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1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1 Personal Details 
 
1.1.1 I am the Transport Development Control Manager of the Transport Strategy Department 

at Reading Borough Council and my duties involve giving transport observations and 
recommendations on planning applications.  I have 15 years experience in Transport 
Development Control in a Local Authority setting. 

 
1.1.2 Since joining RBC in 2006 I have provided professional input for planning applications on 

both transport and highways matters, taking lead of the Transport Development Control 
Team in 2016.  The role has involved input on a wide range of planning proposals and 
planning appeals.   

 
 
1.1.3 I have worked on a variety of major transport planning projects, including the assessing 

of transport assessments, site layout and design, access and operation. These major sites 
I have assessed include Royal Elm Park (Convention Centre, Hotels and 660 homes), Green 
Park Village 750 homes, Kenavon Drive (765 and 5 commercial units) and Broad Street Mall 
(441 residential units above existing multi storey car park and retail mall with additional 
commercial use at ground floor). 

 
 I am also the lead officer in relation to Highway Improvement works in the form of S278/38 

works. 
 
1.1.4 I have been involved in the scheme since pre-application stage in 2018 and am familiar 

with the appeal site, its surroundings, and its context within the Borough. I am familiar 
with planning policies at local and national level which are relevant to the consideration 
of this appeal. 

 
1.2 Application 
 
1.2.1 The Planning Application relates to 55 Vastern Road, Reading. The description of 

development is as follows: 
 

“Demolition of existing structures and erection of a series of buildings ranging in height 
from 1 to 11 storeys, including residential dwellings (C3 use class) and retail floorspace 
(A3 use class), together with a new north-south pedestrian link, connecting Christchurch 
Bridge to Vastern Road.” (‘the Proposed Development’) 

 
1.2.2 The Planning Application was submitted to RBC on 4th February 2020 and validated on 

16th March 2020. 
 
1.2.3 This Proof of Evidence on Transport and Highway matters has been prepared by the 

Highway Authority in response to the appeal under Section 78 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended), following the refusal by Reading Borough Council (‘RBC’) 
to grant full planning permission in respect of planning application reference 200188 by 
notice dated 9th April 2021. 
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2.0 Scope of Evidence  
 
2.1 Scope of Evidence  
 
2.1.1 The transport and Highway matters relate to Reason for Refusal No. 1 which is outlined 

below: 
 

The proposed development fails to provide a high quality north-south link through the 
site by virtue of related public realm, safety and directness concerns, largely due to the 
alignment of the site and overprovision of proposed buildings, primarily contrary to 
Policies CR11ii and CR11g of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) and guidance within 
the adopted Reading Borough Supplementary Planning Document Reading Station Area 
Framework (2010), and also Policies EN11, CC7, CR2, CR3, TR3 and TR4 of the Reading 
Borough Local Plan (2019). 

 
2.2 The Policies and design criteria to which my Appeal will be based will be listed within 

Section 3 and discussed in detail in Section 4 of my Statement of Case. 
 
2.3 I would add that Sections on the Appeal Site and Planning History can be found at Section 

2 and 3 of the Highway Authorities Statement of Case. 
 
2.4 The Highway Authorities Case can be found at Section 4 and given the varying areas of 

concern regarding the north south link these have been broken down into individual 
sections as indicated below: 

 
• (4.3) Proposed North-South link directness and appropriateness and Switchback ramp 

alignment rationale 
• (4.4) Southern towpath access 
• (4.5) Servicing/vehicle movements and pedestrian/cycle safety 

 
 
2.5 The Highway Authorities conclusion on Highway matters will be provided at Section 5. 
 
2.6 As stated within the Highway Authorities Statement of Case the Highway Authority were 

content with the width of the footway / cycleway and as this is being dealt with by way 
of the Local Planning Authorities Design Proof of Evidence.  
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3.0 Planning Policy and Guidance 
 
3.1 Relevant National and Local Policy and National Guidance are discussed in detail in Section 

4 of my Statement of Case.  To recap, the following are applicable: 
 
 Reading Borough Council Local Plan (Adopted November 2019) 
 

1) Policy TR1 ACHIEVING THE TRANSPORT STRATEGY  
2) Policy TR3 ACCESS, TRAFFIC AND HIGHWAY-RELATED MATTERS  
3) Policy TR4 CYCLE ROUTES AND FACILITIES  
4) Policy CR2 DESIGN IN CENTRAL READING 
5) Policy CR11 STATION/RIVER MAJOR OPPORTUNITY AREA 
6) Supplementary Planning Document - Reading Station Area Framework (Adopted 

December 2010) 
 
 National Policy 
 

1) National Planning Policy Framework July 2021 
 

National Guidance 
 
1) Local Transport Note 1/20, Cycle Infrastructure Design dated July 2020  
2) CD 195 - Designing for cycle traffic (Standards for Highways)  
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4.0 The Transport Authority’s Case 
 
4.1 Reason for refusal No. 1 covers several areas of concern to the Highway Authority which 

are addressed in detail below.  The full details of Reason for Refusal (RfR1) can be found 
at paragraph 2.1.1 of this Proof of Evidence. 

 
4.2 Given the varying areas of concern regarding the proposal these have been broken down 

into individual sections as indicated below: 
 

•Section 4.3 - Proposed North-South link directness and appropriateness and Switchback 
ramp alignment rationale 

• Section 4.4 - Southern towpath access 
• Section 4.5 - Servicing/vehicle movements and pedestrian/cycle safety 

 
4.3 Proposed North/South link directness and Switchback Ramp Alignment Rationale 
 
4.3.1 The design of the north south link through the Appeal site is clearly addressed within the 

Reading Borough Local Plan and Reading Station Area Framework, the main features 
described below: 

 
 Achieving this north-south link is the main priority for the site, and this should 

be given substantial weight in development management.  (Local Plan Policy 
CR11g) 

 Provide additional areas of open space where possible, with green 
infrastructure, including a direct landscaped link between the station and the 
River Thames (CR11 part v)   

 Of particular significance are views along the direct north-south link, between 
the Station and the Thames, where there should be an unbroken line of sight. 
(Para 7.10 of the RSAF) 

 High-density mixed-use development in the Station Area will maximise the 
potential for local walking and cycling trips. The framework will help to 
secure high quality pedestrian and cycle facilities to include routes that are 
direct, well lit, naturally surveilled and safe. (Para 11.10 of the RSAF)  

 

4.3.2 The success of this route will be dependent on the design meeting these Policy criteria.  
Although, it should be stressed that the Policy design criteria for a direct route is being 
dealt with under a separate response. 

 
4.3.3 The Appellant has stated at Section 6.3 of the Transport Statement of Case that the 

proposed pedestrian /cycle route through the development is Policy compliant and will 
provide a high quality, safe, direct route.  A summary of the Appellants points specified 
at Paragraph 6.3.2 of the Appellants Transport Statement of Case is as follows: 

 
 Switchbacks maintain a direct route for pedestrians, as required by policy, 

but also have the effect of encouraging cyclists to cycle responsibly and not 
at high speeds. Pedestrians are also provided with direct stepped access 
avoiding the switchbacks, further limiting the likelihood of conflict in the 
ramped sections of the route. 

 It is considered that the policy intention of directness was not envisaged to 
be interpreted as ‘straight’ 
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 The proposed route complies with the strategic route noted within the Local 
Plan and RSAF, so conceived for its directness, and also provides the shortest 
route for pedestrians and cyclists to access Christchurch Bridge or the Town 
Centre, when travelling to and from Reading Station. 

 
4.3.4 It is further claimed at Paragraphs 6.5.3 – 6.5.6 of the Appellants Transport Statement of 

Case that the switchback ramp is designed in accordance with standards, optimises the 
space at the northern end of the site, adds to the landscape character and setting and 
provides an accessible route for all users.   

 
4.3.5 I will firstly respond to this latter point (Para 4.3.4) because although the Highway 

Authority does accept that the proposed geometries comply with a switchback 
arrangement this would not provide for a direct route and therefore would not be 
sufficient justification for the switchback to be included within the scheme.  As is 
expressed in the Reading Borough Local Plan the pedestrian / cycle route through the site 
is the most important aspect of this site and therefore the design of the route must be 
given the highest regard, which ensures that a direct route is provided.  

 
4.3.6 It is stated by the Appellant that the proposal includes geometries around the switchback 

that would allow cyclists to maintain some momentum as is described at Paragraph 6.5.4 
of the Appellants Transport Statement of Case.  This suggests that the layout does not 
provide for a continuous momentum through the site and includes areas momentum is 
lost.  However as detailed at Paragraph 4.2.2 of the Highway Authorities Statement of 
Case, Local Transport Note 1/20, Cycle Infrastructure Design dated July 2020 states that 
‘minimising the effort required to cycle, by enabling cyclists to maintain momentum, is 
an important aspect of directness’.  This National Design standard does not specify that 
some momentum should be provided it is clearly specifying that the design must enable a 
maintained momentum.     

 
4.3.7  In regard to the switchback proposal the Appellant has referred to the BHOC Design 

Addendum Report (Appendix B of the Appellants Transport Statement of Case) and in 
particular Figures 1.14 and 1.15 (pages 10-13).  It is claimed that should a straighter route 
through the site be provided it would result in higher cycling speeds, which would be 
contrary to the safety of both pedestrians and cyclists.    

 
4.3.8 It is further claimed that any design that removes the proposed switchback and replaces 

with a straighter alignment would also require ramps to extend further south into the site 
(towards Vastern Road). 

 
4.3.9 The Highway Authority fundamentally disagree with either of the Appellants points 

highlighted within the paragraphs above.   
 
4.3.10 In relation to the safety of pedestrians and cyclists along the route it is noted that to date 

no evidence or design criteria has been provided by the Appellant that would confirm this 
view.  As specified during the assessment of the application Christchurch Bridge already 
includes straight ramps on either side and the Highway Authority have no knowledge of 
any speeding cyclists, conflicts or concerns along this existing route and therefore do not 
believe that any conflicts would arise from providing a direct / straighter route within the 
site.  It should also be stressed that although the development will increase the density 
of pedestrian movements along the route Paragraph 6.5.9 of Local Transport Note 1/20 
Cycle Infrastructure Design states the following on shared use design:  
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Research shows that cyclists alter their behaviour according to the density of pedestrians 
– as pedestrian flows rise, cyclists tend to ride more slowly and where they become very 
high cyclists typically dismount. It should therefore rarely be necessary to provide 
physical calming features to slow cyclists down on shared use routes, but further guidance 
on this, and reducing conflict more generally, is given in Chapter 8, section 8.2. 
 

4.3.11 In addition to this Paragraph 18 of Section 1.6 Summary Principles, as detailed at 
Paragraph 4.13.1 of the Highway Authorities Statement of Case states that cycle schemes 
should be based on a proper understanding of how people actually behave rather than 
how they might be expected to behave.  As such a straighter and direct route through the 
site cannot be discounted on the grounds of safety as is suggested by the Appellant given 
that there is no evidence that that cyclists speeding through the site would occur. 

 
4.3.12 In addition although the diagrams at Figure 1.14 (pages 10-11) and Figure 1.15 (pages 12-

13) identify a straighter ramp that would extend further south into the site than the 
switchback design it is noted that alternatives are possible as is identified by the Sketch 
Layout showing alternative north-south link ramp configuration which can be found at 
Figure 12 of Appendix G Urban Design Statement of Case, contained within the Local 
Planning Authorities Statement of Case.   

 
4.3.13 This sketch demonstrates that a more direct route through the site can be provided which 

will extend no further than that currently proposed by the Appellant. 
 
4.3.14 However, above all it is noted that the first bullet point at Paragraph 6.3.2 of the 

Appellant Statement of Case states that ‘Switchbacks maintain a direct route for 
pedestrians, as required by policy, but also have the effect of encouraging cyclists to 
cycle responsibly and not at high speeds. Pedestrians are also provided with direct 
stepped access avoiding the switchbacks, further limiting the likelihood of conflict in the 
ramped sections of the route’.  This statement alone confirms the Highway Authorities 
stance that a direct route for cyclists has not been provided as a result of the switch back 
design given that the statement is confirming that the direct route is only maintained for 
pedestrians via the ‘direct stepped access avoiding the switchbacks’.  

 

4.3.15 In addition the Highway Authority refers to Local Transport Note 1/20 Cycle Infrastructure 
Design dated July 2020 and in particular the design guidance at Paragraph 18 of Section 
1.6 Summary Principles, as detailed at Paragraph 4.13.1 of the Highway Authorities 
Statement of Case. The design criteria stipulates the requirement for routes to not make 
users feel as if they are having to double back on themselves.   

 

4.3.16 The introduction of the switch back design is in fundamental noncompliance with these 
National design standards. The effects are rendered more severe by the lack of a direct 
route through the site as this provides further erosion from the Policy requirements for 
the north/south link through the site.   
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4.3.17 Paragraphs 4.2.2 and 4.2.7 of Local Transport Note 1/20, Cycle Infrastructure Design 
dated July 2020 detailed at Paragraph 4.13.1 of the Highway Authorities Statement of 
Case are also clear in their interpretation of the meaning direct which is ‘directness is 
measured in both distance and time, and so routes should provide the shortest and fastest 
way of travelling from place to place’.  This provides evidence that direct would be a 
straight line as the shortest and fastest way of travelling from place to place would be a 
straight line.  Given this is a comprehensive redevelopment of the site it is evident that 
the proposal does not fully accord with this criteria as the fastest route through the site 
has not been designed. 

 
4.3.18 The link through the Appeal site includes a crank in the centre but not around the existing 

SSE equipment retained on the adjacent site but it is cranked around the Goods Office 
proposed as part of the Appeal scheme.  Although the route would still require a crank in 
its alignment should the Goods Office be removed or redesigned it is apparent that a more 
direct route could be provided.  This is evidenced from Figure 1.11 of the BHOC Design 
Addendum Report (Appendix B of the Appellants Transport Statement of Case) and 
illustrated below.  This below image is reference as Figure 1 within this Proof of Evidence. 
 
 

Figure 1 

 
 

4.3.19 The realignment of this route from that proposed as well as creating a more direct route 
would create further areas for landscaping and the visual links through the site, which are 
also important aspects of the Policy requirements.  

 
4.3.20 When designing new pedestrian and cycle infrastructure it is not uncommon for a route to 

have an obstruction in it, but it is important that any scheme provides the most direct 
route possible around the obstruction.  Policy CR11g of the Reading Borough Local Plan is 
clear that achieving this north-south link is the main priority for the site as detailed at 
Paragraphs 4.8.2 and 4.8.3 of the Highway Authorities Statement of Case.  The design of 
the route through the Appeal site must therefore be given the highest regard and must 
comply fully with the design criteria. 
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4.3.21 It has been suggested within the Appellants Transport Statement of Case at Paragraphs 
6.5.6 and 7.1.3 that the proposed route through the site will create a completely new and 
attractive pedestrian and cycle route between the town centre/Reading station and 
Caversham that reflects a significant improvement in terms of permeability and 
connectivity compared with the current route via Norman Place.  This cannot be disputed 
given the convoluted alignment the existing route currently takes, but the Policy 
requirements do not specify that an improvement over the existing route be provided they 
are demanding a “high quality route” (Policy CR11(g)) with the new North-South links for 
pedestrian and cyclists being “of particular importance (Policy CR11(ii)). 

 
4.3.22 As such, the proposal is contrary to Paragraph 112 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework which states that development should give priority first to pedestrian and 
cycle movements, both within the scheme and with neighbouring areas (See Paragraph 
4.11.3 of the Highway Authorities Statement of Case). This is not just when compared 
with vehicle movements travelling through development but is in relation to the design of 
schemes so that the movement of pedestrians and cyclists is at the forefront of the design, 
ensuring that direct routes are provided. 

 
4.3.23 In addition, Paragraph 112 of the NPPF continues to state that development should create 

places that are safe, secure and attractive which minimise the scope for conflicts between 
pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles, avoid unnecessary street clutter, and respond to local 
character and design standards.  The development does not fully comply with the design 
standards specified within the Local Plan, the Reading Station Area Framework, Local 
Transport Note 1/20 Cycle Infrastructure Design dated July 2020, as well as the National 
Design Guide and the National Model Design Code specifically identified within the 
National Planning Policy Framework. As such, the development would result in a severe 
impact in that regard. 

 
4.3.24 The non-direct route through the site also results in HGVs having to reverse over the 

pedestrian / cycleway to the detriment of highway safety.  The design of a more direct 
route through the Appeal site would shift the footway/cycleway to the east significantly 
reducing / removing any detrimental conflict between vehicles and pedestrians.   

 
4.3.25 Further comments in relation to HGV movements is found from Paragraph 3.5 below.     
 
4.4  Southern Towpath Access 
 
Cycle Access 
 
4.4.1 The submitted scheme includes a new additional route between the site and the Towpath 

as requested during the pre-application discussions.  The appellant’s Statement of Case 
has stated that  

 
The planning submission material explained that the path connecting the Appeal 
site to the southern River Thames towpath would be a pedestrian footpath 
complying with accessibility criteria for wheelchair users. 
 

4.4.2 The Appellants Transport Statement of case has identified several points relating to the 
requirement for a connection to the Towpath and these are listed below: 

 
 (Para 6.6.4) There is no policy requirement to provide a cycle link to the towpath 
 (Para 6.6.5) The Appellants Design Statement of Case explains it is not practical, 

necessary or desirable 
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 (Para 6.6.6 and 6.6.9) There are several existing routes shown on figure 6.6 
(Appellants Transport Statement of Case) so there is no logical requirement for one 

 (Para 6.6.12-13) Cycling is not now permitted along the entire length and it would not 
be appropriate to provide a new cycle ramp to a substandard towpath which could 
result in collisions with pedestrians on a 90 degree bend 

 
4.4.3 The Highway Authority do not agree that this route should be pedestrian only as it will 

provide cycle access from the cycle route along Vastern Road to the Towpath along the 
River Thames.  To the east of this point of access is National Cycle Network Route 5 and 
therefore this route would become a desire line between NCN Route 5 / the Towpath and 
the town centre, as such the route must be designed to accommodate cyclists. 

 

4.4.4 It must be stressed that the Councils Local Cycling and Walking Improvement Plan (LCWIP) 
identifies the Towpath as being dedicated as a cycle route in the future with work ongoing 
in relation to its dedication and therefore it is imperative that this link is suitable for 
cyclists.  It is also anticipated that once the route through the site is opened it will form 
the main route between the Town Centre and the Towpath itself, as opposed to the 
existing route along Norman Place.  By not providing a link that connects to the Towpath 
the development does not comply with Point d of Paragraph 106 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework, the full extract of which can be found at Paragraph 4.12.3 of the 
Highway Authorities Statement of Case.   

 

4.4.5 For clarity the I have provided reports presented to the Reading Borough Traffic 
Management Sub Committee report from 2017 at Appendix 1 which outlines the proposal.  
It is acknowledged that further work is required and has been ongoing, however this has 
been delayed due to the extensive work that has taken place around the Active Travel 
schemes funded by Central Government during the COVID pandemic.    

 

4.4.6 In addition to this please also refer to Appendix 2 and 3 which are a report to be presented 
to the Reading Borough Traffic Management Sub Committee in September 2021 along with 
a list of unfunded schemes the Council is looking to progress.  Item 41 of the list, which 
can be found at Appendix 3 identifies the Thames Path proposal as an unfunded scheme.   

 

4.4.7 Given that work is progressing to allow for cycling along the Towpath and to fully accord 
with the requirements of Paragraph 106 of the National Planning Policy Framework the 
route to the Towpath must be designed for cycling so that should the Towpath permit 
cycling in the future suitable links are provided in advance. 

 
 
4.4.8 The layout would also be in conflict with the clear Policy requirements within Policy CR11 

of the Local Plan that specify a requirement for a direct landscaped link between the 
station and the River Thames, a development that should maintain and enhance public 
access along and to the Thames and improved permeability for pedestrians and cyclists.  
These are referenced at Paragraphs 4.8, 4.81 and 4.8.2 of the Highway Authorities 
Statement of Case.  It is therefore not only to the bridge that a suitable route should be 
provided but also a route to river itself so as to provide a high quality north-south link 
through the site. 
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4.4.9 It is accepted that the Highway Authority did not request a cycle link to the Towpath as 
part of the pre-application discussions and only a pedestrian link in accordance with DfT 
document Inclusive Mobility was requested as is stipulated at Paragraph 6.34 of the  
Appellants Design Statement of Case.  However, the pre-application discussions took place 
prior to the adoption of the Reading Borough Local Cycling & Walking Infrastructure Plan 
2020-30, adopted November 2019 and as such was not requested at that time.   

 

4.4.10 Irrespective of this it is evident that at the time of the planning applications submission 
there were clear Policy requirements to facilitate a cycle link between the site and the 
Towpath and there has been no Policy changes since the submission that would later that 
view. 

 
4.4.11 It has been claimed within the Appellants Design Statement of Case that the provision of 

a cycle compliant route to the Towpath is not practical although a diagram is provided at 
Figure 6.7 of the said Statement of Case (provided below for reference) that demonstrates 
that a route is feasible within the application site. 

 
Figure 2  
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4.4.12 Figure 2 above illustrates the proposed development in the left image with a potential 
scheme providing an accessible cycle link to the Towpath on the right.  It is accepted that 
this would result in a segregation of routes, and a reduced permeability for residents 
requiring them to travel for approximately 20m further south due to the increase in 
retaining structures and railings. However, a realignment of the route to the Towpath 
would allow for landscaping between the two and create space to allow for a stepped 
access between the two levels.  It is noted that pedestrians with disabilities and with 
buggies/pushchairs would be required to travel further however this would be mitigated 
by the removal of the 1:14.5 and 1:15 gradients proposed as part of the current proposals 
creating a reduced gradient as easier walking experience. 

 
4.4.13 A cycle link to the Towpath has also been described as being neither necessary nor 

desirable at Paragraph 6.6.5 of the Appellants Transport Statement of Case however at 
Paragraph 6.6.6 it is claimed that the existing cycle links between the Towpath and 
Vastern Road to the east and west of the Appeal scheme will continue to be desirable 
when the development is completed.   

 
4.4.14 The Highway Authority strongly disagree with the Appellants statement at Paragraph 6.6.5 

that the route is not desirable given that the route through the site would provide a desire 
line to and from the station and would reduce the need for on carriageway cycling as it 
would be along an off carriageway landscaped link through the site a significant 
improvement over the existing facilities.   

 
4.4.15 The Appellant has identified routes from the west along the towpath that cyclists can 

currently utilise with these being via De Montfort Road leading to the signalised crossing 
on Vastern Road, Brighams Road and Lynmouth Road.  All of these are quiet cul-de-sac 
roads admittedly, as can be seen from the images below, however they do include parking 
on both sides of the carriageway for large parts reducing the available carriageway width.  
It is therefore difficult to establish how these routes would be more desirable than any 
route provided through the development. 

 
Figure 3 - De Montfort Road 
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Figure 4 - Brigham Road 

 
 
 
Figure 5 - Lynmouth Road 

 
 
 
4.4.16 The appellant has also claimed that the route to the Towpath for cyclists is not necessary 

given that the Towpath itself would not comply with the width requirements for a shared 
path.  However, it is noted that National Design Criteria CD 143 Designing for walking, 
cycling and horse-riding specifies that a 2.0 metre width is acceptable where there are 
less than 200 users per hour.  Given that the widths specified within the Appellants 
Transport Statement of Case would be in excess of the minimum design criteria the 
proposal must incorporate a cycle link between the site and the Towpath. 

 

4.4.17 Further evidence that the route should be designed to accompany cyclists is contained at 
Paragraph 8.2.2 of the Local Transport Note 1/20, Cycle Infrastructure Design dated July 
2020, which can be found at Paragraph 4.13.3 of the Highway Authorities Statement of 
Case.  This specifies that Towpaths with insufficient widths should not be excluded from 
a network, as such the route to the Towpath should be designed to accommodate cyclists. 
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4.4.18 The Appellant has also claimed at 6.6.13 of their Transport Statement of Case that in their 
view, it would be inappropriate to provide a new cycle route ramp down to a substandard 
towpath as this could result in conflicting movements at the point where they meet on a 
90 degree bend.  However, as is identified by the Appellant there are numerous links along 
the Towpath that allow for cycle access on a 90 degree bend i.e. Brigham Road, Lynmouth 
Road, De Montfort Road as well as others.  The Highway Authority are not aware of any 
conflicts resulting from these locations.  

 
4.4.19 In addition, the proposed development provides graded landscaping either site of any 

entry point and as such there would be visibility for those travelling along the Towpath 
and those on the route itself. Irrespective of this a visibility splay would need to be 
designed and provided where these routes meet in accordance with the requirements set 
out in Local Transport Note 1/20, Cycle Infrastructure Design dated July 2020.  Any 
visibility designed into a scheme is therefore likely to be far greater than any of the 
existing points of access referred to previously.  For information please see photographic 
images of the access points along the Towpath at Figures 6-10 below. 

 
 
Figure 6 - Visibility from the Towpath to Brigham Road looking west 

 
 
   
Figure 7 - Visibility from the Towpath to De Montfort Road looking east 
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Figure 8 - Visibility from the Towpath to De Montfort Road looking west 

 
 
Figure 9 - Visibility from the Towpath to Lynmouth Road looking east 

 
 
Figure 10 - Visibility from the Towpath to Lynmouth Road looking west 

 
 
 
4.4.20 The route to the towpath has not been designed to accommodate cyclists as is required 

by Paragraph 106 of the National Planning Policy Framework. The proposed development 
is therefore in conflict with Paragraphs 110 to 112 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework resulting in severe cumulative impacts. 
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Pedestrian Access 
 
4.4.21 At page 8 of the Berkeley Homes Strategic Shared Cycle Footway’ booklet which can be 

found at Document 6.67 of the Appellant’s submission, it is illustrated that the route 
between the application site and the Towpath is a pedestrian / cycle route.  The text 
explains that the gradient of this route would be 1:21 (4.76%) or less. Further details of 
this can also be found at Paragraph 5.5.2 of the Highway Authorities Statement of Case. 

 
4.4.22 This however is contradicted by the Appellants given that the gradients specified on the 

detailed design drawings include gradients of between 1:14.5 and 1:15.  Neither of these 
gradients comply with Figures 2 or 3 taken from Local Transport Note 1/20, Cycle 
Infrastructure Design dated July 2020 and CD 195 Designing for cycle traffic respectively.  
These tables can be found at Paragraph 4.13.2 and 4.13.4 of the Highway Authorities 
Statement of Case.    

 
4.3.23 Given the proposed gradient the Appellant now stipulates in contradiction to Figure 1 of 

the Highway Authorities Statement of Case that the route to the Towpath is solely for the 
use of pedestrians and as such it is claimed that the gradients of 1:14.5 and 1:15 are 
acceptable.   However, it should be stated that in relation to these gradients Section 3.2 
of Department for Transport document Inclusive Mobility states the following:  

 

1% (1 in 100) - is never an obstacle.  
2% (1 in 50) - can be managed by most people (and also provides good drainage).  
2.5% (1 in 40) - can be managed by many people.  
Steeper than 2.5% - impossible for many manual wheelchair users.  

 
These figures may be regarded as a counsel of perfection as the terrain in many 
places imposes steeper gradients than 2.5 per cent, but the standard of 5 per cent 
should be borne in mind when designing new footpaths and pedestrian areas. 

 
4.4.24 The figures specified above equate to a gradient of 1:40 and 1:21 respectively and as such 

the proposed gradients of between 1:14.5 and 1:15 (6.9% and 6.6% respectively) would be 
in excess of this requirement.   

 
4.4.25 The gradients of 1:14.5 and 1:15 are associated with the provision of ramps and as such 

should be borne in mind when connecting two existing surface levels where limitations 
exist. However, this is a comprehensive redevelopment of a site that is relatively flat in 
its terrain and although there are changes in level between the site and the Towpath it is 
the view of the Highway Authority that a gradient of 1:21 should be adhered to throughout 
the site as per Section 3.2 of DfT document Inclusive Mobility.  It is also evident as 
demonstrated at Figure … that a route through the site to the Towpath at a gradient of 
1:21 is possible. 

 
4.4.26 As has been highlighted previously the north south route through the site is the main 

priority for the site and therefore it is imperative that the design of the route which must 
include a gradient that is as accessible as possible.  This will ensure that pedestrians and 
cyclists are provided with desirable routes that are not seen as obstructions and will help 
promote alternative modes to the private motor car not just by residents of the 
development but by the wider public. 

 
4.4.27 The Highway Authority stipulated the above issue relating to the gradients throughout the 

application process but none of the Stantec Technical Notes or any other response from 
the Appellant addressed this specific issue.  It is also evident that this specific issue was 
not addressed as part of the Appellants Transport Statement of Case.  
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4.4.28 Subsequent to the comments made at the time of the planning application it has been 

noted that a section of the proposed ramps to the Towpath exceed the rise at which the 
ramp should adhere. DfT document Inclusive Mobility specifies at Paragraph 8.4.2 that the 
rise of a ramp should not exceed 333mm however the 1:15 gradient ramp provides a rise 
of 345mm.  This may be a minimal variance, but this is contrary to the design requirements 
that the route should adhere and therefore the route does not comply with the design 
criteria for a ramp either.    

 
4.4.29 The non-compliance with the required design criteria creates unacceptable harm to 

pedestrians with mobility difficulties in conflict with Paragraphs 110 to 112 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

 
4.4.30 This also provides further erosion from the design of a route that should be given the main 

priority though the site.   
 

Overview 

 
4.4.31 It is evident that the route to the towpath is not designed to accommodate cyclists as 

would be required by the National Planning Policy Framework and also does not meet the 
required design standards contained with Department for Transport document Inclusive 
Mobility in relation to gradients for pedestrians. The proposed development is therefore 
in conflict with Paragraphs 110 to 112 of the National Planning Policy Framework resulting 
in severe cumulative impacts. 

 
4.4.32 The layout would also be in conflict with the clear Policy requirements within Policy CR11 

that specify a requirement for a direct landscaped link between the station and the River 
Thames, a development that should maintain and enhance public access along and to the 
Thames and improved permeability for pedestrians and cyclists.  These are referenced at 
Paragraphs 4.8, 4.81 and 4.8.2 of the Highway Authorities Statement of Case.  It is 
therefore not only to the bridge that a suitable route should be provided but also a route 
to river itself so as to provide a high quality north-south link through the site.  

 

4.5 Servicing/vehicle movements and pedestrian/cycle safety 
 
4.5.1 The Highway Authorities concerns relate to the HGV movements associated with the 

development and in particular the vehicle movements required to facilitate the 
servicing of the application site and not just the operation of on-site turning that has 
been presented by the appellant. 

 
4.5.2 It should be stressed that the Highway Authority fully accepts that service vehicles 

will be required to reverse in order to undertake a turning manoeuvre.  The Appellant 
at Paragraph 6.7.10 of the Transport Statement of Case has claimed it has been 
demonstrated that these vehicles will not need to reverse across the cycleway 
however the tracking diagrams presented at Appendix 1 of the Highway Authorities 
Statement of Case do not illustrate a vehicle undertaking the reverse turning 
movement.  A vehicle would be completely within their rights to undertake such a 
manoeuvre and it is anticipated that this manoeuvre would occur on a regular basis 
so as to allow servicing from the turning head itself.   
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4.5.3 It is evident that a vehicle undertaking the turning manoeuvres illustrated at Appendix 
1 of the Highway Authorities Statement of Case takes up large areas of the turning 
head and extends significantly over the pedestrian / cycleway.  The Appellant 
Transport Statement of Case has stated at Paragraph 6.7.21 that the site would only 
accommodate a 12m long HGV once a month however as the tracking diagrams 
illustrate all the HGV movements utilize extensive areas of the turning head as well 
as the pedestrian /cycleway.  Should the movement be reversed for all the illustrated 
vehicles it would result in reversing movements over the footway / cycleway.  

 
4.5.4 The Appellant has also claimed at Paragraph 6.7.23 of their Statement of Case that 

HGV deliveries will be able to turn at the northern turning area and then park adjacent 
to the north/south link and unload at this point.  However, as can be seen from Figure 
11 below and in more detail at Appendix 8 of the Appellants Statement of Case, the 
scheme provides for no dedicated service area and any vehicle parked in this proposed 
location will restrict access to and from parking bays as well as obstruct visibility for 
vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists.  Obstruction to visibility splays is evidenced by the 
vehicle forward visibility splays which are illustrated at drawing 47500/5500/SK007 
FORMER SSE SITE VASTERN ROAD, READING FORWARD VISIBILITY ASSESSMENT, this 
drawing can be found at Appendix 4. 

 
  
Figure 11 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.5.5 Irrespective of the Highway Authorities view of the proposed servicing area it should 

be noted that this proposed servicing area was not suggested by the Appellant 
throughout the course of the consultation period of the application.  This has only 
been proposed as part of the Appellants Transport Statement of Case so as to address 
the Highway Authorities objection to vehicles reversing over the pedestrian / 
cycleway.     

 

Appellants proposed servicing area 
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4.5.6 However, deliveries in larger vehicles will also be in relation to the delivery of larger 
bulkier items and these will take time to transport to the property in question given 
the number of buildings and the high-rise nature of the development.  As such drivers 
will seek a parking area as close as possible to their destination as well as one that 
will limit impact on other drivers, given they will need to be parked for some time.  
The only location within the northern area of the site that would facilitate this would 
be within the turning head itself.   

 
4.5.7 With this in mind any vehicle parking within the turning head would be required to 

undertake the reverse turning manoeuvre rather than that tracked by the Appellant 
because access to the rear of the vehicle would be sought.  It can be clearly identified 
with the tracking diagrams at Appendix 1 of the Highway Authorities Statement of 
Case that simply to undertake the illustrated turning manoeuvre the rear of the 
vehicle would be up tight to the western boundary of the site and would allow for 
limited or no access to the rear of the vehicle. 

 
4.5.8 During the course of the application the appellant has failed to demonstrate how these 

operations would take place with tracking assessments only provided to establish a 
vehicle undertaking a turning manoeuvre. It is the view of the Highway Authority that 
in order to better serve the development vehicles would undertake the reverse 
operation to that tracked by the Appellant and result in conflict with pedestrians and 
cyclists. 

 
4.5.9 As part of the Highway Authorities consultation response and as highlighted by the 

Appellants at Paragraph 6.7.27 of their Transport Statement of Case the Highway 
Authority referred to paragraphs 6.8.8 and 7.10.3 of DfT document Manual for Streets.  
These paragraphs are referenced because they highlight the potential risk to the 
public by HGVs and in particular those undertaking reversing manoeuvres.  It is 
appreciated that these specifically reference refuse vehicles, but the fundamental 
issues still remain. 

 
4.5.10 Following on from the above the Appellant has also claimed that the Highway 

Authority have omitted reference to Paragraph 6.8.1 of DfT document Manual for 
Street as referenced at Paragraph 6.7.12 of the Appellants Transport Statement of 
Case.  However, the Highway Authority maintain that where the carriageway meets 
the footway / cycleway it ceases to be a carriageway given that the priority is given 
to pedestrians and cyclists.  The scheme would therefore be in conflict with the 
paragraph 6.8.1 of Manual for Streets as it stipulates that delivery vehicles will be 
able to use the full width of the carriageway to manoeuvre and that larger vehicles 
which are only expected to use a street infrequently, such as pantechnicons, will have 
to reverse or undertake multipoint turns to turn around. It should also be stressed 
that at no point does it state that delivery vehicles can reverse over pedestrian / cycle 
areas to undertake turning manoeuvres only that they should utilize the full width of 
the carriageway.  

 
4.5.11 The design of the scheme is as per the details set out in Paragraph 5.3.5 of the London 

Cycling Design Standards which can be found at Appendix 5, this document covers 
cycling facilities across minor accesses of which this design replicates. The image 
below Figure 12 illustrates the proposed arrangement within the development with 
the footway / cycleway unbroken and continuous throughout giving pedestrians and 
cyclists priority over the private access.  This demonstrates that the footway / 
cycleway would cease to be a carriageway. 
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Figure 12 – Image from London Cycling Design Standards 

 
  
4.5.12 This design criteria is reiterated within the Appellants Transport Statement and in 

particular Paragraph 3.10.4 which states the following  
  

At both of the vehicle cross over points pedestrians are to be given priority through 
managed vehicle speeds, signage, markings and materials. The vehicle cross overs are 
there to provide the required access into the parking areas and as such the vehicle 
trip generation is estimated to be low given the parking areas comprise of 30 spaces 
to the north and 13 in the southern area.  
 

4.5.13 It should be clarified that a vehicle crossover or dropped kerb allows you to access 
your property safely and easily when you are using a car or other domestic vehicle. 
Kerbs are dropped from their normal height and the pavement or verge is 
strengthened to take the weight of the vehicle crossing it to avoid damage to the 
pavement, pipes or cables buried beneath it.   
 

4.5.14 The Appellant has further stipulated on page 1 of Technical Note 006, which can be 
found at Appendix F of the Appellants Statement of Case that ‘there is only one point 
where refuse vehicles need reverse across the foot/cycleway’.  The Appellant has 
therefore throughout the assessment of the application been clear that this is not a 
carriageway but a footway / cycleway and therefore in accordance with Paragraph 
6.8.1 of Manual for Streets the development should not include reversing over the 
footway / cycleway. 

 
4.5.15 It must be stressed that the Highway Authority are content with refuse vehicles reversing 

over the footway / cycleway as they will be working alongside numerous collection 
operatives who will act as banksman, therefore removing any conflict.  This would not be 
the case for general deliveries undertaken in a HGV as these could be served by a single 
person and even if a second person is present it is unlikely that they would act or have the 
relevant qualification to act as a banksman.  This is also not something that the applicant 
can control and as a result the design of the scheme must remove the potential for 
conflict.  
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4.5.16 The reason conflict would occur is that vehicles reversing over the footway / cycleway 
would be doing so utilising their wing mirrors alone drastically reducing the visibility 
available to them.  Clear blind spots would be created leading to drivers not knowing 
whether the route was clear of pedestrians and cyclists and being fully reliant on those 
travelling along the footway / cycleway to stop.  This cannot be guaranteed and does not 
take account of children who are used to having right of way, cyclists travelling north to 
south that do not see the vehicle until late, those with sight and hearing impairments and 
occasions when a driver just fails to see a pedestrian / cyclist crossing and continues to 
reverse unawares.  All of these scenarios are highly possible every time a delivery occurs 
and therefore it is essential that the turning of HGVs is contained within the carriageway 
and not over the footway / cycleway.   

 
4.5.17 The appellant has provided an assessment identifying the frequency that HGV’s would be 

required to serve the site, which is covered in more detail with the Highway Authorities 
Statement of Case (Paragraph 5.6.5-5.6.6).   Essentially this demonstrates that the 
development will result in 4 HGV trips per week including refuse vehicles and 3 HGV trips 
per week if these trips are removed with between 1 and 2 HGV vehicle trips per week 
taking place at the northern end of the site.  The Appellant has claimed at Paragraph 
6.7.12 of the Transport Statement of Case that the proposal will generate just 1 vehicle 
movement per month by a 12m long HGV. However, it is assumed that this assessment is 
in relation to deliveries specific to London given that it is a study prepared by the City of 
London and this document has not been provided for the Highway Authority to review.  
Irrespective of this it should be stressed that the Appellant undertook an assessment of 
the Trip Rate Information Computer System (TRICS) during the course of the application 
to ascertain the likely level of delivery trips that would be generated by the development.  
This was reviewed by the Highway Authority and was deemed to provide an acceptable 
assessment.  The Highway Authority are of the opinion that the development will result 
in between 1 and 2 HGV movements per week and that this is a regular occurrence.    

 
4.5.18 It is accepted by the Highway Authority that the Appellant has included measures to 

minimise encroachment by motor vehicles into the footway /cycleway area. However, 
these measures do not remove the conflict that would occur from vehicles reversing over 
the footway/cycleway only from vehicles attempting to drive in a north south direction 
along the route. 

 
4.5.19 The appellant has identified other sites within the Borough in order to argue that reversing 

movements over the footway/cycleway would not be detrimental to Highway Safety, but 
the Highway Authority do not agree that these are comparable sites.  As stated at 
Paragraph 5.6.9 – 5.6.11 of the Highway Authorities Statement of Case there are numerous 
inconsistencies in relation to the sites used by the Appellant.   

 

4.5.20 The comparison sites only include those that facilitate turning movements within the 
carriageway and do not cross dedicated pedestrian and cycle routes which is included 
within the Appeal scheme.   

 



Page | 23 

4.5.21 Whether the development generates movements from a 10m or 12m HGV a significant 
proportion of these movements will result in regular weekly reversing movements over 
the footway/cycleway.  It is noted that Paragraph 111 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework is clear in that it states development should only be prevented or refused on 
highway grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety.   The 
development would result in conflict between delivery vehicles and pedestrians / cyclists 
which would be detrimental to highway safety and there is a possibility of this taking place 
as frequently as several times a week.  The National Planning Policy Framework provides 
for no threshold for the frequency or severity of the highway safety impact and therefore 
any development that would result in any detrimental impact to highway safety would be 
in conflict with this Policy.  

 
 
4.5.22 The footway / cycleway through the site should be designed to ensure that pedestrians 

and cyclists have priority over vehicles, and this is essential given the strategic nature of 
the route and to ensure that it complies with the requirement of the National Planning 
Policy Framework in relation to giving priority to pedestrians and cyclists.  However, the 
layout as demonstrated above will result in HGVs reversing over the footway / cycleway 
in conflict with National design standards contained within DfT document Manual for 
Streets at a point at which drivers will have extremely limited visibility of pedestrians / 
cyclists leading to conflict between HGV’s and pedestrians /cyclists. 

 
4.5.23 As specified at Paragraph 112 of the National Planning Policy Framework developments 

should create places that are safe, minimise the scope for conflicts between pedestrians, 
cyclists and vehicles and allow for the efficient delivery of goods, and access by service 
and emergency vehicles.  The full context of the National Planning Policy Framework can 
be found at Paragraph 4.11.3 of the Highway Authorities Statement of Case. 

 
4.5.24 Any HGV movements reversing over the footway / cycleway would be detrimental to the 

safety of pedestrians and cyclists and would be contrary to Local Plan Policy TR3 and 
Paragraphs 111 and 112 of the NPPF.      
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5.0 Conclusion 
 
5.1 The Highway Authority are of the opinion that the proposed footway / cycleway route 

through the site does not fully accord with Local and National Policy and the National 
design standards for shared footway / cycleways given that it is neither direct nor safe for 
users. In this regard the Highway Authority have 3 areas of concern and these are 
summarised below. 

 
5.1.1 The development does not provide for a direct route through the site which is a 

requirement of not only Local Policy but National design standards to ensure that 
pedestrian and cyclist movement is given priority through the site.  The National Planning 
Policy Framework specifically states that development should adhere to design standards 
and it is evident by the provision of the switchback arrangement that the development 
does not comply in this regard.  The design of the switchback is a fundamental 
noncompliance with National design standards, the effects of which are rendered more 
severe by the lack of a direct route through the remainder of the site. 

 
5.1.2 The proposed route between the development site and the Towpath to the north has not 

been designed to meet the requirement for cyclists and the gradients would also not 
adhere to those specified within National Design standards contained within Department 
for Transport document Inclusive Mobility for pedestrians.  The design is therefore not in 
compliance with Paragraphs 110, 111 and 112 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
and as the noncompliance of the design standards is deemed severe.   

 

5.1.3 The layout would result in HGV movements associated with the development reversing 
over the footway / cycleway at a point at which drivers will have extremely limited 
visibility of pedestrians / cyclists and not in accordance with DfT document Manual for 
Street which stipulates that turning movements should be contained within the 
carriageway.  This will lead to conflict between HGVs and pedestrians / cyclists. As such, 
it would be detrimental to Highway safety and contrary to Local Plan Policy TR3 and 
Paragraphs 111 and 112 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

5.2 Although the proposal may meet other design criteria and may be an improvement over 
the existing facility via Norman Place, the fundamental noncompliant aspects of the 
design as identified above far outweigh these benefits.  Given that the proposal does not 
adhere to numerous fundamental design requirements in relation to the north south link 
which is the main priority for this site and as such should be given the highest regard, the 
Highway Authority contend that the appeal should be dismissed.  

 
 
 
 
 
 


