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1 Introduction 

1.1 Pell Frischmann is commissioned by Christchurch Land & Estates Ltd (the ‘Applicant’) to provide 

transport and highways consultancy services, and to prepare this Technical Note (TN), in support of 

the outline planning application (reference: DC/17/3981/OUT) for the construction of up to 200 

residential dwellings at Land at Chediston Street, Halesworth, Suffolk (the ‘site’). The local highways 

authority is Suffolk County Council (SCC). 

1.2 The purpose of this TN is to provide responses to several comments raised by SCC regarding the 

proposals and the accompanying Transport Assessment (TA) and Framework Travel Plan (FTP), 

prepared by WYG in May 2017.  The comments were made by letter dated 23rd October 2017 and is 

provided at Appendix A. 

2 Transport Assessment Comments 

Point 1: Extension of Existing 30mph Speed Limit on Chediston Street 

2.1 It has been demonstrated that a 215m visibility splay from the secondary site access is achievable 

within land controlled by the Applicant.  It is acknowledged that some earthworks would be necessary 

to achieve this visibility splay and that the land within the visibility envelope would need to be reserved 

for low level planting. 

2.2 Although it is not relied on, the development and the new road layout would benefit from the speed 

limit being changed and therefore the Applicant supports the proposed Section 106 contribution to 

extend the existing 30mph speed limit along Chediston Street. 

Points 2, 3, 4 and 5: Improvement to Pedestrian Route along Chediston Street, 
Splitter Islands, and Cycle Links 

2.3 All the comments made by SC Highways relating to the pedestrian connections have bene addressed 

and are shown in drawing number: A1345-T-001 at Appendix A 

2.4 There is an existing pedestrian link between the site and the centre of Halesworth in the form of the 

shared foot / cycle way at Roman Way, which provides a walking and cycling connection to London 

Road and Thoroughfare via Holmere Drive, Church Farm Lane and Steeple End. Residents of any 

future development at the site would be likely to utilise this walking / cycling route to the centre of 

Halesworth.  

2.5 However, SCC has indicated that footway improvements on Chediston Street would also be required 

to support pedestrian trips between the site and Halesworth Town Centre, as they would expect a 

proportion of these trips to be made via Chediston Street. 

2.6 It is therefore proposed to provide a continuous footway along the northern side of Chediston Street 

from the proposed site access roundabout to east of Beech Close, where it would connect with the 

existing footway to Halesworth Town Centre. This would provide an additional walking route into the 

town centre. 
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2.7 The proposed footway would be accommodated within the adopted highway as shown in drawing 

(number: A1345-T-001) is included at Appendix B.  It narrows to approximately 1.5m in places; 

however it is wide enough for two people to pass. 

2.8 The proposed footway would be connected to both site accesses via splitter islands provided across 

all arms of the proposed site access roundabout. The proposed footway would also extend along the 

northern edge of the site to connect with the secondary site access.  

2.9 The proposed footway would also extend along the eastern boundary of the site to the south along 

Roman Way, where a 3m pedestrian / cycle link would also be provided. The pedestrian / cycle link, 

which is proposed at the southeastern corner of the site, would connect with the existing shared 

footway / cycle route on Roman Way. 

2.10 The proposed pedestrian / cycle links and improvements to existing footways will improve the overall 

accessibility and sustainability of the site, while providing further alternatives to non-car based travel 

and connections to Halesworth Town Centre. The proposed footway on Chediston Street will also 

provide an alternative walking route to the centre of Halesworth to the existing route via Roman Way, 

Holmere Drive and Church Farm Lane.  

Point 6. Trip Rates and Traffic Generation 

2.11 The total people (all mode) trip rates and resulting trip generation, as included within the WYG TA, are 

provided in Table 2.1.  

Table 2.1: Total People (All Mode) Trip Rates and Trip Generation – WYG TA 

Time Period 
All Mode Trip Rate (per 1 unit) Trip Generation (200 units) 

In Out Total In Out Total 

AM Peak Hour 

(08:00-09:00) 
0.244 0.709 0.953 49 142 191 

PM Peak Hour 

(15:00-16:00) 
0.597 0.363 0.960 119 73 192 

Daily 

(07:00-19:00) 
3.788 3.967 7.755 758 793 1,551 

Source: WYG Transport Assessment (2017) 

2.12 SCC commented that some of the survey sites included within the WYG TRICS assessment were in 

locations which could be considered to be more accessible and sustainable than Halesworth, such as 

those sites on the edges of Norwich, Shrewsbury and Crewe. These survey sites were therefore 

removed from the TRICS output.  

2.13 The resulting total people (all mode) trip rates and trip generation associated with the proposed 200 

units is provided in Table 2.2.   

Table 2.2: Total People (All Mode) Trip Rates and Trip Generation – Pell Frischmann 
Assessment 

Time Period 
All Mode Trip Rate (per 1 unit) Trip Generation (200 units) 

In Out Total In Out Total 

AM Peak Hour 

(08:00-09:00) 
0.146 0.461 0.607 29 92 121 

PM Peak Hour 

(15:00-16:00) 
0.366 0.203 0.569 73 41 114 

Daily 

(07:00-19:00) 
2.717 2.808 5.525 543 562 1,105 

Source: TRICS (v7.4.3) and Pell Frischmann calculations 

Note: Numbers may not sum due to rounding 

2.14 In order to quantify the number of vehicle trips generated by the development, the WYG TA included 

a multi-modal trip generation assessment using the census modal share of the Waveney 015C and 
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015D Lower Super Output Areas (LSOAs). According to the census data, 69% of the working 

population within the LSOAs drive a car or van to and from work. The car driver modal share of 69% 

has been applied to the WYG and Pell Frischmann total people trip generation outlined in Table 2.1 

and in Table 2.2. The resulting vehicle trip generation of both the WYG and Pell Frischmann 

assessments is provided in Table 2.3.  

Table 2.3: Total People (All Mode) Trip Rates and Trip Generation – Pell Frischmann 
Assessment 

Time Period 
WYG TA Vehicle Trip Generation 

Pell Frischmann Assessment 
Vehicle Trip Generation 

In Out Total In Out Total 

AM Peak Hour 

(08:00-09:00) 
34 98 132 20 64 84 

PM Peak Hour 

(15:00-16:00) 
82 50 132 51 28 79 

Daily 

(07:00-19:00) 
523 547 1,070 375 388 763 

Source: WYG Transport Assessment (2017), TRICS (v7.4.3) and Pell Frischmann calculations 

Note: Numbers may not sum due to rounding 

2.15 As shown in Table 2.3, the trip generation assessment undertaken by Pell Frischmann, in line with the 

comments provided by SCC regarding specific TRICS survey sites, has resulted in a considerably 

lower level in peak hour and daily vehicle trip generation in comparison with the trip generation 

assessed within the WYG TA.  

2.16 The trip rates and resulting vehicle trip generation included within the WYG TA are therefore 

considered to be robust, and present a ‘worst-case’ scenario assessment of the likely vehicle trip 

generation associated with the proposed development. The modelling included within the WYG TA is 

also therefore considered to present a robust assessment of the impact of the proposed development 

on the local highway network.  

7. Duke’s Drive Link 

2.17 A link between the site and Duke’s Drive has been identified and included within the proposed site 

masterplan. This connection is provided via Barley Meadow, to the immediate south of the site.  

3 Framework Travel Plan Comments 

3.1 SCC has requested a number of revisions to the Framework Travel Plan (FTP).  It is agreed that the 

following amendments will be made to the next version of the Travel Plan, which is expected to be 

secured via a planning obligation. 

• The Travel Plan target modal share will be revised to achieve the agreed trip rates and modal 

share identified in the Transport Assessment; 

• The Travel Plan will be implemented upon first occupation of the development, and will be 

monitored on first occupation of the 100th development annually for a minimum of five years 

or one year after occupation of the final (200th) dwelling, whichever is longest. There is a 

commitment to submit a Full Travel Plan on occupation of the 100th dwelling;  

• Monitoring of the Travel Plan will primarily be measured by multi-modal traffic counts at access 

points to the site, to be undertaken for two weeks avoiding school and public holidays, and will 

be supplemented by resident questionnaires; 

• The local modal share census data indicates that only 1.3% of journeys to work will be made 

by train and only 2.2% by bus, in line with local transport characteristics for the Waveney 015 

MSOA. This has been used to estimate the baseline modal split, in advance of any travel 
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surveys being undertaken. The travel plan includes aims and measures intended to maximise 

the use of public transport and walking / cycling wherever possible; 

• Electric vehicle charging infrastructure will be provided in accordance with paragraph 35 of 

the NPPF, and in line with the Suffolk Guidance for Parking, which states that ‘access to 

charging points should be made available in every residential dwelling… within garages or car 

ports or through shared charging points’. This will be addressed through the masterplan at 

reserved matters stage.;  

• A multi-modal voucher to the value of two one month bus tickets, or a cycle or rail voucher of 

equivalent value, will be offered to each dwelling. Marketing measures will be undertaken to 

promote the plan and the aims and measures included within it; and 

Routes to Schools 

3.2 The nearest primary school to the site is Edgar Sewter Primary School, which is located within 1km of 

the site. The school can be accessed from the site via Chediston Street or via the alternative route to 

the south of the site via Roman Way, Holmere Drive, Church Farm Lane and Thoroughfare.  

3.3 The route via Chediston Street does not have a suitable footway in place at present, although the 

proposed footway, shown in Appendix B, will provide a continuous link between the site and the school 

along this route. The alternative route via Roman Way is a shorter route for those residents living in 

the southern portion of the development, and will be accessible via the shared foot / cycle access on 

Roman Way. Both walking routes have been identified as being within 1.2km, and are therefore 

considered a sensible walking distance. 

3.4 The nearest secondary school to the site is Bungay High School, which is located in Bungay 

approximately 14km north of the site. The school is accessible from the site via the 88 and X88 bus 

routes, which both stop within walking distance of the site. 

S106 Obligations 

3.5 The following elements of the Travel Plan will be secured by Section 106 obligations: 

• Implementation of the Interim Travel Plan (once approved); 

• Provision of an approved travel pack to each resident on occupation; 

• Submission, approval and full implementation of a Full Travel Plan on occupation of the 100th 

residential dwelling; 

• Monitoring the Full Travel Plan for a minimum of five years, or one year after occupation of 

the final dwelling, whichever is the longest duration; and 

• Securing and implementing remedial Travel Plan measures if the vehicular reduction targets 

are not achieved, or if the trip rate in the Transport Assessment is exceeded when the site is 

occupied. 

4 SCC Passenger Transport Comments 

4.1 The nearest bus stops to the site are located on Duke’s Drive, with the 88 and 511 bus routes operating 

along this route. 

4.2 The masterplan allows for a walking route between the southern section of the site and Duke’s Drive 

via Barley Meadow, which provides a connection to the three existing bus stops on Duke’s Drive. The 

Applicant agrees that a contribution of £7,500.00 to provide raised kerbs, and a further £10,000 to 

provide RTPI screens, at each of the three bus stops is appropriate. 



 

www.pellfrischmann.com  
5 Manchester Square, London, W1U 3PD 
   

Appendix A 
SCC Highways Comments 

 

  



Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX
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Dear Phil  

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990

CONSULTATION RETURN DC/17/3981/OUT

PROPOSAL: Outline Application (Some Matters Reserved) - Construction of upto 200 

dwellings including car parking, open space provision with associated 

infrastructure and access

LOCATION: Site At, Chediston Street, Halesworth

ROAD CLASS: B

Notice is hereby given that the County Council as Highway Authority make the following 
comments:

The following is required to make the development acceptable regarding highway safety and 
sustainability:

1. Extension of the existing 30 mph speed limit on Chediston Street in a westerly direction to include 
the proposed secondary site access.  The required 215 metre visibility splay in a westerly direction 
does not appear realistically achievable, given the topography of the site, bend in the road, 
landscaping and dwelling locations (despite the splay being shown on a plan).  A Section 106 
contribution (of £12,000) would be required to provide the speed limit extension.  Alternatively, 
relocate the secondary access into a location where visibility splays are achievable.

2. Improvement to the pedestrian route along Chediston Street from the site to Halesworth town 
centre.  It is envisaged that a large proportion of pedestrian trips between the site and local 
amenities and public transport links will use Chediston Street as it is the most direct route to the 
northern half of the town.  The majority of Chediston Street is a narrow one-way road with on-street 
parking and narrow intermittent footways, meaning that there is limited scope for improvement.  It 
is envisaged that most pedestrians would use the northern side footway as it is continuous, albeit 
very narrow in places. However, it stops close to Beech Close, where pedestrians would be 
required to cross to the southern side within an area congested with parked vehicles to continue 
towards the site.  Improvements to the crossing facilities (such as an extension of footway to a 
build-out/crossing point) should be provided to make the sustainability of the site acceptable.

Your Ref: DC/17/3981/OUT
Our Ref: 570\CON\3698\17
Date: 23 October 2017
Highways Enquiries to: ben.chester@suffolk.gov.uk

The Planning Officer
Waveney District Council (Marina)

For the Attention of: Phil Perkin

Your Ref: DC/17/3981/OUT
Our Ref: 570\CON\3698\17
Date: 23/10/17
Highways Enquiries to: ben.chester@suffolk.gov.uk

All planning enquiries should be sent to the Local Planning Authority.
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3. The development access roundabout splitter island requires pedestrian crossing facilities (in 
addition to those on Roman Way) as it is likely that pedestrians crossing from Roman Way to the 
western section of Chediston Street would use the island rather than walk down to the proposed 
crossing point (which is some distance off the desire line).

4. Extend proposed footway.  The proposed new footway between the development accesses 
appears to stop short of the secondary access.  The footway should be provided along the western 
section of Chedistion Street but it should lead to the development rather than to nothing as 
currently shown.  Pedestrians may be tempted to use the road or verge to reach the access.

5. The development should provide a sustainable link from the main residential areas of the site 
directly to the existing shared use cycle facilities on Roman Way (and the link to Church Farm 
Lane), including the crossing point with pedestrian refuge.  The proposed pedestrian access link is 
not a direct link from the majority of the residential areas and does not link directly to the crossing 
point.  It should also be wide enough to cater for cyclists.

Other comments:

6. It is noted that many of the TRICS sites used to assess the impact of the development on the 
highway network are in locations that could be classed as more sustainable than Halesworth.  For 
example, sites on the edge of Norwich, Shrewsbury and Crewe are likely to have far superior 
public transport provision than Halesworth.  Please replace or remove these sites and adjust the 
results of the A144 London Road with Bramfield Road junction modelling (the other junctions are 
not considered to be at any risk of capacity resulting from this proposal).

7. It is unclear whether it is feasible to provide a pedestrian/cycle connection to Duke’s Drive to the 
south of the site.  If a link is feasible, it should be provided in order to improve sustainability of the 
site and improve access to the Bus Stops on Duke’s Drive.

Please consider this as a holding recommendation for refusal until the above issues have been 
resolved.  The Highway Authority will provide the necessary recommended conditions in a future 
response once the above have been agreed.

Travel Plan Comments (provided by Chris Ward – SCC Travel Plan Officer):

The Framework Travel Plan (dated May 2017) that was submitted as part of the planning application 
(DC/17/3981/OUT) does contain some suitable measures to encourage sustainable transport and mitigate 
the highway impact, however there needs to be a few revisions made for the Travel Plan to be formally 
accepted:

• The 5% single-occupancy reduction target identified in the Travel Plan is not very appropriate, as it 
is very difficult to compare against the 2011 Census data.  This is due to the low response rates that are 
yielded from resident surveys (even with incentives).  It would be far more appropriate that the Travel Plan 
target is to achieve the agreed trip rates identified in the Transport Assessment as a minimum.
• There must be a commitment to implement the Travel Plan from first occupation and monitor it 
from occupation of the 100th dwelling annually for a minimum of five years, or one year after occupation of 
the final (200th dwelling), whichever is longest.  There must be a commitment to submit a Full Travel Plan 
on occupation of the 100th dwelling, based on the Travel Plan monitoring undertaken on occupation of the 
100th dwelling.  All references to the bi-annual monitoring must also be removed.
• The monitoring of the Travel Plan must primarily be measured by traffic counts (ideally multi-
modal) on the access points to the site.  These must be undertaken for a two week period, avoiding school 
and public holidays.  Resident questionnaires should still be used to supplement the traffic count data.
• There are some references to street names that are not specific to this development (e.g. Havant 
Road).  These must be removed from the Travel Plan.
• Evidence of a safe route to school must be provided, as the existing desired routes to the primary 
school does not have a continuous footway link from the development to the school.  There is also 
reference to Halesworth Middle school, which is now closed.  The catchment secondary school is now 
Bungay High School, where the Travel Plan will need to identify how pupils will travel by sustainable 
means to the secondary school.
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• 2011 Census stats suggest there are only 1.3% commutes undertaken by train and only 2.2% 
undertaken by bus from the Halesworth Middle-layer (Waveney 015).  The Travel Plan will need to have a 
strong focus on achieving a greater public transport modal share to reduce the vehicular trips from the 
site.
• In regards to the Travel Plan measures, the Travel Information Board is unlikely to be very 
effective as a measure, as residents are unlikely to visit it regularly.  As an alternative, a bespoke website, 
newsletters, social media and event days would be a more appropriate marketing measure.
• A multi-modal voucher to the value of two one month bus tickets should be offered to each 
dwelling.  If the resident not wish to take up the bus voucher, a cycle or rail voucher of equivalent value 
must be offered as an alternative
• The Travel Plan must also identify if Electric vehicle charging infrastructure for each dwelling will 
be provided in accordance with paragraph 35 of the NPPF to help reduce the air quality impact of the 
development if vehicular transport is the only option for the residents.

Some Travel Plan related observations with the Transport Assessment:

• The Travel Plan is embedded in Transport Assessment (Sustainable Transport Strategy) in 
accordance with the overarching principles of the 2014 Planning Practice Guidelines, however the Travel 
Plan targets have not been applied to the vehicular generation, but the TRICS sites chosen have a Travel 
Plan filter applied.  The majority of the TRICS sites referenced are in more of a sustainable location than 
Halesworth (i.e. more frequent buses).  This methodology may mask the worst-case impact from the site, 
which may push some of the existing highway infrastructure close to, or over capacity.

A revised Travel Plan or Travel Plan Addendum document needs to be submitted prior to the 
determination of this application that takes into account all the comments raised above.

These revisions need to comply with National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 32, which sets out 
that plans and decisions should take account of whether:
• the opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been taken up depending on the nature 
and location of the site, to reduce the need for major transport infrastructure;
• safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people. 
• improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that cost effectively limit the 
significant impacts of the development.

Other relevant paragraphs include 34, 35 and 36 as well as the “Travel Plans, Transport Assessments and 
Statements” section of the 2014 Planning Practice Guidance.

In addition, a decent quality Travel Plan will also support policy CS15 of The Approach to Future 
Development in Waveney to 2021 - Core Strategy Development Plan Document (2009)

To ensure there is sufficient resource for Suffolk County Council to engage with the Travel Plan and there 
are certainties that the Travel Plan will be implemented in full; the following Section 106 contribution is 
required:

• Travel Plan Travel Plan Evaluation and Support Contribution - £1,000 per annum from occupation 
of the 100th dwelling for a minimum of five years, or one year after occupation of the final dwelling, 
whichever is the longest duration.  This is to cover Suffolk County Council officer time working with the 
Travel Plan Coordinator and/or Management Company and agreeing new targets and objectives 
throughout the full duration of the travel plan.  If the contribution is not paid Suffolk County Council may 
not be able to provide sufficient resource to assisting the ongoing implementation and monitoring of the 
travel plan, which may result in the failure of the Travel Plan to mitigate the highway impact of this 
development.

The implementation of the Travel Plan should ideally be secured solely by Section 106 obligations.  A 
planning condition may be insufficient due to the size and possible phasing of the development.  Therefore 
the following elements of the Travel Plan should be secured by Section 106 obligations:

• Implementation of the Interim Travel Plan (when approved)
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• Provision of an approved travel pack to each resident on occupation
• Submission, approval and full implementation of a Full Travel Plan on occupation of the 100th 
residential dwelling
• Monitoring the Full Travel Plan for a minimum of five years, or one year after occupation of the final 
dwelling, whichever is the longest duration
• Securing and implementing remedial Travel Plan measures if the vehicular reduction targets are 
not achieved, or if the trip rate in the Transport Assessment is exceeded when the site is occupied

All the contributions and obligations have taken into account CIL regulation 122 and are:
• necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
• directly related to the development; and
• fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development

Full wording for the proposed Section 106 obligations can be supplied at a later date if planning 
permission is granted.

Also to ensure that the development secures charging facilities for electric vehicles in accordance with the 
NPPF the following planning condition is required:

• Condition: Before the development hereby permitted is occupied full details of the electric vehicle 
charging points to be installed in the development shall have been submitted to the Local Planning 
Authority and approved in writing.

Reason: To ensure that the development makes adequate provision for electric vehicle charging points to 
encourage the use of electric vehicles in accordance with paragraph 3.4.2 of the Suffolk Guidance for 
Parking and paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

More detailed Travel Plan comments can be provided on request by the applicant if needed.

SCC Passenger Transport Comments:

There are currently no bus services along Roman Way past this site, so the nearest routes are on Dukes 
Drive. These are the Halesworth Community Transport 511 town service and Anglian’s 88 to Norwich and 
Bungay or Southwold (both directions of the route serve Dukes Drive in the same direction). There is a 
potential for the 511 to be diverted into the site if it has an entry from Roman Way and a good loop or 
turning circle. The 88 is only likely to be diverted if there is a way in to the site from Dukes Drive enabling 
the bus to get in one end and out the other.

It looks like it should be possible to create a walking route between the site and Dukes Drive from Barley 
Meadow, Dakings Drive or Allington Road, so that should be the first priority - to get people through to the 
existing bus stops. There are three stops served by the 88 which all need raised kerbs, so a contribution 
of £7,500 is required to improve those. We have one shelter already but no room for any more. However, 
RTPI screens would be beneficial at £10,000 each.

If there will be a way to get buses on site sensibly and the operators are willing to do so, then we can look 
at stop locations and specifications when the final layout is close to being settled.

Yours sincerely, 

Mr Ben Chester
Senior Development Management Engineer
Strategic Development 
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Appendix B 
Proposed Footways at Site Access 
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