch (2004) harm to visual and
residential amenity. The proposal would be contrary to Policies CS11 and CS12
of the Dacorum Core Strategy 2013. 

I, Lara Pringle, am the local ward councillor for Northchurch on Dacorum Borough Council. I am 
writing in support of the residents who are opposing this appeal. I supported the residents who 
opposed the proposed development leading to its refusal at DMC on all grounds of objection and 
continue to support the residents on all points regarding the appeal.


Local Knowledge

I have lived in Northchurch for almost 17 years. I use the Tring Road travelling in each direction 
nearly every day. I was a customer of the Kindergarten situated in Northchurch Cricket Club 
opposite the proposed development for a number of years. I have also used the cricket club car 
park on numerous occasions and walk my dog in the area around the junction. 


I have visited local residents living on this junction as part of my duties and have frequently 
crossed both the Tring Road and Dudswell Lane at this junction. I have also taken photographs of 
the junction and made observations of the traffic movements and pedestrian movements over a 
period of approximately one hour with the egress of proposed development in mind. I am very 
familiar with this junction. 


In addition to the residents who live adjacent to the proposed development and are opposing this 
appeal, in my work as a councillor I have spoken to a number of residents who live in the 
Dudswell Lane area. I can confirm that there is a high level of local concern about pedestrian 
safety and in particular children using the bus stops  and crossing the road adjacent to the 
junction. 


I am involved in supporting the local Go20 road safety campaigning group and presented a 
petition on their behalf to Hertfordshire County Council on 27 March 2018. This petition was 
signed by over 2000 people, which is a considerable amount for a village with approximately 2, 
500 households. It led to a motion being unanimously passed by HCC which cited as an area of 
specific road safety concern the stretch of the Tring Road onto which this proposed development 
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will egress directly. The minutes of this HCC meeting were submitted as part of the initial 
objection to this application. It should be noted that this petition followed a fatal road traffic 
accident involving a child pedestrian on Northchurch High Street in October 2017. The HCC 
councillor who proposed the motion included the entire stretch of road from Pea Lane to Billet 
Lane in the motion because it has long been recognised that there are concerns with road safety 
conditions for the entire stretch. This amounts to clear objective evidence that this stretch of road 
has long been an area of concern to local people independent of this proposed development.


Development Management Committee 24 May 2018 

I supported the residents in opposing the application when it came before the DBC on 24 May 
2018.


I have attached the following documents:


• The  submissions I originally sent to DBC including with annexes of: -

• correspondence with Hertfordshire Highways officers

• HCC minutes of a meeting of 27 March 2018 showing a unanimously carried motion referring 

to the stretch of Tring Road onto which the development egresses

• I also attach the notes I used as the basis for my verbal submissions before the council which.


I can confirm that not a single member of DMC supported the application in any way. 


Members voting against the application spoke passionately and in an animated terms on all of the 
issues that concerned the residents and supported them in their objections. Councillor Ritchie in 
particular, who is the ward councillor for the neighbouring ward of Berkhamsted West and who 
knows the junction very well, spoke about the junction being notoriously difficult and well known 
for excessive speed. This was attributed in a large part to the rural feel of the road coming from 
the Tring direction where the speed limit drops to 40 mph from the national speed limit at the 
entrance to Northchurch, before dropping to 30mph shortly before this junction. 


I recently contacted each member who sat on the DMC on 24 May individually and can confirm 
that none of them has changed their position in the light of the Appeal submitted.


Councillor Ritchie additionally sent these comments to Mr Stickley the planning offer by email in 
September: 


Martin

As we were asked to do on the evening, the reasons for refusal are correctly stated. In my 
mind, the main ones are the increased traffic on an existing multi-access to a main road, 
with the additional comment that, although there is a speed limit, that is frequently 
exceeded, as it comes from a 50mph zone and appears still to be rural.

Secondly, the access lane, with no passing or turning places would be a hazard for all 
vehicles but particularly commercial ones and the frequency of home deliveries, due to 
internet shopping, is a National reality.

I cannot recall if you have comments from the DBC refuse unit but they should be 
concerned about manoeuvring to reverse from this road and junction.

Regards

Tom Ritchie 
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This clearly confirms that road safety caused a high degree of concern in terms of the layout of 
the junction, the historic difficulties with the standard of driving this area and the inappropriate 
nature of the proposed development. 


I have had sight of Mr Graham Kendall’s notes giving details of what each DMC member 
submitted. I can confirm that these accurately reflect what was said. 


I have read the residents’ submissions opposing the appeal and can confirm that these are 
factually accurate in the accounts given of what was discussed at the DMC meeting on 24 May 
2018.


Substance of the appeal: Highway Safety: 

1. The existing junction and highway layout in the vicinity of the site and
particularly the proposed access point is complicated with multiple existing
junctions some with limited visibility for drivers and poor alignment with Tring
Road, the proposed addition of an extra access point serving four new dwellings
would be unacceptable leading to the creation of highway danger. 

Please take the following into consideration:


1. The appellant’s statement is inaccurate and incomplete on issues highly material to road 
safety to the extent that it cannot be considered reliable in the conclusions drawn on road 
safety. 


2. The Highway’s officers on whose opinions the appellant seeks to rely have not themselves 
visited the site or taken into account all relevant and reasonable factors in their assessments. 
This was noted by the DMC members who asked County Councillor Terry Douris, who was 
present at the hearing, to report the dissatisfaction of the DMC back to the Highways officers. 


I have read the appeal statement written on behalf of Mr Brian Kelly.  I have read residents’ 
responses to the appeal from Graham Kendall, Catherine Hay, Michela Capozzzi and Brian Eden. 

I can confirm that the residents’ accounts of what occurred at the DMC on 24 May 2018 are 
accurate. I agree with and support all of the residents’ objections and the facts on which they are 
based. 


In contrast, the appeal statement is problematic in its conclusions regarding material points 
connected with road safety in that :


1. The author has provided inaccurate information:- he refers to Northchurch Recreation 
ground being opposite the site when it is in fact some distance along the road,. The entrance 
to Northchurch Cricket Club is directly opposite the site


2. The author has omitted highly material information  from the appeal submissions in that he 
omits all reference to Home from Home Nursery which uses the cricket pavilions during the 
day, the single track entrance to which is directly opposite the site. 


3. Many of the points made in the appeal document, as highlighted well by Michela Capozzi, do 
not appear to be based on any observational or data based evidence. Instead they amount to 
inaccurate conjecture.


4. Furthermore the conclusions reached through conjecture are at odds with evidence already 
given to the DMC based on my direct experience of traffic at the junction because of the use 
of Northchurch Cricket Club Pavilion as Home from Home children’s nursery during the week. 
The appellant is already well aware of this evidence but has not referred to or addressed it in 
the report. 
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I would invite the Planning Inspectorate to consider the degree to which the report, being based 
on a combination of conjecture and inaccurate and incomplete information, must lead to doubts 
over the overall reliability of the appeal statement and its conclusions regarding road safety. 


Inaccurate information: 
The report is consistently inaccurate:- It refers to the proposed development as being opposite 
Northchurch Recreation Ground (paras 2.4.7; 6.2.3.3 on repeated occasions) yet no reference 
whatsoever is made to Northchurch Cricket Club, the entrance of which is in fact directly opposite 
the proposed development.


Northchurch Recreation Ground is a separate facility along the road towards the centre of 
Northchurch. 


This is relevant because the Cricket Club, in common with other cricket clubs, has regular events, 
matches and training sessions which draw both unaccompanied child pedestrians on foot and 
vehicles the junction concerned. It is also the case that Home from Home nursery uses the 
pavilion during day times.


Incomplete Information: 
The report is incomplete:-it completely omits the existence of the Children’s Nursery, Home from 
Home which as been long established established in the cricket club pavilion. 


My enquiries with the Home from Home staff confirm that 20 customers will use the nursery each 
day. Each will create 4 separate vehicle movements in and out of the single track car park at drop 
off and pick up. By the nature of the business these take place during peak times. This is in 
addition to the after school traffic created by collecting children from local infant classes after 
school.


The existence of the nursery using the single track entrance to the Cricket Club pavilion directly 
opposite the site was referred to on numerous occasions when the matter was considered by 
DMC. It was referred to in the initial objections registered by the public, in the documentation I 
submitted to the DMC and verbally during the submissions to the DMC. 


Yet there is no reference to the nursery whatsoever in paragraph 2.4.7 in which the context of the 
site is described. Furthermore in paragraph 2.6.0 entitled Local Services the table at Fig 2.6.0 
entitled Summary of Local Services all reference to Home from Home nursery directly opposite the 
site is omitted. In contrast the report includes a reference to Westfield Primary School & Nursery 
a distance of 1.2 KM from the site.


Mr Kelly is well aware of the existence of the Nursery at Home from Home as it is opposite the 
property in which he resides. He is well aware that the traffic using the Nursery was a material 
issue at the original DMC hearing and the supporting documentation as he was present in the 
DMC meeting when I made references to Home From Home Nursery.


Yet paragraph 6.2.3.3 of the appellant’s statement continues to refer to Northchurch Recreation 
Ground rather than Northchurch Cricket Club Pavilion used as Home from Home Nursery during 
the day  as being opposite the site. 


The conclusions drawn at paragraph 6.2.3.3 that 


‘…none of these elements - either individually or cumulatively - are likely to generate a significant 
number of vehicular movements’  

and later 


‘…Dudswell Lane does not provide a significant through route to neighbouring settlements or to 
any other destination likely to generate significant traffic movements, such that the junction 
with Tring Road is unlikely to be heavily queued, even during the am and pm peak times.’   
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can at the very highest be speculative conjecture. They are based on no observational or 
statistical evidence whatsoever. They should be disregarded on that basis alone.


However, the conclusion that the appellant seeks to encourage is founded on factually inaccurate 
information in that all existence of the Cricket Club and Home from Home Nursery is omitted. 


The appellant is fully aware that the single track entrance just within Dudswell Lane leads to the 
Cricket Club car park which is used by both the cricket club and Home from Home Nursery as 
this was raised in full before DMC. 


In my evidence to DMC I referred to my own experiences as a customer of Home from Home 
Nursery a few years ago. During peak drop off and pick up times, because of the oblique access 
to Dudswell Lane and the single track entrance to the Nursery/Cricket club, it is necessary to 
pause prior to turning to check for oncoming traffic. If oncoming traffic is approaching from the 
Nursery/Cricket Club, this means anyone in a family sized vehicle will be stopped with the rear 
offside of the vehicle protruding into the Tring Road. This is demonstrated in the photographs that 
I provided to DMC. It is often the case that a number of customers will attend at once, causing a 
queue on the Tring Road if traffic is also leaving the Nursery/Cricket Club. During the summer, 
cricket practice in the nets would have begun before the last pick up from the nursery. This would 
again create traffic from both cricketers and parents collecting children. 


It is inaccurate to say that Dudswell Lane is unlikely to be queued even at peak times, given the 
single lane access to the Nursery/Cricket club directly opposite the site. 


The omission of any reference whatsoever to such a material consideration as the presence of a 
cricket club and nursery down the single track entrance opposite the site calls into question the 
integrity of the report and its conclusions. 


The omission of any reference to Home from Home nursery in the report suggests that Mr Kelly 
did not furnish the report writer with information that he knew was relevant and/or the report writer 
did not include relevant material in the report or did not visit the site or make full and proper 
enquiries into the local context before writing the report. 


I would therefore urge the Planning Inspectorate to treat the report and its conclusions in respect 
of the issues road safety surrounding the complexity of the junction with due caution when 
considering DMC reason 1 for refusing permission.


The speculative conjecture surrounding the lack of queuing at Dudswell Junction contradicts my 
personal experience as a customer of Home to Home Nursery when I recall frequently having to 
wait at the oblique junction to check if traffic was emerging from the cricket club/nursery. I also 
recall waiting in Tring Road itself because another driver was waiting just within Dudswell Lane to 
turn into the cricket club/nursery. 


Highways Assessment: 

The Highways officers have not at any point visited the site and the entire assessment was a 
remote desktop exercise. 


When I first became involved, it was clear to me that the Highways officers were unaware of the 
presence of the Nursery at Home from Home at the junction. I also drew to their attention the 
inaccuracy in the initial plans which showed a footpath continuing along the Tring Road in the 
Tring direction on the opposite side of the road from the site. I drew attention to the general lack 
of footpath on both sides of Tring Road, which combined with the oblique junction with Dudswell 
Lane on one side and a bus lay-by on the other, leads to quite a narrow corridor in which it is 
possible for children using the bus stops at Tring Road to cross. The Highways officers were also 
unaware that this stretch of the Tring Road was included in the motion passed without opposition 
by HCC on 27 March 2018 in response to the petition presented on behalf of the local community.  
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When I drew all of the material circumstances to the attention of Highways and requested that 
they reviewed their assessment the response was:


“..As regards road safety, regardless of the number of users, bus stops, lay-bys and junctions on 
this stretch of highway, only one incident involving injury has been recorded in the last 10 years in 
the vicinity of the site: opposite the bus stop facing number 7…”


It is unreasonable not to take into account the context/conditions on the ground: 
I submitted to the DMC on 24 May that this statement by Highways officers effectively meant that 
they were refusing to consider that any conditions on the ground whatsoever were capable of 
having a material impact on safety of the highway. They were relying only on past accident 
statistics, refusing to take into consideration the full context of the junction. I submitted that it is 
so unreasonable to disregard the complicated context of the junction or the nature of the traffic 
flow at the junction as to be irrational. 


The DMC councillors who have extensive experience of this junction agreed with me. They 
robustly expressed their dissatisfaction with the over all approach of the Highways officers and 
lack of visit to the junction and asked Cllr Douris to convey this feedback to Highways Officers. 


It is unreasonable not to take into account ‘near miss’ or non serious injury accidents in the 
area: 

I understand that significant incidents can occur which will not be reported to Highways as they 
do not involve serious injury. This means that Highways, whilst confining themselves purely to 
past accident statistics, automatically disregard all accidents which do not result in significant 
injury without considering whether this was a ‘near miss’ which could indicate a real risk. 


I am personally aware of a near miss accident a short distance from the junction at the crossing to 
Northchurch Recreation ground (not the cricket club) which is a short distance along the road 
towards Northchurch. It demonstrates the sort a typical incident that can occur on this stretch of 
road. 


On this occasion my husband had been standing in the road crossing toward the Recreation 
ground from High St South moments before the incident. He explained that he had been waiting 
for some time to cross in the central refuge as the traffic was very heavy (approximately 5pm on a 
Sunday in June). The visibility was clear and the weather was fine. He crossed the road and 
moments later heard a large bang. He looked around to see that a car travelling from the direction 
of Tring Road/Dudswell Lane had completely flattened the keep left signage on the pedestrian 
refuge. The damage to the vehicle was in the centre of the bonnet indicating it had significantly 
straddled the road. 


My husband found the driver of the vehicle to be in shock although no one was injured physically.


The fact that the presence of a street sign in the pedestrian refuge was insufficient to stop this 
accident from occurring suggests that the presence of a pedestrian only a few seconds previously 
would also not have prevented this accident. Had my husband still been in the central refuge he 
would have been seriously injured. 


This accident is consistent with the residents’ reported experiences along with that of the local 
councillors on DMC and my own experience that this stretch of road is hazardous and cannot 
support the proposed development. 


Shortly after the accident I introduced myself to the police officer in attendance. I asked if the 
accident would be reported to Hertfordshire Highways. He said that other than to notify the need 
for replacement street furniture, this would no report would be submitted to Hertfordshire 
Highways. 


This demonstrates that a ‘near miss’ fatality/serious injury will not be taken into account as part of  
Highways assessment of risk. 
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This does not appear to be a rational approach to assessment of risk. The Highways narrow 
approach in refusing to consider any evidence other than past events which have resulted in 
significant injury/fatality excludes consideration of near miss incidents. This perhaps goes some 
way to explaining the disconnect between the local residents’ experiences of this stretch of road 
and the assessment of Highways. 


It also explains the frustration of the local DMC members and their dissatisfaction with Highways 
stance on limiting themselves to desktop assessments which do not take account of all relevant 
traffic incidents, but appear to limited to past data of serious road traffic accidents. It is irrational 
to exclude near miss accidents as a matter of policy just as it is irrational to exclude the 
conditions on the ground. 


Photos of the scene immediately after the accident show the street furniture in the central 
pedestrian refuge  completely destroyed. This is a short distance towards the centre of 

Northchurch from Birch Road so traffic conditions will be similar. The centre of the bumper is still 
tangled with the keep left sign showing the vehicle had straddled the central line.


Further information about traffic flow: 

Since the matter was before DMC the 
residents have themselves undertaken 
monitoring of the speed of vehicles at the 
junction. This demonstrates the excessive 
speeds used often during the day time. This 
information has been summarised by Mr 
Graham Kendall. Photographs have also been 
submitted by Mr Brian Eden which show 
traffic parked in the lay-by and passing within 

the lay-by. The complexity of the junction and 
the speeds demonstrated indicate that this is already a very challenging junction for elderly 
residents or school children crossing the road to use the bus stops. I have had personal 
experience of applying my brakes due to children running across to the bus stop because weight 
of traffic forces them to take a risk. To convert a driveway serving a single property into a cul-de-
sac serving 5 properties would amount to circumstances where the cumulative impact of the 
development was severe.  

Changes of circumstances that would strengthen the case against the development: 

Page 93



Since the DMC decision there have been changes of circumstances that would strengthen the 

case against the development. 


Firstly, planning permission has been granted for the residence at 3 Tring Road to be rebuilt into a 
larger property. For the past 3 years I understand this property has been empty thus has not 
contributed to the daily use of the junction. This will change once the property is rebuilt and sold.


This will contribute to the additional complexity already anticipated when the telephone repeater 
station directly opposite the entrance to the development is brought into use as a storage facility. 


Essentially there will be a situation where the analysis by Highways, based purely on past 
statistical information, becomes outdated because junctions directly opposite the development 
and directly adjacent to the junction which had for a number of years remained unused, will now 
be brought back into daily use. These are material changes which have not yet come to fruition, 
but which will have an impact on the use of an already complex junction.


It should be noted that there is a current application to amend the plans for adjacent 3 Tring Road 
to build a pair of 3 storey semi-detached houses. I will support residents who will be objecting to 
this development on road safety grounds due to the complexity of the junction and the fact that 
the driveway to number 3 is within the bus layby. The fact that this driveway is coming into use at 
all will add to the usage of the junction. 


For this reason the Highways assessments should be treated with some skepticism in that they 
do not provide a complete picture of the risk. This is certainly the view that the DMC vociferously 
expressed. 

Risk to vulnerable users 


The most vulnerable users of this junction are the children who daily use the bus stops at the 
junction. Children from 3 or more schools as young as 11 need to cross the road here, often under 
pressure of time in poor lighting conditions. 


My initial representations to the DMC demonstrated that children can only cross within a narrow 
area because footpaths are limited. It is not safe to cross from within the bus lay-by itself, whilst 
there it is only possible to cross safely directly onto the bus stop opposite the site due to lack of 
pavement. This means children must cross right at the point of egress from the proposed 
development. They already have to check Pea Lane, Lyme Avenue, Birch Road and Dudswell 
Road, including any traffic emerging from the cricket club before crossing. This is already 
dangerous and no further burden can reasonably be put on the children and elderly using the bus 
stops without creating significant risk. 


I would urge the Planning Inspectorate on visiting the site to imagine they are a child who may be 
worried about missing their school bus trying to cross the road opposite the Dudswell Lane bus 
stop and having to check the traffic from all directions, whilst parents are simultaneously queuing 
to turn right into the Kindergarten and local residents are emerging from Birch Road, Dudswell 
Lane, Pea Lane, Lyme Avenue and the multiple use driveways opening into the bus lay-by and 
directly onto Tring Road. Then consider a truck delivering to the Telephone Repeater station 
directly opposite the proposed development and adjacent to the Kindergarten entrance. Imagine 
this on a grey December morning with the sun low in the sky and a children as young as 11 years 
old trying to check that it is safe to cross, with traffic, perhaps delivery drivers using Sat Nav, 
unfamiliar with the area approaching from the Tring direction, not recognising that they are coming 
into a residential area. 


Under current circumstances this is already hazardous. If the plans for 4 additional houses behind 
the existent property and number 5 Tring Road would provide yet another egress  to this complex 
junction. 


2. The length and width of access road to serve the proposed four new
dwellings is not considered to be appropriate, with single passing place not
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sufficient to allow the safe passing of conflicting vehicles entering and leaving
the site and is likely to result in vehicles reversing on to Tring Road to the
detriment of highway safety. Furthermore access and particularly turning for
refuse and other large commercial vehicles would be inadequate if cars were
parked outside allocated spaces which is likely to result in large commercial
vehicles reversing on to Tring Road to the detriment of highway safety. 

The DMC meeting on 24 May 2018 was also concerned about the design of the egress from the 4 
proposed properties. It was noted that the long single track entrance did not provide sufficient 
passing opportunities for vehicles travelling in opposite directions. There was a real risk of 
vehicles which had turned from Tring Road reversing into the main road if they found one or more 
vehicles oncoming leaving the junction.


DMC councillors were also concerned that the increasing prevalence of delivery drivers, 
supermarket deliveries would increase the likelihood of such difficulties at the junction. 


DMC councillors were concerned about the ability of refuse vehicles and fire engines to access 
and manoeuvre in the space around the 4 proposed properties in the event that vehicles were 
parked outside the allocated parking bays. They noted the photographic evidence provided by 
residents of vehicles visiting the current property at 5 Tring Road over spilling onto the road and 
that the parking available for number 5 Tring Road would be further limited by the access to the 
proposed development. The parking behaviour evidenced suggests that the single passing place 
planned on the lengthy single track entrance to the property is likely to be misused as parking for 
the current property at number 5 Tring Road.


Whilst the appellant suggests that three parking spaces per property is more than required, the 
context of the proposed site is that there is no alternative parking whatsoever available over the 
allowance per property. This means that if one of the properties is for example entertaining it is 
highly likely that vehicles would be parked outside the allocated bays meaning it would be 
impossible for emergency vehicles to manoeuvre. The length and narrowness of the driveway with 
only one passing point some 20 metres from the road was felt to be inadequate as it would lead 
to an unacceptable risk of incoming vehicles reversing onto the main road in the event of 
oncoming vehicles approaching. 


It is also suggested that the passing place might be used for additional car parking for number 5 
increasing further the likelihood of vehicles reversing onto the main road. 


3. By reason of the proposed number of units on the site and its location in
existing back gardens, the proposal would significantly alter and therefore
adversely affect the character of the site and surrounding area identified in
Residential Character Area BCA19: Northchurch (2004) harm to visual and
residential amenity. The proposal would be contrary to Policies CS11 and CS12
of the Dacorum Core Strategy 2013. 
The DMC councillors felt the proposed density amounted to significant over development such 
that it would adversely affect the character of the area. This matter has been well covered in the 
residents’ statements. I fully support the residents in opposing the appeal on this point. 
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Appeal Decision 
 

Site visit made on 4 December 2018 

by G Jenkinson BSc (Hons) MSc MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date:  26 March 2019 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/A1910/W/18/3207998 

Rear of 5 Tring Road, Dudswell, HP4 3SF 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant full planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Mr Brian Kelly against the decision of Dacorum Borough Council. 
• The application Ref 4/03324/17/FUL, dated 22 December 2017, was refused by notice 

dated 31 May 2018. 
• The development proposed is to construct 2 pairs of semi-detached, two storey houses 

(4 units in total) to the rear of No 5 Tring Road, Dudswell accessed via a ‘shared 
driveway’. 

 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Main Issues 

2. The main issues in this case are whether or not safe and suitable access would 

be provided for all; and the effect of the proposal on the character and 

appearance of the surrounding area.  

Reasons 

Access 

3. Tring Road is a main distributor road. Nearby dwellings on the appeal side of 
Tring Road are set back behind a grass bank. The access to the proposed 

development would be from Tring Road, via the existing driveway serving the 

retained dwelling at No 5. It would be extended along the common boundary 

with No 3 Tring Road and would wrap behind both properties in a cul-de-sac 
formation. It would have a total length of around 70m. Parking to the required 

standard would be provided within the site. 

4. The drive would be realigned and upgraded to provide a shared surface. The 

dimension stated on Plan 9717-301 (Revision B) shows a width of 3.7m at one 

point of the drive. This appears to show the available width from the fence 
proposed to the boundary with No 3 Tring Road to the centre of the brick wall 

proposed alongside the retained garden for No 5. Very few dimensions are 

given on this plan and evidence produced by third parties indicates the actual 
width available on site might be more limited. I have seen little evidence by 

way of a topographical survey to indicate the precise measurements. Moreover, 

the Site Landscape Plan 9717-304 (Revision A) indicates hedges (in part for 
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ecological mitigation) and tree planting on both sides of the proposed access 

with a park bench part way along. Taking this into account it seems unlikely 

that sufficient width would be available for wider vehicles, including emergency 
and refuse collecting vehicles, to travel along the access whether or not these 

could be satisfactorily maneuvered within the cul-de-sac turning head.  

5. Apart from at the mouth of the cul-de-sac there would be insufficient width for 

two vehicles to pass so a passing place would be provided part way along the 

proposed access. However, this would also form the new vehicle entrance to No 
5 and would be constrained by the pillars and proposed boundary wall, both in 

terms of maneuverability and in terms of visibility for other drivers entering or 

travelling along the access. Moreover, the access would be in shared use for 

vehicles and pedestrians and there appears to be little available safe standing 
space for pedestrians especially those who may be accompanied by small 

children, perhaps in prams or with cycles.  

6. For these reasons I conclude that, due to its width and length, the proposed 

shared access serving five dwellings, would not provide safe and suitable 

access for all in this case. I remain of this view whether or not it would satisfy 
the criteria for a ‘shared private drive’ as set out in Highway Design Guide 3rd 

Edition (2011). 

7. Technical Note Nov 18 (the TN) provided with the appellant’s Final Comments 

includes Plan Ref 1810-12 VS01 that shows that visibility splays of 2.4m by 

59m could be provided at the junction with Tring Road. I see no reason to 
doubt this or to doubt that suitable pedestrian visibility splays could be 

provided.  

8. Whilst the bell mouth of the junction would be some 11m wide, the access as 

proposed would narrow to some 3.97m within 5m of the carriageway edge. 

This would be insufficient for two vehicles to satisfactorily pass and would be 
likely to lead to vehicles waiting on the highway and/or on the proposed 

access. The TN indicates that there would be room to widen the access across 

the highway verge. However, this is not what is shown on the plan and the land 
is not included within the red line of the application site. Moreover, this would 

be constrained by the boundaries at the corners of Nos 3 and 5 and the extent 

to which widening would be available is not clear. In the absence of more 

detailed information I give this relatively little weight in my considerations.     

9. At my site visit I was able to see that, in close proximity to each other, are the 

Tring Road / Dudswell Lane junction; the oblique access to the residential 

curtilage of Kings Lodge; bus stops on both sides of the road, one immediately 
opposite the site entrance; the access to the Northchurch Sports Ground and 

pre-school nursery; and the Former Telephone Repeater Station. There are also 

a number of property accesses1 not all of which appear to be shown on the 

proposal plans. This means the highway layout in the vicinity of the site is 
somewhat complicated.  

10. Tring Road is a main distributor road and a 30mph speed limit is in force 

outside the site with double white lines restricting overtaking. The likely 
additional volume of traffic from an additional four dwellings would be small in 

relation to the flow along Tring Road.  

                                       
1 Including planning permission Ref 4/00537/18/FUL 
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11. However, both the TN and the Metro Traffic Count carried out on behalf of local 

residents indicate that vehicle speeds frequently exceed this, and third-party 
evidence indicates frequent cases of vehicles passing stationary buses; vehicles 

parked in the layby; and vehicles waiting to turn into one of the other 

numerous access points in the vicinity. I also note the pre-school nursery 
across the road and that school children use the bus stops.  

12. Highway safety records demonstrate that there is a relatively low level of 

accidents locally and I acknowledge that the Highway Authority raise no 

objections. Balanced against this is the local concern related to highway safety 
over some time evidenced in the Go20 campaign. Paragraph 2.16 of the TN 

indicates a Road Safety Audit would be required to ensure the access 

arrangements would be satisfactory. However, it seems to me that, taking into 
account the precautionary principle, this should be demonstrated before 

planning permission could be granted and should not be dealt with by 

condition.  

13. For the reasons set out above I conclude that the proposal would not provide 

safe and suitable access for all. I therefore find conflict with Policy CS12 of the 
Dacorum Core Strategy 2015 (the CS) which requires safe and satisfactory 

access for all, even though it is not cited in the reason for refusal, and which 

complies with Paragraph 108(b) of the National Planning Policy Framework 

2018 (the Framework) in this respect. In the absence of satisfactory evidence 
to the contrary, and taking into account the precautionary principle, I am 

unable to conclude that the proposal would not have an unacceptable effect on 

highway safety and in this respect, I also find conflict with Paragraph 109 of 
the Framework.     

Character and Appearance 

14. The proposal is to construct 2 pairs of semi-detached, two storey houses (4 

units in total) to the rear of Nos 3 and 5 Tring Road, Northchurch. Parking 
would be arranged in bays fronting the head of proposed cul-de-sac. The 

appeal site lies within Northchurch Residential Character Area.  

15. Northchurch is described under BCA19 of the Residential Character Area SPG 

2004 (the SPG) as predominantly 1940s/1950s development based on a series 

of parallel roads following strong building lines although the layout in Tring 
Road, Birch Road, Dell Road, Farm Road and Ashby Road is more informal. 

Density in the area is low at around 15 dwellings per hectare. The SPG 

recognises that opportunities for infill development are limited and indicates 
that prevalent building lines should be followed with dwellings fronting the 

highway with front and rear gardens.  

16. The appeal site amalgamates parts of the extensive rear gardens of No 5 Tring 

Road and No 1a Birch Road.  The surrounding properties consist of a range of 

styles and sizes including semi-detached dwellings, bungalows and larger 
detached properties with no single prevailing architectural style. The properties 

are in relatively generous leafy gardens giving a spacious character to the area.  

17. The proposed dwellings would have much smaller plots than the surrounding 

properties with little by way of front gardens and parking would be provided in 

bays rather than within the individual curtilages. Parts of the proposed rear 
gardens would meet or exceed the guideline of 11.5m in the SPG, but most of 

the rear gardens of Plots 3 and 4 would not, and there would be a relatively 
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high ratio of floor space to open garden area on all four plots. The SPG does 

indicate that where the shape size and depth is compatible with existing 

adjoining properties rear garden depths can be less than 11.5m. That is not the 
case here and, to harmonise with adjoining properties, the rear garden depths 

would need to be considerably over 11.5m. As a result the development would 

be significantly less spacious and more cramped than the surrounding area 

regardless of how density is calculated. In terms of scale, density, layout and 
access it would not amount to the good design envisaged in the Framework.  

18. The new dwellings would be linked by a lower section, with a trocal or zinc 

standing seam finish applied to the walls and roof, contrasting with the slate 

roof and facing brick applied to the main section of the houses. A single storey 

flat roofed section is proposed to the front of the dwellings, which would be of 
sandstone finish, with a recessed timber-boarded section, including full height 

windows to the main living space. To the open side of each dwelling a set back, 

single-storey section continuing the roof slope of the main house and also 
finished in sandstone is proposed. Modest flat roof dormers would be provided 

to the open flank elevations.  

19. Overall the design quality and proposed materials would not be out of place in 

this area of mixed architectural styles. The ridge heights would be appropriate 

given the proposal to site the dwellings 1 metre lower than the existing ground 
levels and as the first floor accommodation would be largely in the roof space.   

The proposal would result in tandem development, in that it would result in 

dwellings behind others even though it also amalgamates land from two 

dwellings. The SPG indicates tandem development is generally inefficient, 
problematic and unsatisfactory. However, this is not always the case and I 

accept that there are some examples of this in the local area, which the 

appellant has identified. However, for the reasons set out above I find that this 
particular proposal would be harmful to the character and appearance of this 

location. . 

20. For the above reasons I conclude that the proposal for four dwellings would be 

harmful to the character and appearance of the area. It would not comply with 

those parts of Policies CS11 and CS12 of the CS which seek development that 
respects the typical density of an area, enhances the area’s general character, 

and respects adjoining properties in terms of layout and site coverage. As set 

out above there would also be conflict with the development principles in the 
SPG and the proposal would not amount to the good design envisaged by the 

Framework.  

Other Matters 

21. The appellant has referred to a planning permission recently granted at No 3 

Tring Road 4/001517/18/FUL. However, this is for a pair of semi-detached 

dwellings fronting onto Tring Road with much larger rear gardens than in the 

proposal before me. Accordingly it does not lead me to any different 
conclusions in this case.  

Planning Balance and Conclusion 

22. The proposal would provide an additional four houses in an accessible location 
This would help to boost the supply of housing and would make efficient use of 

land. These are positive benefits in favour of the scheme. However, the 

relatively small scale of the proposal limits the weight they attract. On the 
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other hand I have found the proposed development would not provide safe and 

suitable access for all and would have an unacceptable effect on the character 

and appearance of the area. In failing to fully comply with Policies CS11 and 
CS12 the proposal cannot accord with the development plan as a whole. I find 

no material considerations to justify a decision other than in accordance with 

the development plan.  

23. For the above reasons and having considered all the matters raised in evidence 

and from what I saw during my site visit, I conclude that the appeal should be 
dismissed. 

Gemma Jenkinson 

INSPECTOR 
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