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AGENDA 
 

Hearing session for Matter 4: Transport infrastructure to support urban 
extensions 

Reference should be made to the list of initial issues and questions (lettered) 
circulated in February.  Discussion at the hearing will focus on the degree to 
which the initial questions have been addressed.  Supplementary questions are 
identified (in italics) under the relevant agenda item. 

Participants wishing to raise any other points arising from the Supplementary 
Statements should, if possible, inform the Inspector in advance of their intention 
to do so. 

1. Wider Road Network (Question a.) 

In paragraph 2.1.15 of the Council’s statement it is stated that the latest 
LCC estimate for the cost of the Dodwells/Longshoot improvement work is 
£3.03 m.  Should the infrastructure schedule be updated accordingly?  Are 
there any implications arsing in terms of viability? 

Mr David Trevinnick MP indicates in his statement (SS15) that PP+ funding 
for the scheme will be lost unless the scheme is ‘delivered’ by March 2015 
(one year from now).  When is work expected to commence?  What does 
‘delivered’ mean in this context?  Is there a risk that funding could be lost. 
That poses the question ‘what if?’ 

In their statement (SS10), the Highways Agency state that they have still 
to receive information on the impacts of the Earl Shilton SUE on the A5.  In 
that case, how can it be certain that the junction will be able to cope with 
the increased vehicular flows from both developments. 

The Council’s statement in paragraph 2.1.17 appears to conflict with Core 
Strategy Spatial Objective 13 and policy 5 as well as AAP Spatial Objective 
6 all of which emphasise the need for priority to be given to public 
transport improvement measures.  Does this not bring the sustainability 
credentials of the whole SUE development concept into question? 

2. Traffic Modelling (Question b.) 

The traffic counts carried out on behalf of local Parish Council’s indicates a 
significant variance from the baseline flows input into the LLITM model at 
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certain points on the rural roads to the north of Barwell (these can be 
examined in turn).  Is there any information on the origin/destination of the 
trips being made and is there an explanation for the differences?  Does it 
mean that model is not robust and/or credible? 

Is it reasonable to gross up the existing flows in the way suggested in Mr 
Mitchell’s appendix 2. Is that valid methodology? 

There appears to be some logic in the suggestion that drivers looking to 
access the A47 towards Leicester from the Barwell SUE might choose to 
travel through Stapleton, Kirkby Mallory and Peckleton or those travelling 
towards the A5 might take the lanes through Stoke Golding and Higham-
on-the-Hill. Yet the Council state in paragraph 2.2.18 of their 
Supplementary Statement that the LLITM is ‘fully representative’ of such 
flows.  What is the basis for that statement and what mitigation measures 
are to be introduced to ensure that such ‘rat running’ is kept within 
acceptable limits? 

What assumptions are built in to the modelling process as to the success of 
achieving a shift towards more sustainable modes of transport than the 
private car in accordance with national planning policy objectives?   

3. Developer Contributions (Question c.) 

The Council’s suggested change appears to meet the point raised in the 
original question. Any comments? 

4. Links between the SUEs and the centres of Barwell and Earl Shilton 
(Questions d. to f.) 

 Is it considered that the wording in the AAP properly reflects the intended 
functions of the various routes as per the STA and masterplans?  In 
particular, is it clear from the reference under the second bullet point of 
Policy 10 to the ‘use of Mill Lane’ that, as stated in paragraph 2.4.6 of the 
Council’s Supplementary Statement that this is for pedestrian and cycle use 
only? 

 Is too much left to negotiation with developers at planning application 
stage?  Should the AAP be more specific as to the improvements required in 
the sections between the town centres and the new development areas?  

5. Wider Cycling Strategy (Question g.) 

 Neither the Hinckley Cycling Plan nor the County Council’s Local Transport 
Plan 3 were submitted as part of the evidence base in support of the AAP. I 
accept that there are references in Policy 17 to cycle routes to Hinckley but 
how are they to be identified within the limited plan area of the AAP?  Will 
their provision be made in another DPD? 



 My initial question about the distinction between items 8 and 11 under 
Transport in the Infrastructure Schedule has not been answered. 

6. Public Transport Strategy (Questions h. to j.) 

 Perhaps the status of paragraphs 4.15 to 4.18 of the AAP might be clarified 
simply by the insertion of the word ‘Strategy’ in the emboldened heading 
for the section? 

 Question i. may have been covered in discussion under Matter 1 but it 
would be helpful to hear from the developers of the SUEs exactly how the 
intended provision of bus services would be achieved in the early stages of 
the developments. 

 Question j.  The Council’s statement at paragraph 2.5.13 is not an 
adequate response to my question.  Although the re-opening of 
Elmesthorpe station is not listed in Core Strategy Policy 5 as a ‘transport 
intervention’ necessary to support the proposed SUEs, it is an additional 
measure to which ‘support’ is to be given.  Has the County Council made 
any input into strategies prepared by Network Rail into the future 
development of the rail network?  Has any work been done (including 
modelling) to test the extent to which reliance on less sustainable transport 
modes would be reduced by the re-opening of the station?      
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