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Conclusion

With  its  combination  of  incomprehensible  technobabble  and  nonsensical  aspirations,  H30  has
neither value nor credibility, because its conclusions bear no relation to real-life vehicle usage.

Regrettably, Council planners have included this flawed document in the evidence base and unless
it is declared unsound H30 could adversely influence the Local Plan.

Unrealistic Traffic “Mitigation”

Paragraphs 2.1.2, 2.1.3, 4.1.1, 4.3.7 and 6.1.5 claim that “mitigation measures” or “mitigation” will
reduce the impacts of some cars – but not lorries - arising from Local Plan growth.

However, there is no description of these  “mitigation measures”, even though reduction in traffic
movements  depends  on  their  success.  In  reality,  it  is  unrealistic  to  assert  that  unenforceable
“mitigation measures” will discourage car use. 

The greatest congesters and polluters are LGV's and HGV's, but there is no “mitigation” to reduce
their  impact.  Plus,  pollution and environmental damage will  considerably increase if  Innocence
Farm is declared sound!

Unrealistic Reduced Car Use

Without any backup evidence, Paragraph 2.1.5 states there will be “targeted reductions” in car use,
to “encourage individuals to shift away from using car travel as their main mode of transport”.

Moving from cars to what and in what weather? Reductions cannot be “targeted” if the means of
reduction are neither defined nor enforceable? A few people  may reduce their car use if public
transport facilities improve incrementally.  But  this  will  not  happen,  because operators have no
incentive to do so!

Unrealistic “Demand Reductions”

As per Paragraph 4.1.2, the “shift away from car travel” is based on the illogical presumption that
“existing road users travel patterns will have less of a propensity to shift away from car use” and
residents in new housing “are more likely to be encouraged to shift away from car travel.”

It  is  nonsensical  to  state  that  “new” residents  will  use cars  to  a  lesser  extent  than  “existing”
residents.  Within  Trimley St  Mary,  residents of  the  existing  Faulkeners Way estate  will  exhibit
similar travel patterns to residents of the new Howlett Way development. Plus, workers in the new
North Felixstowe Garden Neighbourhood will have to travel off the Peninsula and out of the District
to their employment.

Unrealistic Demand Reduction Incentives

Paragraph  4.1.2  also  makes  the  equally  ludicrous  claim  that  “new” road  users  could  be
“incentivised to use non-car modes of travel by developers or employers”.

One: “What “incentives” would the developers of the North Felixstowe Garden Neighbourhood, or
the cluster of new housing developments in Trimley St Martin offer? The answer is None, because
any “incentives” would reduce profits and make homes less affordable.

Two: What  “incentives” would employers provide? Again the answer  is  None!  Businesses pay



salaries to employees, who make their own choices about where they live and how they commute. 

Small, Medium And Large Developments

Paragraph 4.3.3 makes another ludicrous claim that the percentage reduction in car travel depends
on housing numbers, with it being “more likely larger developments will be able to achieve a higher
modal shift.”

Travel patterns depend on individual needs, not how many neighbours there are. No matter the
development's size, residents will travel according to how far they must commute to work and, to a
lesser extent, the availability of public transport. In future, Trimley St Martin could contain a cluster
of adjacent estates with various housing numbers, but this does not mean different travel patterns!

Innocence Farm

According to Table 4.5, LGV and HGV movements will increase by 42.6% and 11.9% respectively,
excluding Innocence Farm. These are alarming figures which should be considered within the
context of Local Plan Paragraphs 2.15 and 2.16. These state that significant economic growth will
be unsustainable without major A12, A14 and Orwell Bridge improvements, plus the creation of a
Northern Bypass. 

There will be no jobs and no need for housing until these improvements happen, and no need to
implement make-believe traffic “mitigation measures”.

Paragraph 4.5.2 states that  Innocence Farm will  be an exception,  “where a specific  HGV trip
generation has been applied.”  Sadly,  we are left  in suspense, because Innocence Farm is not
mentioned again in H30.

According to Bidwells, Innocence Farm will generate 600 LGV and 3,200 HGV daily movements in
each direction. However, the lack of explanatory details renders H30 statistics and conclusions
meaningless!

Unrealistic Rural Trip Reductions

According to Paragraph 5.2.1, there will be much less scope for reductions where trips originate in
rural areas.

Table 5-4 shows the reduction in existing car trips ranging between 1% and 13%. Other Tables
show reductions in trip generations for new users, including Tables 5-5, 5-6, 5-7 and 5-8. These
reductions vary between 3% and 8%. The low rural scope for trip reductions confirms the District's
lack of public transport. However, H30 fails to recognise that a similar lack exists in urban areas!

Unrealistic New Housing Travel Reductions

Paragraph 6.1.1 claims that “there is a greater propensity to shift trips away from car travel for new
housing developments.”

Nonsense! “New” residents will have to commute for even longer distances, since there will be few
if any new jobs created anywhere in the District.

Unrealistic Travel Reduction Percentage

Paragraph 6.1.2 claims that,  thanks to their  “mitigation measures” there will  be a “reduction of
around  -9%  in  terms  of  car  travel  relating  to  existing  travel  patterns”. This  aspirational,
unenforceable and unverifiable statistic is a culmination of the various nonsensical claims which I
have already comprehensively dismissed.



Warning - Danger Ahead!

Paragraph 6.1.5 makes the alarming claim that H30's revised traffic forecasts: “Will be used to
determine what the impact is on congestion and ... will be used to inform further analysis on the
mitigation.”

The assumptions, conclusions and statistics in H30 bear no relation to either reality or common
sense. Any Local Plan conclusions based on H30 will be fatally flawed!

H30 should be binned forthwith and not used for “further analysis”!
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